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Attachment B – Matrix 1, Town Center Subarea Plan Amendments  

 

MATRIX of possible Town Center SUBAREA PLAN amendments.   Note that this draft of the MATRIX is different from the prior version 
provided in Council’s July 5 packet.    In this draft, Planning Commission comments and additional staff comments and errata are shown in 
yellow highlight. 
Amendment #1: Edit Policy TC-5 on page 9 
(http://shorelinewa.gov/index.aspx?page=180) 
as follows: 
Policy TC-5 Encourage additional retail, service, 
grocery, and restaurant uses to serve both a 
broader regional market as well as people who 
live or work in Town Center, or within walking 
distance of (Rapid Ride bus service that will 
provide walk-on access to Town Center from the 
entire length of Aurora by 2013) transit routes 
that serve Town Center
 

. 

Rationale for #1: Names like "Rapid Ride" are not 
static, and there may be other transit routes now 
or in the future that serve Town Center, and 
people on those routes would also be served by 
Town Center. 
 

PRO: As stated by Deputy Mayor rationale. 
 
CON: None apparent. 
 
Staff Recommendation: 
Adopt proposed Amendment #1 as 
recommended by Deputy Mayor. 

Planning Commission highly invested 
in the language proposed for 
revision? 
 
Staff thinks NO. 

Amendment #2: Delete Policy TC-11 on page 10 
(http://shorelinewa.gov/index.aspx?page=180): 
(Policy TC-11 Reduce the noise, visual, and safety 
impacts of traffic on Aurora Avenue as it passes 
through the Town Center.) 
 
Rationale for #2: The Aurora Corridor project is 
fully designed and nearly complete through Town 
Center. Choices about landscaping, amenity 
strips, and buffer distances are already made. We 

PRO: As stated by Deputy Mayor Rationale. 
 
CON: During construction of Mile 2, the speed 
limit was lowered to 30 mph, with not obvious 
negative effects on Linden or Fremont. Perhaps 
it is wise to retain the 30 mph through the 
Town Center part of Aurora in order to help 
dampen noise. 
 
 

Planning Commission highly invested 
in the language proposed for 
revision? 
 
Staff thinks NO. 
Residents of the neighborhoods west 
of Linden would be concerned about 
traffic diverted from Aurora, 
however, that has not happened 
during the past two years of 
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did not choose and probably do not want to build 
sound walls in the corridor. Since Aurora is a state 
highway, I am not interested in reducing speeds 
or diverting traffic onto side streets. I think we 
have designed into the project as much safety 
and impact mitigation as we can, and so I do not 
see that this policy would add anything new. 

Staff Recommendation: 
Amend Policy TC-11 as follows:  Policy TC 11 
Reduce Consider reducing the noise, visual, 
and safety impacts of traffic on Aurora Avenue 
as it passes through the Town Center by 
retaining a lower speed limit
 

. 

 

construction. 

Amendment #3: Delete Policy TC-12 on page 10 
(http://shorelinewa.gov/index.aspx?page=180): 
(Policy TC-12 Give clear visual indication of Town 
Center’s boundaries with gateway treatments, 
such as signs and landscaping. (See Fig. 2 for 
location of gateways).) 
 
Rationale for #3: We are still challenged to brand 
our city as "Shoreline." Many people from here 
still say they are from Seattle when they are 
speaking to strangers. We have only a few 
"Shoreline" monuments and ponies. I think we 
should take every opportunity to increase our 
brand as "Shoreline" before we splinter it into 
numerous subbrands. Where we have established 
neighborhoods such as North City, I can see value 
in building those existing identities, but I don't 
see a new "Town Center" brand as adding value. 
In addition, the size of Town Center may be 
increased in the future, so I don't want to limit it. 
If we want more gateways, I would prefer to 
invest in more gateways at the entrances to our 
city to further build our identity. 

PRO: As stated by Deputy Mayor Rationale. 
 
