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Council Meeting Date: April 5, 1999 Agenda Item: 6(a)

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM
CITY OF SHORELINE, WASHINGTON

AGENDA TITLE: Discussion of Proposed Ordinance Na. 195, Rules for the Use of
City Park Facilities

DEPARTMENT:  Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services . &

PRESENTED BY: Larry Bauman, Assistant City Managerﬁ' ro!
Kirk Peterson, Park Superintendent
Debbie Zemke, Recreation Superintendent

EXECUTIVE / COUNCIL SUMMARY

On August 21, 1993, your Council adopted by reference the King County Code (Chapter 7.12.)
as the Gity's Parks Facilities Ordinance. Cn June 1, 1997, the transfer of County parks and
facilities to the City took effect. Since that time we have continued to use the County Code as
our Parks Facilities Ordinance. On July 27, 1998, your Council appointed the Parks Recreation
and Cultural Services Advisory Committee, with which staff has reviewed the King County Code
in order to provide Council with recommendaticns for a City Ordinance. The result is proposed
Ordinance No. 195, Rules for the Use of City Park Facilities (see Attachment A), which we are
presenting in order provide an opportunity for discussion by Council and receive direction to
either proceed immediately to adoption or make further changes before presenting the final
code for adoption.

Key objectives of this process were to check whether the existing King County code was
consistent with Shoreline’s community values and to create a Code that would better suit the
specific uses of Shoreline parks, Shoreline parks and facilities dec not include many of the types
of uses present in some King County parks, making some of the King County codes
inappropriate for our use.

The Council's establishment of the Advisory Committee provided an ideal oppertunity to gain
broader citizen input into the process of developing a City code for our parks and facilities. In
addition to the Advisory Committee’s review, the proposed Ordinance has also been reviewed
and approved by Parks and Recreation staff, the City Attarney and the Police Department. In
order to develop a City code that would better match the needs of Shoreiine parks, some King
County codes have been removed or revised for the proposed Ordinance. For example, codes
in reference to boating, horseback riding and airplane landing strips were removed from the
propesed Ordinance because these uses do not exist within Shoreline’s parks and facilities. The
proposed Ordinance’s key elements and changes from the King County Cede are:

+ 3wimming is permitted only where posted. Currently no swimming areas are posted in
Shoreline parks. Staff is currently reviewing locations where swimming may be permitted
based upon water quality and overall safety. Those areas considered not to be unsafe will
be posted to inform potential swimmers that lifeguards are not on duty and that swimming
will be at the swimmer's risk. (see Sec. 8.12.340, Attachment A).



+ Dogs, pets or domestic animals are permitted only in posted areas; however, in those
posted areas, pets are not allowed off-leash (see Sec. 8.12.300, Attachment A}. Currently,
maost parks have pre-existing King County signage that allows pets only on leash. No parks
currently prehibit pets in any areas.

+ Permits may be required for groups of 15 ar more persons in order to prevent unscheduled
large groups from dominating the use of a park or interfering with scheduled sporis and
other events. This section could be used, for example, in cases where an infermal set of
sports teams might regularly play on our fields, requiring additional scheduled maintenance
(without paying a fee to support those costs) and/or conflicting with league play. {see Sec.
8.12.040, Attachment A}.

+ Skaleboards, rollerblades—the Advisory Committee approved language that prevents the
use of skateboards and rollerblades on walkways, trails, tennis courts, etc. in order to
preserve safe use of these facilities for other users (see Sec. 8.12.350, Attachment A).

« Park hours have been revised and simplified. The current rules allow opening a half-hour
before sunrise and closing an hour after sunset. The proposed Crdinance would allow
opening 45 minutes before sunrise and closing 45 minutes after sunset. The Advisory
Committee and staff recommended this change in order to provide a simpler standard for
hours that may be easier for park users to remember (see Sec. 8.12.370, Attachment A).

¢ A specific prohibition in the King County Code against loitering was reviewed and
considered by the City Attorney to be unconstitutional. As a result, it was removed in light of
the fact that a prohibition against being in a park after the closure hour is specified in the
section described above (see Sec. 8.12.370, Attachment A),

+ The scope of the littering prohibition was enlarged at the request of the Advisory Commitiee
to prohibit park users from littering on adjacent private property as well as on park property
{see Sec. 8.12.330, Attachment A).

The Proposed Ordinance No. 195, Rules for the Use of Parks Facilities, is a basic set of rules
upon which the City may build in future years as experience with our parks grows and we
identify use-related problems that may need to be addressed. The proposed Ordinance
provides staff with the basis for posting parks codes that have baen the source of most
enforcement problems. In discussing enforcement issues with the Police Department, we have
identified alcohol usage and illegal after hours presence in the parks as common enforcement
problems in many of our parks. A few of these codes--where pets are permitted, prohibition
against alcohol in the parks and park hours--will be the subject of signage that will be used in
most parks because they are the most common problems. An end product of revising the code
will be to allow for changes in park signage. The pre-existing King County signage regarding
codes currently remains in our parks. The process for developing new signage would
immediately follow adoption of a City Crdinance.

ATION

No action is required at this time. Staff recommends that Council discuss the proposed Rules
for the Lise of Parks Facilities and direct staff regarding any modifications. The Ordinance
would be scheduled for adoption at a regular meeting.

PR -
Approved By: City Manager 2 re City Attorney @
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BACKGROUND / ANALYSIS

Since 1895, the City has operated under the King County Code for Parks Facilities. Your
Council has not reviewed this code since that time. The King County Code has served the
immediate need of the City to enforce key rules regarding the use of Gity parks and facilities.
However, staff has not wanted to change out signage in our parks regarding code issues until
your Council reviewed the Parks Facilities Code and had an opportunity to make changes.
Also, it is clear that due to the size and breadth of the King County parks system, a number of
its codes were inappropriate for the City's parks system. For that reason, codes dealing with
issues such as boating, airplanes, clothing and horseback riding have either been removed or
madified to suit the City's park usage issues {see second set of bullets below for details).

The objective of the proposed Ordinance was not fo address every conceivable issue that may
arise as an enforcement problem in the future. Instead, the objective was to create a basic set
of codes that would address key issues, especially those that have been the biggest source of
enforcement activity in the parks. The most constant enfercement problems have been the
possession of alcohol in the parks and unauthorized presence in the parks after closure.

The proposed Ordinance has been reviewed by the City’s new Parks, Recreaticn and Cultural
Services Advisory Commitiee, which contributed a number of suggested changes. The City
Attorney and the Police Department have also reviewed the proposed ordinance for form, ease
of interpretation and ease of enforcement. A number of technical changes were made in
response to their comments. City staff has also provided input derived from their own
experience and from comments by park users who they contact during routine maintenance,
recreation coordination and other duties in the parks. The following is a list of the key elements
of the proposed Ordinance including some of those that are revised from the King County Code:

* As provided in the King County Code, swimming is permitted only in designated areas.
Currently nc swimming areas are posted. Staff is in the process of reviewing locations
where swimming may be permitted based upen water quality and overall safety. Those
areas considered not tc be unsafe will be posted to inform potential swimmers that
lifequards are not on duty and that swimming will be at the swimmer's risk. (see Sec.
8.12.340Q, Attachment A).

= No changes from the King County Code have been made in regard to pets in parks. Dogs,
pets or domestic animals are permitted only in posted areas; however, in those posted
areas, pets are not aliowed off-leash (see Sec. 8.12.300, Attachment A). Currently, most
parks have pre-existing King County signage that allows pets only on leash. No parks
currently prohibit pets in any areas.

» The King County Code provided no restrictions for unscheduled groups to use our parks.
The proposed Ordinance states that permits may be required for groups of 15 or more
persons in order to prevent unscheduled large groups from dominating the use of a park or
interfering with scheduled sports and other events. This section could be used, for example,
in cases where an informal set of sports teams might begin to regularly play on our fields,
requiring additional scheduled maintenance {without paying a fee to support those costs)
and/or conflicting with league play. (see Sec, 8.12.040, Attachment A).

= Skateboards, rollerblades—the Advisory Committee wanted to prevent the use of
skateboards and rollerblades on walkways, trails, tennis courts, etc. in order to preserve
safe use of these facilities for other users. The Commitiee, however, wanted to permit
bicycles with the understanding that pedestrian trails (e.g. Richmond Beach Saltwater Park



Bluff, Boeing Creek and Hamlin Park trail systems} will be marked as off limits for bicycles
(see Sec. §.12.230 and Sec. 8.12.350, Attachment A).

Park hours have been revised and simplified. The current rules under the King County
Code allow opening one half hour before sunrise and closing one hour after sunset. The
praposed Ordinance would allow opening 45 minutes before sunrise and closing 45 minutes
after sunset. The 45-minute period was used to include the twilight times prior to sunrise
and following sunset. The Advisory Committee and staff also recommended this change as
a way lo provide a simpler standard for hours that may be easier for park users to remember
(see Sec. §.12.370, Attachment A).

A specific prohibiticn in the King County Ccde against loitering was reviewed and
considered by the City Atlorney to be unconstitutional. It is impossible to judge whether a
single person sitting on a park bench or a number of individuals gathered in a park area
could be considered loitering, since the purposes of parks include passive and active
recreation. The existing prohibition against being in a park after the closure hour as
specified in the section mentioned abeve {see Sec. §.12.370, Attachment A} addresses the
core issue of preventing loitering after hours.

The scope of the littering prohibition was enlarged at the request of the Advisory Committee
to prohibit park users from littering on adjacent private property as well as on park property,
This would prohibit park users from dropping trash “over the fence” ento private property
{see Sec. 8.12.330, Altachment A).

As mentioned above, some of the King County Code sections were also considered to be
irrelevant to the nature of Shoreline’s parks and faciiities or not enforceable. As a result, King
County Code sections removed from the proposed Crdinance include:

Commercial watercraft prohibited—no docks, landings or boat ramps exist in City parks and
therefore ne potential commercial watercraft usage.

Alrcraft—as with watercraft, no landing strips or airports exist in City parks, making this
section unnecessary.

Expulsion from parks—this section was removed because the Administrative Sanctions
Code (see Sec. 8.12.570, Attachment A) provides authority for the City to revoke park
privileges of those whe fail to comply with the Code.

Horseback riding—while we have retained a section prohibiting horseback riding {see Sec.
8.12.320, Attachment A), we have removed sections allowing horseback riding on specific

trails or other posted areas, since no horse trails exist now or are likely to exist in the future
in any City parks.

Clothing—the County Code included a requirement for park patrons to wear clothing
"sufficient to conform o community standards™ that the City Attorney believed could not be
enforced due to its vagueness and as a result this section was entirely removed. Existing
state laws provide sufficient basis for enforcement of public indecency, including nudity and
indecent exposure.

False alarm of drowning prohibited—since no lifeguards are posted in any areas, the issue
of a false drowning alarm is not relevant to City parks operations. This portion of the County



Code was apparently created after some youths had pretended to be drowning at swimming
areas where lifeguards were on duty.

The rules are essentially created to protect the rights of all park users to mutually enjoy the
City's facilities, to ensure that public and private property is respected and to preserve the park
properties from damage by users. It is important {o read the attached Ordinance with
enforcement in mind. While some code sections we have recommended deal with ongoing
prablems {e.g. alcohol or presence in parks after closure), other sections are included in the
proposed Crdinance but will probably be needed less often. These codes exist to ensure our
Police Department has specific tools to deal with the variety of problems that may arise in the
parks. For example, it would continue be illegal under the proposed Crdinance to deposit
hausehoid or commercial garbage in a park (see Sec. 812.12.450, Attachment A). It is
expected that most people would understand it is improper to use a park as a personal garbage
dump, but this can occasionally be a problem in that old tires, appliances, etc. are sometimes
deposited in parks. Itis also illegal to possess a firearm or weapon in a park (see Sec.
8.12.510}. Again, while this problem is not likely to occur often, it is important for the Police
Bepartment to have a clear code to prohibit anyone possessing such weapons, including
concealed weapons with permits, in our parks. The Police Department has authority to enforce
the Code. Our Police Officers will use this Ordinance ta enforce our rules in the parks, and
when necessary, cite park users for specific code violations.,

A new City Ordinance would also allow staff to proceed with developing new signage for our
parks that would highlight key enforcement problems and inform the public about these codes.
The purpose of this signage is not to create a long laundry list of “don’ts” as people enter our
parks. Instead, the purpose will be to draw attention fo a relatively few cede sections that we
believe are the source of the greatest number of problems. Codes do not need to be listed on
signs in order to be enforced. However, these signs are useful as public information in the
process of gaining voluntary complignce with the rules for our parks and facilities. The process
of identifying specific codes most useful for each park or facility, designing the signs, selecting a
vendor for their production and installing them would proceed following Gouncil adoption of a
new Ordinance.

RECOMMENDATION

No action is required at this time. Staff recommends that Council discuss the proposed Rules
for the Use of Parks Facilities and direct staff regarding any modifications. The Ordinance
would be scheduled for adoption at a regular meeting.

ATTACHMENTS

A: Proposed Ordinance No. 185 - Rules for Use of City of Shereiine Park Facilities



Attachment A: Proposed Ordinance No. 195,
Rules for Use of City of Shoreline Park Facilities



8.12
RULES FOR USE OF CITY OF SHORELINE PARK FACILITIES

Sections:
I-GENERAL
8.12.010 Definitions
8.12.020 Program - Purpose
IT - ADMINISTRATION / FACILITY USE PERMITS
8.12.030 Administration rule - hours and conditions of operation
8.12.040 Permits for groups or individnals
8.12.050 Special use permits
8.12.060 Cancellation of permit
8.12.070 Religious services, group rallies or musical/theatrical
presentations.
8.12.080 Building facilities’ and outdoor field lights hours
8.12.090 Cleanup
812,100 Liability
12110 Liability insurance
8.12.120 Adults to accompany minors
8.12.130 Storage of cquipment - hability of City
8.12.140 Equipment regulations - failurc to perform
8.12.150 Facility usc - sale ol goods and scrvices



III - RULES GOVERNING USE OF FACILITIES - (PART 1)

8.12.160 Food waste, washing of clothes and animals
8.12.170 Parking lots and roadways - games prohibited
8.12.180 Motor vehicles - parking

8.12.190 Motor vehicles on roads and trails

812200 Motor vchicles - speed limits

8.12.210 Washing of vchicles

812220 Motor vechicles - trucks and commercial vehicles
8.12.230 Trail use

8.12.240 Camping

8.12.250 Tents and shelters in parks

8.12.260 Overnight moorage

8.12.270 Iee

8.12.280 Gaime fish

8.12.290 Shellfish and food fish

8.12.300 Pets in City park facilities

8.12.310 Disturbances by animals prohibited

8.12.320 Horseback riding

8.12.330 Golf

8.12.340 Swimming

8.12.350 Skatebouards, rellerblades and bicyceles - in designated areas only
8.12.360 Littering



8.12.370 Presence in parks during hours when park is closed

%.12.380 Trespassing
5.12.390 Fires

8.12.400 Sound Amplification
812410 Games in parks

IV - RULES GOVERNING USE OF FACILITIES — (PART 11)

8.12.420 Damage to properly
8.12.430 Damage to wildlife

§.12.440 Remaoval of property
8.12.450 Outside household or commercial waste
B.12.4060 Waste from vehicles
8.12.470 Use of manne heads
8.12.480 Dumping in water prohibited
8.12.490) Solicitalion

8.12.500) Fireworks

8.12.510 Fircarms, weapons

5.12.520 Alcoholic beverages
8.12.530 Intoxicalion

8.12.540 Interference with trails



¥ - PENALTIES

8.12.550 Iniraciions
5.12.560 Misdemcanors
8.12.370 Administrative sanctions

VI - MISCELLANEOQUS PROVISIONS
8.12.580 Severability

I-GENERAL

8.12.010 Definitions- as used in this chapter
A. "Alcoholic beverages” or "liquor” shall be defined as set forth in RCW 66.04.010

and shall include alcohol, spirits, wine and beer.

B. "Assoclaled marine arca” means any water arca within one hundred feet of any

City of Shorcline trail, open space, park arca or marine facility such as a dock,

pier, floal, buoy, log boom, or other object which is part of a City of Shoreline

park area, provided that such area does not include private propertty.

. "Camping" means erecting a tent or shelter or arranging bedding or both for the

purpose of, or in such a way as will permit, remaimng overnight; or, parking a

trailer, van, reereational vehicle, bus, camper, or other vehicle for the purpose of

remaining overnight.

D. "Department” means the City of Shoreline Parks, Recreation and Cultural

Services Departiment.
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"Facility" or "Facilities” mecans any building, equipment, sign, material, sheller,
swimming poel, or other physical property including but not limited to
administered trees, shrubs, plants, lawns, play cquipment, picnic areas, athletic
ficlds, trails, or structurcs, by the City of Shereline Parks, Recreation and Cultural
Services Department.

"Department employcc” means a duly appointed City of Shoreline Parks,
Recreation and Cultural Scrvices Department cmployee.

"City of Shoreline open spacc, trail or park arca” mcans any area under the
ownership, management, or control of the City of Shorcline Parks, Recreation and
Cultural Services Department.

“Ihrector” means the Department Director of the City of Shoreline Parks,
Recreation and Cultural Services Department or his or her designee.

"City" means Cily of Shereline, Washington.

“Liguor™ shall be defined as set forth in RCW 66.04 010 and shall include
alcohol, spints, wine and beer.

"Motor vehicle” means any sell-propelled device capable of being moved upon a
read, and in, upon, or by which any persons or property may be transported or
drawn, and shall include, but not be limited to, automobiles, trucks, motorcycles,
motor scooters, jeeps or similar type four-wheel drive vehicles, and snowmobiles,
whether or not they can be legally operated upon the public highways.

"Pcrson” means any individual, group, firm, partnership, corperation or club.
"Rocket" means any device containing a combustible substance which when

ignited propels the device.
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N. “Trail” means any path, track, or right-ol~way designed for usc by pedesttians,

bicycles, or other non-motorized modes of transportation.

8.12.020 Program Purpose. The facilitics and programs of the Departinent

arc cstablished by the City for public recreation purposes.

11 - ADMINISTRATION / FACILITY USE PERMITS

8.12.030 Administrative rules - hours and operation. The Director shall
promulgate rules eslablishing the times facililics will be open and closcd for use by the

public,

8.12.040 Permits for groups or individuals. Thc Dcpartment may grant
pernits to groups or individuals to meet or conduct activilics in the Department's
tacilities 1l the Diepartment does not otherwisc require such facilitics. Groups of fifteen
or more persons may be required to oblain a permit. A fee is charged in accordance with

the Department's fee ordinance.

8.12.050 Special use permits. Groups or individuals that desire to use the
Clity park [acililies or swimming pool may be granted special use permits by the
Department, and may be charged a fee. Where appropriate, special conditions of use will
be established by the Department and so noted on the special use permit. Charges for
special services in the City recreational facilitics will be established by the Department

with the approval of the Shoreline City Council.
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8.12.060 Cancellation of permit. The Department reserves the right to
canccl a permit for cause or to meet the needs of the Departmient. Notice of cancellation
[or priority in order to mect the needs of the Department shall be given at least twenty-

four hours in advance. Nolice of cancellation for cause may be given at any time.

8.12.070 Religions services, group rallies or musical/theatrical
performances. Religious scrvices, group rallics, or musical/theatrical performances may
be permitted m Cily park arcas where [acilitics are adequate, and where such aclivitics
will not conflict with normal park usage. To avoid conflict, permission for such activitics
must be obtained in advance from the Department. Permission for use of ampiifying

devices by groups must be obtained in advance from the Department.

8.12.080 Building facilities' and ontdoor field lights hours. Usc of
faciliies Sunday through Thursday shall cease at 10:00 p.m. unless otherwise approved
in the use permit. Usc of facilities on Fridays or Saturdays shall ccasc at 12:00 a.m.
unless otherwise approved in the use permit. Outdoor lights shall ccase at 10:30 pm at

park athletic helds unless otherwise designated.

8.12.090 Cleanup. All persens using a building facility must leave the

facility in a clean and ncat condition considered satisfactory to the Department.

8.12.100 Liability - Persons using facilities by permit will be required to

protect, save and held the City of Shoreline, its elected and appointed officials and
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employcees, harmless from and against all claims, demands and causes of action of any

kind or character, including the cost of delense thercof, arising out of the usc of facilities.

8.12.110 Liability insurance. During all periods of use, persons using
facilities by permit shall, cxcept when a waiver is oblained from the Depariment, ebtain
and maintain public hability insurance acceptable to the City and/or other insurance
necessary to prolect the public and the City on the premiscs to be used, with limits of
liability not less than:

$500,000 cach person personal injury;

$500,000 each occurrence personal injury;

$250.000 cach oceurrence property damage; or combined single limit

petsonal mjury and/or property damage hability $1,000.000 per

occurrence.

Persons shall provide a certificale of insurance or, upon wrillen request of the

City, a duplicate of the policy, as evidence of the insurance protection provided. This
insurance shall not be canceled or reduced without prior written notice to the City at least

ten days in advance ol the cancellation.

8.12.120 Adults to accompany minors. When facilities are used by permit

e

and children are present, adults must be present and responsible at all times.

8.12.130 Storage of equipment - liability of City. Pecrsons using facilitics

should nol expect storage space for equipment necessary for their activity. If temporary
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storage is provided, the City of Shorehine shall not be held respensible for loss or

damage.

8.12.140 Equipment regulations - failure to perform. The misusc of a
park facility or the failure to conform with regunlations, the instructions ol Department
employees, or the conditions ol a permit will be sufficient reason for canceling a permit

and/or denying any future pernuts.

8.12.150 Facility use - sale of goods or services. The use of park facilities
tor financial gain shail be allowcd only through concession contracts secured by the
City's competitive bid process, negolialed concession contracts or by special use permit

1ssued by the Department.

I11 - RULES GOVERNING USE OF FACITLIES — (PART 1)
8.12.160 Food waste, washing of clothes or animals. No person shall
clean fish, or other tood, or wash any clothing or other articles for personal or houschold

use, or any dog or other animal except al designated areas.