CON: The Economic Development Manager 
believes that branding Town Center is a major 
marketing opportunity to attract developers 
and businesses to this area, but does not 
believe that such branding would detract from 
the broader Shoreline brand. Both ED Manager 
and Planning Director believe that identifying 
Town Center with gateway treatments 
highlights the identity of this place as 
Shoreline’s “fourteenth neighborhood” which, 
due to its civic features, is “everyone’s 
neighborhood.” Joe points out that many cities, 
from Reston, Virginia to Kirkland, Washington, 
market their Town Centers and identify them 
with appropriate signage and landscaping.   See 
examples below. 
 
In addition, it is specifically called out in the 
City’s Vision Statement: “The boulevard is 
anchored by the vibrant Town Center…This 
district is characterized by compact, mixed- 
used, pedestrian-friendly development…” 
 
 

Planning Commission highly invested 
in the language proposed for 
revision? 
 
Staff thinks NO. 
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Staff Recommendation: 
Staff recommends keeping Policy TC-12 as 
written. In addition, staff agrees with the 
Deputy Mayor that more is needed to market 
Shoreline and to build our regional identity 
(e.g., adding gateways at entrances, unique 
infrastructure features, special events, etc,) 
 

 
 

Amendment #4: Edit Policy TC-17 on page 12 
(http://shorelinewa.gov/index.aspx?page=180) 
as follows: 
Policy TC-17 Protect adjacent residential areas 
from impacts generated by developments in 
Town Center. Create a medium density buffer 
between the commercial uses in Town Center 
and the single family neighborhoods east of 
Midvale that limit lighting, signage, and noise 
impacts. (Orient commercial uses west of Aurora 
so that they have primary access and impacts 
oriented toward Aurora, rather than to the 
neighborhood west of Linden.)  
 

PRO: As stated by Deputy Mayor Rationale. 
 
CON: During discussions with the 
neighborhood west of Linden, there was a lot 
of concern that “transition features” were 
important to protect their neighborhood from 
direct impacts of development east of Linden 
and indirect, long-term impacts suggesting that 
commercial uses should spread further west. 
 
Staff Recommendation:  
Staff recommends leaving Policy TC-17 as 
written. 

Planning Commission highly invested 
in the language proposed for 
revision? 
 
Staff thinks YES the 
Planning Commission is invested in 
the language proposed for deletion. 
 
Staff believes that the neighborhood 
west of Linden

protecting their neighborhood from 
Town Center development 

 would be alarmed at 
reducing the policy commitment to 
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Rationale for #4: The first two sentences of the 
policy provide clear and sufficient policy level 
direction to protect residential areas from 
impacts. The final sentence is too narrow and 
specific for a plan policy. As the subarea 
develops, there may be even better ways to avoid 
impacts to the neighborhood west of Linden, or 
there may be interest in Linden evolving into a 
neighborhood "Main Street" with residential on 
one side and small scale neighborhood businesses 
on the other.  In the long term, I think we should 
seek to integrate some commercial uses into our 
residential neighborhoods to promote walkable 
communities that are safe and active all day. 
Amendment #5: Edit Policy TC-19 on page 13 
(http://shorelinewa.gov/index.aspx?page=180) 
as follows: 
Policy TC-19 (Recognize the environmental and 
aesthetic value of existing stands of prominent 
trees, promote a green built environment by 
adopting the U.S. Green Building Code, and 
launch) Launch

 

 a recognition program for 
innovative private projects that exemplify the 
sustainability vision for Town Center. 

Rationale for #5: Our Town Center plan can save 
over 10,000 trees if we are successful at 
attracting the amount of development that staff 
analyzes in the Supplemental Environmental 
Impact Statement. That would be the best and 
most impactful thing we could possibly do to 
protect tree canopy. In addition, it will reduce 
vehicle miles traveled by about 25,000 miles per 
day, or nearly 10 million miles per year. I'll let 

PRO: As stated by Deputy Mayor Rationale. 
 