8.12.170 Parking lots and roadways - games prohibited. Games of any

kind are prohibited in parking lots and roadways of al? facilitics.

8.12.180 Motor vehicles - parking. Ne operator of any motor vehicle,

trailer, camper, boat trailer, or other vehicle, shall park such vehiclc in any City park arca,
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cxcept where the operator 1s using the area for the designated recreational purpose and
the vehicle is parked either in the designated purking area, or in another area with the
permussion of a Department employec. No person shall park. lcave standing, or abandon
a vehicle in any park arca after closing time cxcept persons using park facilities as part of
an cvent authorized by the Department, Tn addition to the penalties found in Part V of
this chapter, any vehicle found in violation of 8.C.C. 8.12.180. may bc towed away at the
owner's expense. This scction shall not apply o maintenance and emcrgency vehicles or

vchicles authorized by the Department.

8.12.190 Motor vehicles on roads and trails. No person shall operate any
motor vehicle on & trail in any City park, unless such trail has been specifically
designated and posled for such use. No person shall operate a motor vehicle within the
boundaries of a Cily park area except on roads, streets, highways, parking lots, parking
areas, or where otherwise permitted by proper pesting. This section shall not apply to

cmergency, mainienance or authorized vehicles.

8.12.200 Motor vehicles - speed limits. No person shall drive a motor
vehicle within any park at a speed greater than fifteen (15) miles per hour or as otherwise
posted, having duc regard for traffic, surface and width of the road, and in no event at a
speed which endangers the safety of persons, property, or wildlife; previded, however,
that in no event shall a vehicle be driven at a speed greater that fifteen (15) milcs per hour

in picnic, utility, or hcadguarters areas, or in a public assemblage.
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8.12.210 Washing of vehicles. No person shall clean or wash any automobile or

other vehicle in any park area except in arcas specifically designated for that use.

8.12.220 Motor vehicles - trucks and commercial vehicles. No person shall
causc a truck or other vehicle while being used for commercial purpose to enter upon,
us¢, or traverse any portion of any City park area or any park road except with the

express periission of a Department employce provided, that the provisions ot this

seclion shail not appiy to city roads, county roads or state highways.

8.12.230 Trail use. A. For the purposes of this section "Travel” shall be
construcd to include all forms of movement or transportatien on a trail, including but not
limited to foot, hicyele, horse, skatcboard, and roiler skates.

B. Trails are open to all non-motorized users unless otherwise designated and
posted. Trail restrictions may be posted at park entrances. trailhcads or, in some cases,
on individual trails.

C. Every person traveling on a trail shall obey the instructions of any official
traffic control device or trail sign unlcss otherwise direcled.

D. No moterized vehicles shall be allowed on City of Shereline trails. For
the purposes of this section "motorized vehicles," means any [orm of transportation
powered by an inlemal cembustion or eleciric motor. This includes but is not limited to
maotor vehicles, golf carts, mopeds and all terrain vehicles. This seclion shall not apply to
wheelchairs powered by clectric motors, or authorized maintenance, police or emergency

vehicles.
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8.12.240 Camping. No person shall camp in any park arca.

8.12.250 Tents and shelters in parks. No person shall crect, maintain, use
or occupy a lemporary tent or shelter in any park arca unless there is an unchstrcted
view through such tent or shelter from at least two sides; provided however, that nothing

in this scction shall be construed to authorize overnight camping.

8.12.260 Overnight moorage. No person shall moor, anchor or dock a boal
or other object overnight in Richmond Beach Saltwater Park or other bodies of water in

other Cily park arca without authorization from the Department.

8.12.27¢ Ice. No persen shall go out onto ice in any park area. This

includes but is not limited to: lakes, ponds, strcams and other bodics of water.

8.12.280 Game fish. All laws, rules and regulations of the State Game
Commussion relating to scason, limits, and methods of fishing are applicable to fishing
for gamc fish in park areas. No person may fish for, or possess any [ish taken from any

lake, pond, stream or other body of water which is posted with a sign prohibiting fishing.

8.12.290 Shellfish and food fish. All laws, rules and regulations of the
State Department of Fisheries rclating to season, limits, and methods of taking, are
applicable to the taking of shellfish or food fish in City park area, and in addition to such

laws, the City of Shoreline park system may, close certain City park arca to the taking of
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shellhish for spectfic periods of time. Such closed arcas shall be posted with appropriate

s12N8,

8.12.300 Pets in City park facilities. A. Dogs, pets, or domeslic animals
arc not permitted on any designaled beach, pienic area, tennis courts or play area in any
park or in any building unless specifically permitted by posting. This section shall not
apply to animal gnides.

B. In posted areas, dogs or other pets or domestic ammals must be kepton a
leash no greater than fiftcen feet in length, and under control at all times.

C. Any person whose dog or other pet is in any City park area shall be
responsible for the conduct of the animal and for removing feces deposited by such

animal from the park arca.

8.12.310 Disturbances by animals prohibited. No person shall allow his
or her dog or other pet or demestic animal to bile, disturb or harass any park users,
wildlife or other pets. No person shall permit his or her dog or other pet or domestic
animal to bark or muke noisc continuously or otherwisc disturb the peace and tranquillity
ot the park. No person shall permit dogs, pets or domeslic animals to damage, destroy or

remove park vegetation.
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8.12.320 Horseback riding. Horses are not permiitted in any park arca.

8.12.330 Golf. Golf activities shall not be permitted in any park area uniess

peruission is obtained in advance from the Department.

8.12.340 Swimming. Swimming shall only bc permitted in posted areas.

8.12.350 Skateboards and rollerblades. No person shall be penmilicd to
skalehoard or rollerblade on walkways, trails, tennis courls, or other park areas unless

otherwise designated by the Department.

8.12. 360 Littering. No person shall leave, deposit, drop or scaller bottles,
broken glass, ashes, food, waste paper, cans, green waste or other rubbish in a City park
arca, cxcept in a garbage can or other receptacle designed for such purpose. Park patrons

shal not dispose ofl litter on any adjacent property without cxpress written permission.

8.12.370 Presence in City parks during hours when the park is closed.
No person shall enter or be present in a City park arca during hours the park is closed
exeept persons using park facilitics as part of an event authorized by the Department.
Park arcas are closed forty-five (45) minutes after sunset and open forty-five (45) minutes
before sunrise unless another closing and/or opening time is established for a particular

park by thc Director.
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8.12.380 Trespassing. No person exceplt an authorized City employee, or
other person duly authorized pursuant Lo law, shall enter or go upon any area which has
been designated and posted as a "No Admittance” or "No ‘Irespassing” area or during any

time during which the park is posted as being closed 1o the public.

8.12.399 Fires. Ne person shall ignite or maintain any fire or participate in
igniting, maintaining or using any firc within a park exccpt in a designated barbecue unit

or in a designated fire unless aunthorized by the Departmeni.

8.12.400 Sound amplification. No person shall use, operate or play in any
park facility, any radio, tape playcr, disc player, television, musical instrument, record
player or any other machine ot device producing sound al a volume that is audiblc at a
distance of over thirty (30) feet there from except pursuant to a permit issued by the

Department.

8.12.410 Games in parks. Activities including, but not fimiled to, sports
and physical play which interfere er lend to interfere with or endanger other park users

are prohibited.

IV- RULES GOVERNING USE OF FACILITIES — (PART II)

8.12.420 Damage to property. No person shall remove, damage, or

destroy park “facility” as that term is defined in Section %.12.010.
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8.12.430 Damage to wildlife. Exccpt for fishing and shell fishing in
authorized arca and subject to rules promulgated by Washington Statc Fish and Wildlife
Commussion, 1L 1s unlawiul in any park to capture, attempt to capture, tease, annoy,
disturb, or strike any bird or animal, or to throw or othcrwise propel any objcct at or in

the vicinily of any bird or animal.

8.12.440 Removal of property. No pcrson shall move any City preperty,

from 11s original position in any park area withoul the permission of the Department.

8.12.450 Outside household or commercial waste. No person shall bring
in or deposit household or commereial garbage, refuse, wasle, or rubbish which is
brought in such form from any privale property, in any park area garbage can or other

receptacle,

8.12.460 Waste from vehicles. No person shall drain or dump refuse or

wasle from any trailer, camper, automebile or other vehicle in any park area.

8.12.470 Use of marine heads. No person shall flush any manne head into,

an assoclated marine area, nor cause any human or animal waste to be deposited into an

assoclated marine arca or when entering or leaving the arca.
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8.12.480 Dumping in water prohibited. Ne person shall deposit any waste
or refuse of any nature, including human or animal waste, into any strcam, lake or other

body of waler running in, through, or adjacent to any park area.

8.12.490 Solicitation. Ne person shall solicit, seil, or peddle any goods,
services, food or drink, or distribute or post any handbills, circulars, or signs, or use any
loud spcaker or other amplifying device, in any park arca, except by concession contracl

or by special use permit 1ssued by the Department.

8.12.500 Fireworks. No person shall posscss, discharge, or cause to be
discharged, in any park area, any firecracker, torpedo, rocket, firework, explosive, or

similar device unless so authorized by the Department.

8.12.510 Firearms, weapons. No person except duly authorized law
enforcement personnel shall posscss a firearm, bow and arrow, crossbow, or air or gas
weapon in a City park. No person shall discharge across, in, or onto any park area a
fircarmm, bow and arrow, crosshow, air or gas weapon, or any device capable of injuring
or killing any person or animal, or damaging or destroying any public or private property.
This scction shall not apply where the Department has authorized, in writing, a special

recreational activity upen finding that it is not inconsistent with park use.
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8.12.520 Alcoholic beverages. No person shall posses any liquor in any
City park area, including unopened beverage containers, except in designated arcas
approved by the Thrector or his or her designee and under the following conditions:

The sale and/or consumplion of alcoholic beverages is permissibic indoors at the
Richmond Highland Recreation Center by special use permit, provided that the aclivitics
conform to the requirements of Washington State Liquor Control Board and state law, A

stalc liquor permit must be displayed in the area where the activity is to be conducted.

8.12.530 Intoxication. Bemg in any park, facility, or associated marine

arca while in a state of intoxication is prohibited.

B.12.540 Interference with trails. No person shall place, deposit, or
otherwisc locate any object, struclure or device, whether natural or artificial, that
threatens or endangers any trail, or that threatens or endangers any person traveling
thereomn.

This section shall not apply to City employces in the performance of their duties

or lo persons acting pursuant to written direction of the City of Shoreline.
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V - PENALTIES

B.12.550 Infractions

A. Vieolation of any provision of Section 11 of this Chapter shall be a civil
inlraction,

B. Any person cited {or a violation of Part [1I of this Chapter, shall be subject to
the appiicable Justice Court Rules and bail schedules.

C. Any person found guilty of committing an infraction shall be assessed a
monelary penaity not to exceed $500.00, or shall make restitution for any damage causcd

to park tacilities, or shall be subject to both a monetary penalty and restitution.

8.12.560 Misdemeanors. Viclation of any provision of Section 1V of this

Chapter shall be a misdemeanor

8.12.570 Administrative sanctions. In addition to any prescribed penalty,

any person failing to comply with any provision of this chapter shall be subject to the loss

ol park or reercation facility use privileges.

¥I - MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS

8.12.580 Severability- Should any section, subscction, paragraph, sentence, clause,

or phrase of this chapter be determined to be a court of competent jurisdiction, such

detenmination shall not eflfect the validity of the remaining portions of this chapter.
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EXECUTIVE / COUNCIL SUMMARY

The Regional Wastewater Services Plan (RWSP) currently under consideration by the
King Ceunty Council calls for the construction of a new wastewater treatment facility in
north King County or scuth Snohomish County. Point Wells is believed to be a
potential candidate site for this facility or its outfall {the discharge paint for treated

effluent).

In November 1998, staff presented a series of questions to Council regarding the
potential of a regional wastewater treatment facility being constructed at Point Wells

and a work plan to address those questions.
information based upon prefessional
analysis and input from the community to
assist your Council in deciding what position
to take regarding the siting of a wastewater
treatment plant and/or its outfall at Point
Wells. This report, its attachments, and the
presentation to be provided during your
Council workshop will relate information and
conclusions developed in response to these
questions. it also recommends additional
analysis and a public process as next steps
toward the completion of phase 2 of the
work plan. Staff is seeking Council input
and consensus on the recommended next
steps.

The objective of this effort is to provide

Key issues researched during phase 1 include:

1

|40 -

The City’s role in the siting decision making process
and in permitting such a facility and how these roles
may change, i.e. annexation,

The suitability of the Point Wells site for the
proposed wastewater treatment facility based upon
existing and developing King County criteria,
published analysis thereof, and site conditions,

The potential impacts on the community of such a
facility,

The scope and nature of likely mitigation strategies,

Critical time periods for City input to the siting
process, and

impact of a treatment facility on aiternative uses for
the Faint Wells property.

In accordance with the work plan discussed with Council, the City has hired Gray &
Osborne ("G&Q"), an engineering firm with a strong backgreund in siting and designing
wastewater treatment facilities across the state, and Shockey/Brent, a planning firm
familiar with Snchomish County land use regulations and permitting processes, to
assist the City in addressing identified issues. Their report has been provided
separately to your Council and is excerpted in Attachment A. The full report is also
available at the libraries within the City and at the City Clerk’s office.
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In order to implement the second phase of the work plan, Staff has developed two
alternative development scenarios (see G&O Report or Attachment B). Alternative 1 is
based upon Snohomish County planning documents. Alternative 2 is based upon the
City's proposed zoning under the annexation policies of its comprehensive plan. A
partial impact analysis was already performed on Alternative 2 as part of the EIS for the
City's comprehensive plan.

In order to bring this information tc the community, staff recommends that the City hold
an cpen house in conjunction with King County. The open house would he advertised
utilizing the next City newsletter and cther standard announcement methods. The
information included in the G&O report and additional comparative analysis on
alternative development scenario(s), as discussed herein, will be presented. A panel
discussion including representatives from King County, G&O, and others would address
both prepared questions and guestions from the audience. Participants in the open
house would then be asked to complete a questicnnaire regarding Point Wells and the
proposed regional facilities. This information would be analyzed and presented to
Council for discussion regarding whether additicnal public process is desirable.

Once Phase 2 is complete (development alternatives are evaluated and community

input received), the Council will be asked to take a final position on the suitability of
Point Wells as a location for a treatment plant and/or cutfall.

RECOMMENDATION

This is a workshop item for discussion purposes onty. Staff seeks Council comment
regarding alternative development scenarios and scope of the comparative analysis,
the recommended public process, and any other remaining questions or concerns.

[
Approved By: City Manager f@ ! City Attornay jﬂ‘r
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BACKGROUND / ANALYSIS

The siting process for the north end treatment facility has not yet begun. At the time
this report was written, the Regional Wastewater Services Plan (*RWSP”), of which a
north end treatment facility is an important element, had not been formally adopted. In
fact, some segments of the community continue to argue against adoption of the RWSP
as it is currently written. The Richmond Beach Community Council recently voted to
oppose the RWSP as long as a north end plant continues te be an element of that plan.

Despite this faci, there has been increasing discussion regarding a few specific sites,
including Point Wells, fer the additional wastewater treatment facilities identified in the
RWSP. The City of Woodway, for reasons of its own, has approached King County
requesting that Pcint Wells be considered. In response, King County staff has
expressed a desire to better understand how the Shoreline community would feel about
locating the proposed facility at that site. This open request has prompted other
communities, Botheill for example, to approach the County expressing a willingness to
site the facility within their City. This unusual situation of municipalities actually
expressing interest in siting what is normally considered a high impact facility in their
jurisdicticn has prompted the County to consider a Reguest For Proposal (RFP)
process as an additional siting mechanism. This process would allow interested
communities to acquire funding from the County to develep information regarding a
potential site within their community.

County staff has been preparing to begin the siting process for the north end treatment
facilities during the unexpectedly protracted consideration of the RWSP by the King
County Council. They have made clear their intentions to move forward with the RFP
and other siting processes shorlly after the adoption of the RWSP. The County Council
may take action on the RWSP as early as May 1999. The timeline for completion of
north end treatment facilities included in the RWSP established the end of 2001 as the
goal for the full permitting of the preferred site. Achieving this objective will likely
require an abbreviated short list creation process that will need to be completed by the
end of this year despite the delay in the adoption of the RWSP.

Staff and individual Council Members have recently had conversations with individuals
in the Richmond Beach community, including a short discussion with the board of the
Richmond Beach Neighborhood Association, regarding the possible siting of a
treatment facility at Point Wells. The response has been a consistent request for more
information about the impacts of this kind of facility, likely mitigation, and alternatives. A
process providing for broader community education and input has also been suggested.
Staff discussed this issue with Council in November 1988, The G&QO report transmitted
along with this report provides much of the background information identified at that
time as desirable 1o assist your Council and the community in developing a position
regarding the use of Paint Wells prior to the commencement of King County's siting
process.

Significant additicnal backgreund and information regarding the wastewater treatment
facilities proposed by the RW3SP, Point Wells, impacts, mitigation, and land use issues
are included in the G&O report provided separately to your Council and excerpted in
Attachment A. This repert is the result of staff efforts to complete the work plan on this
issue discussed with Council in November 1898. That work plan has two phases. The
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substance of the report addresses issues identified in the first phase and is summarized
below. The remainder of this staff report makes recommendations and asks for Council
input as staff moves forward with efforts to complete the second phase.

Council Discussion

The objective of this report and staff's presentation to your Council is to assist in the
development of an understanding of wastewater freatment plant operations and the
potential impacts and mitigation that may result if such a facility is located at Point
Wells. Staff is seeking Council input and consensus on two items that will lead to the
completion of phase 2 of this preject:

« The composition of alternative development scenarios and the scope of the analysis
comparing these scenarios (e.g. mixed use development) to a wastewater treatment
plant, and

« The recommended process for educating and gaining input from the community on
this issue.

Work Plan

The objective of the work plan discussed with Council in November is to provide
Council with information based upon professicnal anaiysis and input from the
community to assist your Council in degiding what position to take regarding the siting
of a wastewater treatment plant and/or its outfall at Pojnt Wells. Key issues to be
researched during this process include:

1. The City’s role in the siting decision making process and in permitting such a facility
and how these rotes may change, 1.e. annexation,

2. The suitability of the Point Wells site for the proposed wastewater treatment facility

based upon existing and developing King County criteria, published analysis

thereof, and site condilions,

The potential impacts on the community of such a facility,

The scope and nature of likely mitigation strategies,

Critical time periods for City input to the siting process, and

Impact of a treatment facility on alternative uses for the Point Wells property.

@ o

The work plan to address these issues is divided into two phases. Phase 1 activities

include the:

[. Exploration and clarification of issue 1,

[I. Development of additional site information regarding Point Wells to support team
efforts,

[Il. Hiring of an engineering consulting firm experienced in the design and siting of
wastewater treatment facilities to provide analysis regarding issues 2,3,8 4, and

IV. Exploration and clarification of issue 5.

The results of these efforts are discussed in the next section of this staff report.

Phase 2 of the work plan consists of the:

|.  Exploration of alternative development possibilities at Point Wells in accordance with
the City's comprehensive plan,
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Il. Exploration of the impacts of those alternatives and comparison of those impacts to
identified impacts of the potential wastewater treatment facility, including likely
mitigation measures for each,

1. Engaging of the community through a public forum to communicate developed
information and to clarify key areas of concern and issues that need further
investigation,

IV. Working with neighborhood associations and other interested community groups to
acquire additiocnal community input based on the information, concerns, and issues
developed as a result of the public forums,

V. Analysis of results for presentation to Council and community with a
recommendation based on that analysis regarding the key ohjectives that should be
the focus of Shoreline’s participation in King County's siting process,

Staff is now prepared to begin phase two of the above work plan and is seeking Council
consensus regarding specific recommendations on next steps in order to do so.

Issues Addressed In Phase 1

In accordance with the workplan discussed with Council, the City has hired Gray &
Osborne ("G&QO"), an engineering firm with a strong background in siting and designing
of wastewater treatment facilities across the state to provide professional technical
assistance to the City during this process. The City has alsc acquired the services of
Steve Didulio, an attorney with Foster Pepper & Shefelman, and Shockey/Brent, a
ptanning firm familiar with Snohomish County land use regulations and permitting
processes, to assist the City in addressing land use related issues. Their report has
been provided separately to your Council and is excerpted in Attachment A. The full
report is alsc available at the libraries within the City and at the City Clerk’s office.

Conclusions to the key issues identified in November based upon analysis to date as
articulated in the G&O report are as follows:

1) The City’s role in the siting decision making process and in permitting such a facility
and how these roles may change, i.e. annexation,

s King County's siting process has not been developed, therefore, the City's role in
that process is yet to be determined.

e Snohomish County currently has sole permitting authority over the Point Wells
property and has an interest in utilizing its Essential Public Facilities (“EPF")
siting process in relation to these facilities. Itis unlikely that Shoreline will be
permitted to annex Paint Wells until after the wastewater treatment facility has
been permitied at that site or the site has been removed from consideration.

¢ An interlocal agreement with Snohemish County and other interested
jurisdictions is recommended as the best avenue to secure a formal role in the
permitting process should Point Wells be selected. Staff is already working on
the development of such an agreement.

* An interlocal agreement with Snohecmish County is alsc seen as the only
mechanism to successfully complete the annexation of Point Wells.
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2} The suitability of the Point Wells site for the proposed wastewater treatment facility
based upon existing and developing King County criteria, published analysis
thereof, and site conditions,

The adoption of the RWSP by the King County Council has been delayed and no
siting criteria have been developed to date.

There are two distinct, yet connected facilities that must be sited as part of this
process, that is the wastewater treatment plant and/or its outfall or discharge
point into Puget Sound.

The County has presented some scientific evidence tending to indicate that the
area of Puget Sound west of Point Wells may have natural advantages that
would minimize the impact of such a facility. Further study to confirm the quality
of this location is recommended.