CON: There are two different components of 
Policy TC-19. The first deals with trees, the 
second with the U.S. Green Building Code.  
While staff agrees with the Deputy Mayor’s 
point that tree canopy city-wide has not 
declined over past decades and that more 
growth accommodated in Shoreline saves 
needless loss of trees outside the region’s 
urban growth area. There is relatively little tree 
canopy in Town Center, so staff believes the 
major value of trees in this part of the City is 
the visual relief they provide to the built up 
environment. This aesthetic value is hard to 
quantify, but is very real. 
 
Staff suggests that Council members drive 
Aurora and as they approach NE 180th, notice 
the “feel” created by the new trees in the 

Planning Commission highly invested 
in the language proposed for 
revision? 
 
Staff thinks YES the 
Planning Commission is invested in 
the language proposed for deletion. 
The Commission believes that Town 
Center needs to both look and be 
environmentally sustainable, and 
trees are a part of that. 
 
The Commission also agreed not to 
push for more rigorous green 
infrastructure and building standards 
in the Town Center at this time, but 
instead to ask the Council to 
consider, at a later date, the 
adoption of the International Green 
Building Code, or portions thereof, 



5 
 

someone else translate that into reductions in 
greenhouse gas emissions. It will do this by 
allowing more people to live near their jobs. The 
average commute for people in Shoreline is less 
than 12 miles, and many take the bus. The 
average commute in east King County, were the 
county has grown most in the past decade, is 
double that, and few take transit. The math, and 
the environmental impact, is staggering. Any 
house in Shoreline is more environmentally 
friendly than the most "green" house with a 
twenty mile commute. We must do more to 
protect trees and the environment, and they way 
we will do that is by encouraging people to live 
closer to their jobs, not by adding cost to 
development in our city. I will be asking staff to 
either walk us through or let me walk us through 
an interactive website developed by the NOAA 
CCAP program. It shows where and how we have 
lost forest canopy in the region. From 1996 to 
2006, King County suffered a net loss of 10.95 
square miles (over 7000 acres) of forest cover. 
There was no net loss in Shoreline. If we want to 
protect trees, we must promote infill 
development in areas like Shoreline that are 
already urbanized. I will forward a couple of 
interesting articles about this as well. 
 

median, together with the new trees recently 
planted by the Red Brick Road AND the large 
conifers in front of Ronald Methodist Church. 
This cluster of vertical vegetation (together 
with the grassy area beyond the Red Brick 
Road) creates a very attractive sense of nature 
that does add character and relief to Town 
Center. 
 
Staff Recommendation: 
Amend Policy TC-19 to read: Recognize the 
environmental and aesthetic value of existing 
visual character afforded by stands of 
prominent trees and promote a greenbuilt 
environment by adopting the U.S. International

 

 
Green Building Code. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

for Town Center. 
 
There were also comments in the 
record from citizens Boni Bieri and 
Janet Way

See Exhibits 6, 7, 18 and 

 regarding the importance 
of retaining tree canopy, even in 
Town Center, for reasons of 
environmental quality as well as 
visual character. 

24. 

Note:  The following alternate amendment was submitted by Council after reviewing input from staff, the planning commission and the 
public. 
Amendment #5 (alternate): Edit Policy TC-19 on 
page 13 
(http://shorelinewa.gov/index.aspx?page=180) 
as follows: 
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Policy TC-19 Recognize the environmental and 
aesthetic value of existing stands of prominent 
trees (,) and

 

 promote a green built environment 
(by adopting the U.S. Green Building Code, and 
launch a recognition program for innovative 
private projects that exemplify the sustainability 
vision for Town Center.) 