The entire Point Wells property is a little less than 100 acres. Only the westemn
half of the property, however, is flat encugh to support the construction of a
wastewater treatment plant. Preliminary design and analysis performed by King
County indicate that a wastewater treatment plant of the planned size will fit on
the 47 suitable acres. |n contrast, the current Renton facility is 85 acres,
contains buffering and screening of its facilities, and is located in the midst of an
industrial area. No residential area is adjacent to this facility. The West Point
facility is a mere 32 acres, but Discovery Park provides a buffer of %4 mile to the
Fort Lawton government housing and of just less than one mile to the Magnolia
residential community. Construction of a wastewater treatment plant on the
Point Wells property may place high impact facilities within 300 feet of residential
homes in the Richmond Beach community.

3) The potential impacts on the community of such a facility,

As identified by King County’s FEIS on the RWSPF, the main impacts from
construction, truck traffic, noise, and dust, would be experienced during the initial
construction period, up to 3 years, and every time the plant is expanded, planned
for about every 15 years.

The main impacts from the operation of a wastewater treatment plant, as alsc
identified by the FEIS, are cdor, aesthetics, noise, and traffic.

4) The scope and nature of likely mitigation strategies (a detailed discussion of this
issue is presented in Chapter 2 of the G&O report),

L 4

In discussion with the Council and cemmunity members, it is apparent that there
Is growing confusion regarding the meaning of the term “mitigation." To clarify
Woebster's dictionary defines "mitigate” as “to cause toc become less harsh or
hostile." “Mitigation," as the noun form of mitigate, is then; the actions, objects,
resources, that reduce the negative effects of a project. This is in marked
contrast to the use of the term to indicate a potential opportunity for public
benefit. Research of the West Point facility indicates that of the $80-90 million in
expenditures for mitigation, only $2 million appears to have been provided as
somewhat discretionary funds for the community as compensaticn for
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unspecified project impacts. In contrast, cther mitigation expenditures relate
specifically to actions taken to reduce specific negative impacts, enclesing some
portions of the plant to control odor for example. In this and the G&O report, the
term mitigation is used exclusively in the later sense.

+ Potential mitigation for traffic impacts include (it should be noted that preliminary
King County designs for the treatment plant at Point Wells do nct require the
removal of Chevron’'s existing asphait plant):

— Improvements to Richmond Beach Road

— Extension of 205"

— Reconstruction of Heberlein Road through Woodway
— Barging & rail

e While design elements to reduce noise and odor are recommended, the most
commen and effective mitigation for these and cther impacts, that is buffering, is
believed to be difficult to achieve at the Point Wells site.

5} Critical time periods for City input to the siting process, and

e [Due to the delay in the adoption of the RWSP by the County, this issue is yet to
be clarified.

6) Impact of a treatment facility on alternative uses for the Point Wells property.

» |t is believed that a treatment plant would not preclude the development of a
marina or a small amount of industrial development (similar to the Chevron
facility previcusly mentioned) on the site. As mentioned earlier, King County's
draft plans for a treatment plant at Point Wells leaves space for the existing
asphalt plant. The inclusion of a marina would require a modification, however,
to those draft plans. No significant residential or commercial development would
be likely.

¢ The location of the outfall west of Point Wells is expected to have little or no
effect on the development of this property.

¢ Staff has two alternative development scenarios for comparison to a wastewater
treatment facility (see Attachment B). Alternative 1 is light industrial uses similar
to the asphalt plant currently operated by Chevron as permitted under
Snohomish County's comprehensive plan designation for this area (page 37 of
the G&O report). Alternative 2 is mixed use including a marina, small
commercial, and high density residential consistent with the City of Shoreline’s
comprehensive plan designation for the area (page 36 of the G&O report).
Council consensus regarding the compaosition of these alternatives and the
scope of the desired comparative analysis is sought.

® Preliminary financial analysis indicates that the difference in tax revenue to the
City, if it should annex Peint Wells, between a public facility and private
development in accordance with the City's proposed zoning is estimated to be in
the range of $140,000 to $280,000 per year. The payments in lieu of tax from
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King County as part of the mitigation for a treatment plant and the inciusion of a
marina and some light industrial on the site would push the difference toward the
bottom of this range (see page 44 of the G&O report).

Next Steps

The second phase of the work plan as discussed above consists of performing the
alternatives analysis and taking that information, along with the information developed
in phase 1, to the community. The goal of the public process is to provide Council with
input from the community regarding the preferred utilization of the Point Wells area.

Development Alternatives

The purpose of the proposed comparative analysis of development alternatives is to
clarify some of the tradeoffs that may be made by selecting a public facility over private
development at Point Wells. Attempting tc predict what may happen over a long period
of time on a private piece of property subject to market ferces and the zoning of another
jurisdiction is, however, inherently uncertain. Staff wanted to make sure your Councll
was comfortable with the assumptions recommended by staff prior to the completion of
further analysis. Both proposed alternatives assume, for example, that the steep slope
area to the east of the railway will not be developed.

The first alternative is based upon Snchomish County's planned zoning for the property
and is consistent with Chevron’s current use of the site. 1t assumes that any future
development of the property will consist of light to moderate impact industnal uses that
can make beneficial use of the marine and rail transportation facilities existing on the
site. This could be described as an intensification of the existing use.

The second alternative is based upon the mixed use zoning designation identified in
Shareline's comprehensive plan for this area. It utilizes assumptions contained in the
City's Environmental Impact Statement on the comprehensive plan that is designed to
consider the highest impact of the proposed zening. It also includes a marina
consistent with the investigations of the Port of Edmonds. This alternative is more
speculative at this point.

It should be noted that Chevron consistently reports no desire to change their current
utilization of this site and that a wastewater treatment plant may not preclude the
continuation of industrial uses on the site or the development of a marina.

The scope of the analysis would include the development of potential impacts in the
areas of traffic, noise, aesthetic, odor, public use, and City tax revenue for each

alternative development scenaric. These impacts would then be compared to those
already identified in the analysis regarding a potential wastewater treatment facility.

Analysis on alternative one is expected to show comparability to a wastewater
treatment facility in the areas of aesthetics, traffic, noise, and odor depending upon the
nature of the industry that is assumed. Analysis on alternative two is expected to show
higher traffic impacts, and improved aesthetics, public use, availability of community
services {e.g. restaurant and housing), and tax revenue in comparison to a treatment
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plant. Analysis on either, both, or a third alternative can be ready for the proposed
public involvement process.

Public Process

In crder to efficiently sample the community’s views on this issue staff recommends the
hosting of an open house in conjuncticn with King County. The epen house would be
broadly advertised and would consist of displays and presentations articulating
information developed by the City and the County on this issue. A panel consisting of
King County and Shoreline staff and elected officials would be invited to discuss preset
questions and guestions from the audience. Parlicipants would then be asked to
complete surveys designed to ascertain the information they fecund most valuatle and
influential, and any opinion they may have on substantive issues.

If data collected from the open house indicates that the opinions of participants is fairly
consistent and not dependent on uncertain or variable information (the level and/or kind
of mitigation for exampie), then it may be sufficient to support deliberations by your
Council. This would allow the City to move on to advocacy mare quickly and at a lower
cost. In contrast, if the data indicates a split of opinion or that opinion is likely to be
driven by a variable that can be affected by Council action, then a more effective public
participation process can be developed based thereon.

Interlocal Agreement

As mentioned in the executive summary of this report and discussed in more detail in
the G&Q report, an interlocal agreement with Snohomish County, the City of Edmonds,
the Port of Edmonds, and the Town of Woodway is believed to be the only way for
Shoreline to gain a formal role in the zoning and permitting of activities at Point Wells.
This is also believed to be the only path to fulure annexation of this area. Staff is in the
process of pursuing such an agreement, but felt that such an agreement merited a
detailed discussion separate from that presented herein. Staff is preparing to bring this
issue to Council for discussicn in the near future.

Contractual services in support of staff's efforts related to the Point Wells issue are
expected to exceed the City Manager's expenditure authority. Staff will bring contract
amendments to your Council for consideration as necessary. This. activity was not
anticipated during the creation of the City Manager Office's budget for professional
services and may result in the need for a budget amendment before the end of 1999.
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Summary

With Council concurrence, staff will begin the comparative analysis on the two
recommended development alternatives, and will contact the County, develop
advertising, and prepare 10 hold an open house on this issue. The results of the open
house could then be presented to Council accompanied with either a recommended
position on the substantive issue or for further public process.

RECOMMENDATION

This is a workshop item for discussion purposes only. Staff seeks Council comment
regarding alternative development scenarios and scope of the comparative analysis,
the recommended public process, and any other remaining guestions or concerns.

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A — Excerpts From Gray & Osborne Report Regarding Point Wells And
Regional Wastewater Treatment Facilities

Attachment B — Alternative Land Use Develepment Scenarios At Peint Wells
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Attachment A

Excerpts From Gray & Osborne Report
Regarding Point Wells And Regional
Wastewater Treatment Facilities
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WASTEWATER FACILITY
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SEATTLE, WA 98109
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SHOCKEY-BRENT, inc.
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EVERETT, WA 98201

(425) 258-9308
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CHAPTER 1 - INTRODUCTION

The King County Council 1s currently considering a Regional Wastcwater Services Plan
(“RWSP™) that includes capital improvements, rate policies, and other programmatic policy
direction nceessary to guide the development of waslewater services for the next 40 years, A
key clement of the RWSP is cxpected to be the construction of a north end wastewater
treatment plant, conveyance pipcline, and outfall. The wastewater facilitics are proposcd to
be located in north King County or south Snchomish County. King County will not begin
the formal siting process for these facilitics until after the King County Council has formally
adopled the RWSP. This action is scheduled for May 19949,

Public interest in whether Point Wells will be dentified by King County as a potenhial site
for a third treatment plant has been growing, King County used Pomt Wells, identified by
the City’s Comprehensive Plan as a polential annexation area, as a study site o prepare the
preliminary cosl cstimales for a new wastewaler treatment facility included in the RWSP.
The Town of Woodway has also publicly advocated for the construction of these facilities at
Point Wells, Shercline residents have a strong inlerest in this issue since the site borders the
City on the north side and the only current access 1o the sile is through the City.

This report 1s intended (o provide additional mformation and context 1o assist the Shoreline
community and the City Council in establishing policies concerning future use of the Point
Wells property, The potential impacts of a third treatment plant at Point Wells are explored
along with potential mitigation measures and their eftect on identified impacts. Additionally,
the report discusses land use issues and jurisdictional government policies affecting
developmenlt of the Point Wells site. Land use alternatives under existing Snohomish County
regulations and potential future zoning as identified by the City’s comprehensive plan are
described. Two specific alternative development scenarios are described as potential
comparisons to King County use of the property. Analysis comparing the expected impacts
of a treatment facility to one or both of the described land usc alternatives is not included in
this rcport, but may be completed in the next phasc of analysis on this issuc.

MITIGATION

The word “mitigation™ is uscd throughout this report. To assurc that the conclusions
presented herein arc not misunderstood, 1t 1s important that the rcader understand the
intended meaning of this word. Websler’s dictionary defines “mitigate” as "o cause lo
become less harsh or hostile.” “Mitigation,” as the noun form of mitigate, 15 then, the
actions, obiects, resources, that reduce the negative effects ol a project. This report identifies
potential negative impacts of a wastewater treatment facility and then discusses what
mitigation may reduce the effect ol those impacts.
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Some have used the term Figure 1

“mitigation” to refer to discretionary Approximate Mitigation Costs for West Point
funds or benefits to the community Action Approximate Cost ($ millions)
Massing structures to reduce plant footprint: 10-20

based upon experience with past

o e Odor and noise controls; coler and texture
treatment facility permitting

Landscaping and berms; access road improvements, 30

processes. Figure I & 2 itemize Settliement Agreement Costs {(sludge de-watering 3
expenditures related to the West pilot, truck reduction, monitoring}
Point and Renton treatiment Shoreling Improvement Fund (fUﬁding to Seattle 30

and King County to acquire land to replace

ark land lost by plant expansion
commonly referred to as Cc:-mmur?ity Impact FUHE{ P P : )
“mitigation’.” Approximate Total 80-90

facilities, respectively, that are

The estimated costs lor the
Community Tmpact Fund as part of the West Point project (32 million} and for Community
Improvements as part of the Renton expansion {($2.5 million) appear to be somewhat
discretionary funds provided to the community as compensation lor unspecified project
impacts. In contrast, other costs

relate to actions taken to reduce Figure 2 . o .

specific negative impacts, odor, ' Approximate Mitigation Costs fer Renton Ex!:ansmn -

acsthetics, and transportation for Action Approximate Cost (§ millicns)
’ Ansport Qdor, Landscaping, Transpartation 14.9

cxa.nj.plc.. As used in this report, Wetland Wildlife Improvement {purchase riparian 35

“mitigation” refers to the later case, and upland habitat)

that is actiens taken to reduce the Acceleration of prior permit conditions 55

negative impacts of the facility. It Watemc;li;sn?:;[éi;ans (a small public area on 18

should b? _nmed that th,e Community Improvements 25

communities surrounding hath Approximate Total 28.2

facilities continue to recognize odor,
traffic, and other negativc impacts from thesc facilitics.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impacts

The analysis regarding the impacts ol a potential wastewater treatment facility 1s separated
into three discrete unils; the conveyance pipelineg, the treatment plant, and the outlall. i the
treatment plant is sited elsewhere, 1t 1s still pessible that treated elMuent may be piped to
Point Wells for discharge through an outlall mte Puget Sound. Each facility has set of
impacts associated with construction of the facility and a set of impacts associated with the
daily operation of the facility.

The main impacts from construction arc heavy truck traffic, noisc, and dust. A large portion
of the outfall construction is performed off shore. This facility is cxpected to be constructed
quicklv, about 3 months, with minimal impacts. The conveyance pipeline is cxpected to be
constructed through tunneling from each end. The tunncl is expected to be long and may

'nformation provided by King Ceunty staft in presentations w0 the Regional Warer Quality Commirtee
teparding the RWsP,
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require significant soil removal rom the Point Wells site over an extended period, as long as
18 months. The treatment facility requires the most diverse set of construction activitics,
from cxcavation and concrete work Lo pile driving, and would take the longest to complete,
up to 3 ycars. lmpactls from the construction of the plant will also be experienced with cach
plani cxpansion. The RWSP plans for an expansion ef the north end plant about once cvery
15 years. If contaminaled soils are found on the site, then additional activity related to the
removal, treatment, or capping of the soils will be experienced.

Key actions recommended to mitigate construction impacts include the utilization of barge,
rail, and a reconstructed Heberlein Road through Woodway as transportation allematives 1o
Richmond Beach Road. [t is not anticipated that these altematives will remove all truck
traffic from Richmond Beach Road, and impacts such as truck noise, increased congestion,
decreased tralfic safety, and damage to road surfaccs arc belicved to be unavoidable.
Restrictions on the hours of construction activity and on high noise producing construction
technigues could mitigate noise impacts. Dust is hard to control and its level of impact will
depend on weather conditions.

No impacts from the operation of the conveyance pipeline arc expected. The operatnon of an

outfall may impact water quality in the arca including:

s Elevaled levels of fecal coliform, organic materials, and toxicants immediately arcund
oulfall diffuser,

* Potential wash-up of effluent plumec on shore, including oils/grease and {loatables,

e Potential discharge of untreated wastewater during plant failures,

e Resirictions on shellfish harvesting in the arca around the diffuser, and

» Potential beach closurcs to swimming, including that of Richmond Beach Saltwater Park,
if the effluent plume rcaches shore and elevates lecal coliform levels.

The risks or cffects of these nmpacts can be mitigated by building redundancy and cxcess
capacity inio the treaiment plant wherever it is constructed, and by carcful placcment of the
outfall diffuser. Additional scientific study and analysis of the currents and depths of Puget
Sound in the Point Wells area must support the placcment of the outfall.

Significant impacls fromt the operations of a treatment plant includc:

*»  Odor,
s Acsthetics,
s Noisg,

¢ Risks from the transportation and handling of hazardous chemicals, and
» Traffic.

Of these odor and truck traffic from the removal of digested waste solids tend to be the most
difficult to mitigate. The utilization of rail, barges, or Heberlein Road through Woodway
could reduce the number of solids trucks using Richmond Beach Road. It should be noted
that current plans for the treatment plant do not displace Chevron’s asphalt plant, and impacls
from that facility are expccted to conlinue.
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Odor can be reduced significantly through the use ol completely enclosed treatment facilities.
such [acilities have been constructed in urban areas. The construction 1s expensive, however,
and notl well suited for the phased capacily construction used by King County in the past and
planned for this [acility, Further, 1l the two existing plants and prelimimary designs are
appropriate indicators of the hkely final design that will be utihized by King County, odor is
likely to be a problem at the new lactlity.

A significant bufter is the most effective mitigation for almost all of these impacts. The
Renton plant is separated from residential areas by surrounding industrial, commercial, and
transportation uses. The West Potnt facility has the mile plus buffer provided by Discovery
Park. In contrast, preliminary plans for a treatment facility at the Point Wells site provide for
almost no bulfer between the solids handling facilities of the plant and Shoreline residents to
the south.

l.and Use

Land use authority over the Point Wells property is current vested in Snochomish County
which has indicated an intention to utilize their Esscntial Facilities Siting (“LFS™) process 1o
permit the third trecatment facility if lecated within their County., While Snohomish County
has cxpressed an interest in working with Shoreline to develop an inlerlocal agreement
addrcssing cross boundary impacts and potential anncxation of Point Wells, they have not
indicated a willingness to releasc control of the pormitting process for the treatment facilitics.
For this reason, Shorcline’s anncxation of the Point Wells property prior to the permitling of
the north end plant, or the removal of Point Wells from censideration for (his tacilily, is seen
as unlikcly, This lcaves an interlocal agreement granting Shorcline standing in the EFS as
the only opportunity for Shoreline to influcnce the permitling of a treatment facility at Point
Wells. Snohomish County has indicaled that such an inlerlocal agreement muslt alse include
the Town of Woodway, the City of Edmoends, and the Porl of Edmond, which is planning for
the construction of & marina at Point Wells.

The current Snohomish County zoning for Point Wells is “Rural Use” (an ouldated
designation), bul the Counly’s comprehensive plan calls for zonmy the area o allow {or
industry or business park. 1f annexed, Shorehine’s comprehensive plan calls for an eventual
zoning designation for this property of “mixed use™ allowing a mix of commercial,
residential, recrcalional, and indusirial waler-onienicd uses. Two allermalive eventual
development scenarios based on these two potential [uture zoning designations are depicted
i this report. Analysis regarding the potential impacts of either or both of these alternatives
is not included in this report, When completed, this analysis will provide a comparison to the
impacts of a wastewater treatment facility as identified herein.

Financial analysis indicates that the difference in tax revenue to the City, if it should annex
Point Wells, between a public facility and private development in accordance with the City's
proposed zoning is estimated to be in the range of $140,000 to $280,000 per year. The
payments in lieu of tax from King County as part of the mitigation for a treatment plant and
the mclusion of a marina and some light industrial on the site would push the difference
toward the bottom of this range.
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Conclusions

Change in the activities at Point Wells has a significant potential to impact residents in the
City of Shoreline. Efforts to mitigate the impacts [rom a treatment [acility at this site wall not
completely eliminate those impacts. Limited area lor buffering will make effective
mitigation more difficult. Additional analvsis to compare the potential impacts of other
deveclopment scenarios necds to be porformed. An interlocal agreement with Snohomish
County 1s Shoreline’s only means of gaining a formal role i the permitting proccss of a
treatment facility at Poinl Wells.

BACKGROUND

An important clement of the RWSP is the creation of a regional trcatment system consisting
of three treatment plants: an expanded Easl Treatment Plant (Renton), the existing West
Treatment Plant (West Pomt), and a new North Treatment Plant. In addition, by year 2010 a
conveyance system will be constructed {0 carry wastewater (o the North Treatment Plant {or
treatment and discharge of effluent through a new outfall from the North Plant lo Puget
Sound.

Wastewater T'reatment Facilities
The existing capacities of the Renton and West Point planis are 115 million gallons per day
(mgd) and 133 mgd, respectively. Under the RWSP the West Point plant would not be
expanded. However, the Renton plant would be expanded 10 135 mygd o receive increased
Nows from the southem and eastern portions of the County, The new Nortth Plant will be
constructed to provide an initial capacity of 18 mgd by year 2010, with an increase to 36 mgd
by 2030, and 54 mgd by 2040. A portion of tlows from the west and eastside service areas
would be transported to the new North Treatment Plant that would also serve growing needs
in north King and south Snohomish counties,

King County anticipates 30 to 60 acres would be needed to site the new North Treatment
Plant, including buffer area. The total size of the East Treatment Plant is 835 acres, and the
West Treatment Plant site is 32 acres not including the significant buffer area provided by
Discovery Park. King County will conduct a site selection process starting in 1999 to
identifyv a location to construct the new North End Plant. The site selection process is
cxpected to require three years to complete. The two potential new plant locations that have
been suggested by King County studics arc Point Wells and a site on the north side of the
City of Bothell. The Point Wells site, which includes about 43 to 50 acres of land suitable
for industrial type development, would potentially provide adequate area, exclusive of
buffering, to construct the new North Treatment Plant for the ultimate capacity, based on
King County dcsign critcria.

Quifall

The new North Treatment Plant will require a location (o discharge cffluent {treated
wastewater) through a manne outfall into Puget Sound, and King Counly is considering Point
Wells as a potential outfall site. In the area of Point Wells, Pugel Sound exhibits shallow,
northerly-moving currents that would provide good dispersion ol effluent. At a water depth
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ol between 200 {0 240 [eet, un oulfall could be located about 2,000 to 3,000 foet from shore.
Prelimmary analysis indicales that al this depth and location, excellent mixing and flushing
could be achieved with effluent {low (o Admiralty Inlet.

Conveyance System

In order to convey cxisting wastewater to a third plant, a new pipeline system and pump
station would be constructed to transport flows from the existing Kenmore pump station to
the new North Treatment Plant. A new 20,000-foot forcemain would transport [lows [rom
the North Creek pump station t¢ the Kenmore pump station. The York pump station in
Redmond would be modified to transfer NMows to the North Creek punip station, from there
Mows would be transported on 1o the North Treatment Plant,

[f the Third Plant is located at Point Wells, wastewater would be pumped through a new
wastewater pipeline to the site for treatment. 1f the plant is located further inland, but the
new outfall is sited at Pointl Wells, then treated effluent would be pumped through a new
cffluent pipelinge from the new treatment plant to Point Wells and then out into Puget Sound.

Description of Point Wells Site

Point Wells is an approximatcly 100-acrc industrial sitc {47 buildable acres and 53 acres of
stecp slope} that is located in the southwesterm comer of Snohomish County and lics directly
northwest of the City of Shorcline and immediately west of the Town of Woodway., The
Chevron Corporation currently owns Point Wells, and over the last 60 years Lthe sile has
served as a fuel distribution facility. Chevronas currently reviewing the site for hazardous
wastes clean up. A small area on the northern portion ol the site 15 used by Chevren for an
asphalt plant. The site is bisected by the Burlington Northern-Santa Fe railroad tracks, with
the western side consisting of relatively [lat coastal land and the eastern side made up of
heavily forested sicep stopes. The porlion of the site useable for construction of waslewater
facililies consisis of aboul 47 acres on the west side of the railroad. Unlike the West Point
plant that is buffered from residential areas by Discovery Park, mosl of the uscable land al
Point Wells would be needed for construction of treatment fucilitics. Only about 10 acres of
this site may be usable as a partial bulfer area around the plant. No such buffer area was
included in preliminary plans utilized by King County and this area may be under demand
rom other potential uses, a commuter rail stop for examnle.

Point Wells is currently accessed solely by Richmond Beach Road in the City of Shoreline.
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POTENTIAL WASTFWATER FACILITIES SITE PLANS

Though King County has not sclected a sile for construction of a new North End Plant or a
new outfall into Puget Sound, studics conducted by the County have already examined the
Point Wells site as a potential location for these new facihuies. The County’s 1996
Wastewater 202() report provided preliminary engineering anaiysis for the construction of
these wastewater facilities at Point Wells, including concepiual site plans and design criteria.
From this information, site plans and profiles for a polential wastewaler treatment plant and
outfall were developed for this City of Shorcline impact study and were placed on aenal
maps of the Point Wells site. These site plans and prefiles, including a potential influent
wastcwater pipeline alignment to Pont Wells, are presented in the next section of this study.
Wastcwater treatiment plant site plans for the initial 18 mgd plant and the proposed ultimale
54 myd plant are shown.

The potential North End Plant described in the Wastewater 2020 final report 1s similar to the
existing treatment plant at King County’s West Point plant. Essentially all of the same liquid
and solids treatment processcs currenily installed at the West Point plant are suggested for the
North End Plant. The proposed plant is & secondary treatment facility incorporating a
headworks, rectangular primary clarifier lanks, secondary treatment units using purc
oxygen/aclivaled sludge tanks, circular secondary clarifier tanks, and disinfection with
chlorine gas in a contact tank. Solids arc treated using anacrobic digesters. The plant also
includes an efMluent pump station to pump the ircated effluent through the outfall line into
Pugel Sound. The plant site also includes an administration buildimyg, laboratory, a
mainienance and control building, and parking for staff and visitors. A “solids processing
arca” is indicated but 18 not specifically described, and may include an area to park biosolids
haul trucks. This truck staging area is currently provided al the West Peint plant. All of
these kinds of facilities and buildings are typically provided in & treatment plant of this type
and size. This design did not include facilities or staging arcas appropriate for the utilization
of rail or barge transportation for biosolids disposal or the delivery of supplies.

It is noted that the plant layouts included m this impact study for the City of Shoreline ure
stightly modified trom the North End Plant layout shown in the County’s Wastewarer 2020
final report. The County’s report desenbed and showed a layout for an 89 mgd capacily
treatment plant. This report for Shoreline medified the County’s layout to create similar sile
layouts for an initial plant size of 18 mgd and an ultimate plant size of 54 mgd as planning in
the RWSP. (The North End Plant size was reduced by King County foltowing the issuc of
the draft Regivnal Wastewater Services Plan, due 1o decreases in projected future service
area population.) The 534 mgd size should nol be considered a maximum capacity for the
third treatment plant. There have already been preliminary discussions with wastewater
service providers in south Snohomish County indicating that their need for additional
trcatment scrvices may justify a third plant of 72 mad or greater. Both the West Point and
Renton plants have been, or will be, expanded to the edges of their physical capacity and
some continuc Lo argue for further expansion instead of the construction of u new treatment
facility.
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Also, anaerobic digester tanks are shown since the RWSP indicates that anaerobic digestion
is the preferred method of selids treatment. Area for an advanced wastewater treatment
facility to produce high quality elfluent for reuse is also shown in the 54 mgd plant layout
since the RWSP implies that the County will potentially incorporale waler reuse facilities at
thc Worth End Plant in the future.
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CHAPTER 3 - LaND USE PLANNING ISSUES

Several land use plans currently cxist for the use or development of the Point Wells property.
Two schematic altermatives for site development arc presented in this report. Alternative |
(see figure) reflects the requirements ol Snohomish County, which has planning jurisdiction
under its currently adopted Shoreling Master Plan. Altemative 2 (sce figure) represents
theoretical potential development under proposed planning for this arca contained in the City
of Shereline’s Comprehensive Plan. These alternative development potentials are presented
as possible comparisons lo a King Counly wastewaler treaiment facility at this location.

Snchamish County and the City of Shoreline are 1wo of several communitics and agencies
that will likely be involved in the sile selection decision by King County should Point Wells
be considered as the site. Monitoring the activities and inlerests of cach party is crucial to the
City's cffective advocacy for the kind of change at Point Wells most acceptable to its
residents.  LUnderstanding the future development plans desired by others and attempting to
resolve any conflicts that may arise, allows the City to be prepared (o arguce its position as
part of the cnvironmental, siting, and permitiing processes.

This chapter discusses the City's Comprehensive Plan and its policics affecting Point Wells
and the interests in Point Wells ol other commumties and agencics, including Snchomish
County.

CITY OF SHORELINE

Accordmg lo the Plan, the Point Wells area is viewed as a logical annexalion arca duc to its
public road access through the Richmond Beach neighborhood, its contiguous boundary, its
use of Cily of Shorcline-based public services, and potential development impacts on the
communily. The plan cnvisions a "mixed-use” development concept including commercial,
resideniial, and public uses. Location of a North Treatment Plant on Point Wells will, in
whole or in parl, hamper certain clements within the City's Plan from being realized.

As quoted [rom the City’s Plan, any development on Point Wells must comply with the
following requirements:

s Provide resources to preserve and/or improve environmental quality.

* Encourage a variely of uses, which provide amenities to the communily, economic
development, and public access o the shorcline.

s Consider a mix of commercial, residential, recreational and industrial water-griented
uses.

¢ Ensure public access and amenitics.

= Ensurc adcquate infrastructure,

o Protect views ol the shorcline from nearby upland uses.

* Ensure cleanup of any hazardous materials,
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¢ Minimize impacts on adjacent shoreline and neighborhood uses.
»  Allow flexible site design to meet these criteria and to minimize development impacts.

In addition, a shortage of public access to the waterfront property is cited in the Plan as an
obstacle to the community.

The schematic for Allemalive 2 depicls @ “mixed-use” concept al Point Wells that meels the
above criteria. Allemative 2 includes a residential, commercial and recreation component
and would be analogous to a “Carillon Poml” development scheme that may be consistent
with the community's comprehensive plan.

The bufter arca to the cast of the railroad recognizes peolicics in the City’s Plan that cite
crosion hazards along the shorcling bluffs. Prcscrvation of this buffer would be a proteclive
measure (and. coincidentally, mecls an objcctive of the Woodway community to visually
scparatc intensive uscs from homes along the top of the bluff),

SNOHOMISH COUNTY

Snohomish County has land use authorily over the site. In all likelihood, permitting for a
wastcwaler (realmenl facilily will occur through County processcs. Anncxation of the
property Lo the Cily of Shoreline will not occur until after the site location process is
concluded,

Snohomish Countly adopted i1s Growth Management Comprehensive Plan in 1995; the
County also enforces the Shoreline Master Program. Snchomish County’s Comprehensive
Plan calls for eventually zoning the property for a lngh intensity use such us an mdustry or a
business park. Tis pohicies would support a mixed use or a waste treatment {acility.

As a general comment, Snchomish County at this point has not developed a position on the
treatment facility proposal. They feel somewhat out of the loop and are waiting uniil a
specific siting approach is identified by King County. Snohomish County is hopeful that any
local controversies can be resolved before they are put in the position of having Lo make
linal, substantive decisions,

Inclusion of the Point Wells property within the Snohomish County’s Urban Growth
Boundary assumes that the land will be developed intensively., Although currently zoned
“Rural Use” {an outdated designation from decades ago), the County's Comprehensive Plan
calls for eventual zoning to allow for an industry or business park.

In addition, the County’s Shoreline Master Plan designates Point Wells as “Urban
Industrial™, most likely due to the industrial nature of the existing Chevron facility. Although
Snohomish County Planning personnel indicate no particular desire to change this
designation should Chevron lcave the site. Rules for development under Snohomish
County’s Shoreline Plan include the following requircments:
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¢  Development of Ports and waler related industry

¢ Industries within 200" of OHWM must be waler dependent.
s Vicws can not be disturbed.

s Safe pedestrian access to public shores must be provided

The schematic for Alternative 1 shows a land use concept based en the curtent Urban
Industrial designation under the County’s Shoreling Plan.

A mixed-use development on the property would require a possible redesignalion to Urban
Commercial 111t were within Snchomish County junisdiction at that ime. However,
Snohonush County did not indicate any objection o that approach, if they approved the
master plan. Public access, setback and other development regulations would remain
unchanged.

As staled, land usc decisions atfecting the Point Wells property will most likely be made
whilc the site is under Snohomish County jurisdiction, with input from the neighboring
jurisdictions. The fact that Point Wells lies within the County's Urban Growth Area
boundary presumes that Point Wells will eventually be annexed to one of the adjacent
communitics (Shoreline or Woodway).

Snohomish County has a mild bias against the City ol Shoreline annexing the arca because of
concerns over population allocations under GMA if there was residential development on the
site, service demands and impacts on emergency radio communications, ete. These concems
are born out of the Woedinville annexation controversy and the County acknowledges that
they may be minor issucs with regard to Point Wells.

‘The County docs not automatically assume that it will support annexation by Woodway and
siressed its position that Woodway's official UGA does not include Point Wells. This is
significant because the County customarily assumes that UGA lands nearest 10 4 community
"belong” to that city. The recent Woodway Highlands issue has caused the County concem
over the Town's willingness to commit to County Growth Management policies. As a resull,
1t may be that the County would support a cross-border annexation by a city willing to
support the growth management plan more that it would support an in-county annexation by
a commurity that was not as willing.
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CITY OF WOODWAY

The City of Woodway has no direct planning jurisdiction over Point Wells. Snohomish
County views Point Wells as lying outside of Woodway's planning, annexation and urban
growth area. However, Woodway has an ocbvious interest in what happens on the Port Wells
properiy, because of the juxtaposition of their boundartes with those ol Shoreline and
Edmonds. The Cily has formed a Point Wells Committee to outline its desires [or {uture
development and to develop a response o the proposal for the new North Treatment Plant,
The Commitlee 1s comprised of citizens and elected olficials,

At this pont, the Committee’s stated position is that it will most likely support a sewage
treatment facility, It is their opinien that, as a public use, the facility’s design can be
influenced by the citizens to “fit” within the community. The City’s fear is that private
development could somehow “max out™ the site with high rise buildings, clearing of trees
and increased noise and glare. The Committee 18 supportive of the Port of Edmeonds plans for
a marina and envisions hmited pedestinian access from the top of the blufT in Wooedway 1o the
marina al Poinl Wells,

At least one member of the Commitiee left open the possibility of a rmixed-use plan along the
lines of Shorelineg’s Comprehensive Plan, if it was closely controtled and well defined. The
main issue seems to be the buffer provided by the bluff east of the railroad tracks. If this
could be viewed from the bluff could be prescrved, with development occurring to the woest,
then there seems to be fewer objections to the mixed-use concept.

PORT OF EDMONDS

The Port of Edmonds is in the midst of its own planning process. Its planning process is
contingent on the results of a visioning project being undertaken by the City of Edmonds,
The Port Dircctor believes discussions with Shoreline, Woodway and the other vested
interests 1s imely because the Port inlends lo have its Plan complcted by cnd of the year.

The Port curtently proposes to develop @ marina on the north cnd of Point Wells in the
tidclands arca, with 2-3 acrcs of upland for parking. They are not interested in intensive port
uscs (boat rebuild, cte.). The Port belicves that access to a marina may be available from the
Edmonds side. 1f this were the casc, then there would be potential for traffic relief to
Richmond Beach Road. Ficld observations, however, raise serious doubts as to whether such
4 conneclion from the north could be made,

The Port believes that a marina would be compatible with either a sewage treatment facility
or a mixed-use development. Overall, their plans appear compatible with any of the other
plans under consideration by various groups or government agencies.
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SOUND TRANSIT

The City and Sound Transit are studying ideas (o develop a “low impact” commuter rail stop
in the Richmond Beach/Point Wells arca. Citizens of Woodway support this project and
envision pedesirian linkages from the lop of the bluff to any station that would be built. No
decision has been made by Sound Transil on the nature, design or location of a station,
atthough it will not be a full "transit center” as proposed in Everett, Mukilteo or Edmonds.
Through proper station design and access, a Sound Transit station can be compatible with a
wastewater treatment facility,
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CHAPTER 4 — FINANCIAL IMPACTS

The costs [or services under the various land usc alternatives must be compared agamst the
lkely revenues accruing to the City and other serviec agencies. Following is a prelimunary
assessment ol revenue issues,

ASSESSED VALUATION

The current assessed valuation at Point Wells 1s $16.4 million. No appraisal or expert
analysis of sale value was done for this study. but by some estimales the land value, if sold
by Chevron, would be in excess of $40 million. Values for the upland arca west of the
railroad would be higher than the blufl area properties Lo the casl. Any price for the land
would likely be discounted to allow for environmental clean up.

For purposes of estimating potential revenues, an assumed posl-devclopment assessed
valuation (AV) of $55 nmillion was used. This valuation is based on the further assumption
that asscsscd valuation will approximate 80% of real value. Our analysis of cxisting assessed
valuation in Snchomish County showed that approximately 73% of the total AV was
represcnted in the land value and 27% in the building value in similarly situated properties
(c.g. busincssicommercial parks). Combining these factors, a $55 million asscsscd valuation
assummption is conservative.

The City is cautioned that more extensive analysis would be required to develop a more
accurate cstimatc of land value. Post development valuation will vary depending on the
exact mix of uscs on the site.

THE CITY OF SHORELINE

Paint Wells is in Snohomish County and the City of Shoreline is in King County. Point
Wells currently 15 levied taxes based upon being in unincorporated Snohonmish County. If the
property 15 annexed into Shorchine, then certain levies will drop ofT (e.g., County road levy)
and other levies will be added (c.g.. Shoreline City levy, etc.}. The fellowing is a discussion
of tax revenues that would accruc to the City and other taxing distncts if the current usc
and/or taxing authority on the site changes.

Property Taxes

‘The City of Shorcline assesses a real property levy of 1.6 mils ($1.60 per $1000 o( assessed
valuation). This levy produced about $4.8 million in revenuc for the City in 1998, Based
upon the property valuation discussion above, if Point Wells were annexed to the City and
developed privalely, the City receive an estimated $88,000 additional annual property tax
revenue.
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[l King County purchased the property, the land would not be taxed in a conventional
manncr. Agrecments would have to be developed for service cost reimbursements (in-leu
foe) with the property tax estimate serving as a basis for negenation.

A porticn of the land may also be purchased and owned by the Port of Edmonds. In addition
to marina propertics, the Port could own "Carillon Point” type buildings. The Port assesses u
lcaschold tax, in licu of a property tax. The leasehold tax is calculated as a percentage of
rent. Rent is calculated on the basis of the estmated assessed valuation, il properly taxes
were assessed.

In the case of LHarbor Square (an office complex owned by the Port), there are five buildings

on four acres which total about 50,000 square feet of gross leasable {loor area. With rent of

$1060,000 per year, the port colleets about $20,500 in leasehold taxes that are then distributed
lo the loilowing cnlitics:

City 32%
County 16%%
State 507
State Adminisirative Fee 2%

In the case of Harbor Square, the 32% portion of the leaschold tax paid to the city is about
56,500 per year. A very rough extrapolation of the $6.500 "lcaschold tax" on four acres of’
land to the potential 47 acres of mixed use al Point Wells, would mean a potential in lieu
revenue to the City of about $§75-80,000.

The following table summanzes the potential properly tax to the City from Point Wells under
the three separate development entities:

. Entity - O _ King County Port Privatc
| Annual Property/Leaschold Tax | SO | $80,000 $8&,000

It should be noted that these estinates are based on the unlikely simplification that
deveiopment by one eniity excludes the others. 1t 1s more likely that two or more entities
could occupy the sile to varying degrees. 1t may also he possible to negotiate paymenis in
lieu of tax from King County lo minimize the tax implications for the City.

Sales Tax
In 1998, the City collected abour $4.2 million in sales taxes. Salcs tax information by
specific uscr is confidential and difficult to obtain. Given the variability in potential
development at the site, strong estimates of this revenue would be difficult to estimate even if
this data was available. In the absence of specilic data, municipalitics have developed
general cstimation factors based on categeries of business, the amount of sales tax generated
by restaurants for example. These factors are related o the square footage of the business
activity. In this way a new 2,500 square fool restaurant would be cxpected to generate
approximatcly $565,500 (3225 per square lool times 2,500 squarc feet) of sales revenue of
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which $4,725 {the City tax rate .0084 times sales revenue} would be paid to the Cily in salcs
tax.

(ziven the challenges that retail development at Poml Wells would fact; limiled access for
cxample, and other uncertainties, a conservative estimation [aclor based upon restaurants,
small gift shops, and the like was utilized to calculate an estimate of $94,500° for sales lax
revenue under the Allernative 2 development scenario.

Estimating sales tax revenue from light industrial uses is even more challenging. While
rescarch found a broad range in the sales tax revenue generated by light industrial uses, the
revenuc generated was gencrally 609 less then that generated by a similarly sized retail use.
This provides a rough estimate of sales tax revenue under the Allemalive 1 development
scenario of $37,800 (40% or $94,500.

The following tuble summarizes the esiimated sales tax revenue under the three development
SCENarios:

| Scenario Treatment Plant | Alt. T o AlL2
| Annual Sales Tax S0 $37,800 ) 594,500

Again, it should be noted that these estimates are based upon all or nothing scenarios when
comhinations of uses are possihle.

Oriher Taxes

The [ellowmgy teble includes estimates for other potential tax revenue sources from Point
Wells and the basis for cach cstimate:

Revenue Source Est. Annual § ~_Basis :
| State Shared Revenues 511,250 250 new Residents @@ $45pp
Recal Estatc Cxcise Tax | 525,000 20 Units sold per year i
Manna Fees $45,6000 | Leasehold Tax on 800 Slip Marina
‘Hotel Tax $15,330 | .006% at 70 rooms @ $100 night

While a marina could potentially be included in either of the scenarios under constderation, it
1s currently indicated only in the Alternative 2 scenario. The remainder of these revenues
would only be expected te occur in a mixed use scenario such as Alternative 2.

City Of Shoreline Summary

The following table summarizes the estimates of City lax revenuc under cach of the three
allemative development scenarios:

| Scenario | Treatment Plant | Alt, | AllL2 |

* {50,000 square teet X $225 annual revenue per square foot) X G084 City sales tax rale = S04,500
*The City does not currently impose this tax.
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Properly Tax $0 $80,000 $88,000
Annual Sales Tax $0 $37.800 £94,500)
Qiher Tax Revenue $0 $0 $97,180)
TOTAL _ 50 S117.800 $279,680

11 should be noted that the difference between the three scenarios can be reduced by assuming
that the marina could be inciuded in either of the alternatives, making some assumption
regarding potential payments in lieu of tax trom King County, and/or mixing thc uscs to
some degree across the scenarios. Taking these steps with the above analysis would provide
a range [or the difference in City tax revenue between the treatment plant and Alternative to
of $140.000 10 $280,000.

TaAaX REVENUE IMPACTS ON OTHER TAXING DISTRICTS

Fire District
There is no Fire District asscssment in Snohomish Counly, but there 1s in Shoreline. The
City 15 served by the Shorcling Fire Department.  The Chevron Corporation currently
contracts with the Department for services. 1f Point Wells becomes ammexed to the City of
Shoreline, the owners would pay into the Department for maintenance and operation. A
decision on Point Wells payments for any cutstanding capital bond would be a quesiion o be
decided by the City Council at the time of annexation.

Library Districts
There is a library levy in unincorporated Snohomish County of 0.5 muls. There 1s a library
levy in Shoreline of 0.60036. 1f Poimt Wells is annexed, the maintenance levy portion would
transfer to the King County library disirict, but the owners of Point Wells would still pay the
capital portion of the Sno-Isle levy.

Stevens Hospital District

There is no hospital levy in Shoreline. However, there is a hospital levy at Point Wells as it
is part of the Stevens Hospital District. If the site were annexed, the owners would still be
responsible for the capital portion of the Hospital District levy,

Port of Edmonds

Point Wells 1s within the Edmonds Port District. [f the City of Shoreline annexes it, it will
remain in the Port District and owners would be asscssed 0.235 mils.

Counties may levy a basic (1.5% sales and use tax, plus an optional tax of up lo an additional
(.5%. Thirty-five of the counties levy the full 1.0% salcs and usc lax. Each county must
provide a credit for all city sales and use taxes in incorporated arcas. However, 15% of the
city collections are credited to the respective counties. Both the rate levied by a cily and the
15% of city collections credited to the county may he altered pursuant to an
inlergovernmental service agreement under RCW Chapter 36.1135. Thesc agreements are
mandated lor counties with over 150.000 population and allowed for all others.
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Attachment B

Alternative Land Use Development
Scenarios At Point Wells
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