Rationale for #5 alternate: A major 
environmental benefit of the Town Center plan is 
that it may save 10,000 trees by providing 
affordable housing opportunities in Shoreline 
instead of in new, sprawling developments that 
cut down forests.  The trees within Shoreline are 
still important for environmental and community 
reasons, so protecting stands of trees in Town 
Center is important.  There are many ways to 
promote a green built environment.  The U.S. 
Green Building Code or other national or 
international codes may be one tool to consider, 
and staff said they would bring that to us for a 
decision later this fall.  At this time, I am not 
familiar enough with the options, and the specific 
named code is not in the record, so I prefer to 
leave the policy statement more general. 
Amendment #6: Edit Policy TC-21 on pages 13-14 
(http://shorelinewa.gov/index.aspx?page=180) 
as follows: 
Policy TC-21 Celebrate the heritage of the 
community through preservation, education, and 
interpretation of artifacts and places in or near 
Town Center. (Work with the Shoreline Historical 
Museum to explore the possibilities for a “Town 
Center Heritage Walk” and programs to help 

PRO: As stated by Deputy Mayor Rationale. 
 
CON: Less specificity would be provided by 
deleting the last sentence of TC-21. 
 
 
Staff Recommendation: 
Adopt proposed Amendment #1 as 
recommended by Deputy Mayor. 

Planning Commission highly invested 
in the language proposed for 
revision? 
 
Staff thinks YES the 
Planning Commission is 
invested in the language proposed 
for deletion. 
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activate the Park at Town Center.) 
 
Rationale for #6: The first sentence is a good 
policy statement. The second is really an 
implementation action, not a policy statement, 
and it creates names that may or may not stick. 
 
Amendment #7: Delete Policy TC-22 on page 14 
(http://shorelinewa.gov/index.aspx?page=180) 
as follows:  
(Policy TC -22 Call attention to the unique 
diagonal orientation of Firlands Way, as well as 
its history, with such place-making methods as 
interpretive signage, murals, street furniture and 
exposing the red bricks still beneath the road 
surface. Encourage a long-term vision for Firlands 
Way as a pedestrian oriented storefront street. 
Reclassify the street if necessary to allow the 
historic road to remain a central part of that 
vision.) 
 
Rationale for #7: This is too detailed a statement 
for one small part of Town Center.  I would prefer 
to let decisions about such detailed matters be 
made in the implementation phase. It is possible 
that someone could come up with a wonderful 
vision for the area that might not preserve all of 
the elements, or there may be safety reasons why 
realigning the road might make sense in the 
future. I don't see a reason to tie our hands so 
tightly. 

PRO: As stated by Deputy Mayor Rationale. 
 
CON: Deleting this policy removes some of the 
direction to Town Center Code language set 
forth at 20.92.050 regarding street frontage 
requirements for Firlands Way. See page 96 of 
the Council packet for July 11. 
 
Staff Recommendation:   
Staff believes that Firlands Way does present 
unique opportunities for pedestrian oriented 
place-making with future development of this 
area. To that end, retaining Policy TC-22 would 
be useful if the Council decides not to adopt 
20.92.050 B. (5) regarding Firlands Way in the 
Code. If the Council decides to keep that code 
language, then staff recommends that the 
Council adopt Proposed Amendment #7 as 
recommended by the Deputy Mayor. 

Planning Commission highly invested 
in the language proposed for 
revision?              YES  
See the Planning Commission 
minutes of 6/16 on pages 57 and 58 
of the Council’s July 11 packet. 
 
Commissioner comments on 
proposed Amendment #7 included: 
“While the language may be too 
specific regarding place making 
methods, I think it is very important 
to retain the overall intent of this 
policy.”   Also, “Important to list 
Firlands Way in policy.   I agree may 
be too detailed here.   Could 
eliminate listing murals, etc.; and “ 
Retain policy language as is.  The 
location is a unique part of town 
center.   Thus, there is nothing wrong 
with language that is more specific 
than in other places within Town 
Center.” 
There was also much testimony in 
the record and letters from Vicki 
Westberg and Boni Bieri.  See 
Exhibits 6, 8, 23, and 24. 
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Amendment #8: Delete Policy TC-27 on page 15 
(http://shorelinewa.gov/index.aspx?page=180) 
as follows:  
(Policy TC-27 Adopt Town Center design 
standards and a design review process so that 
new projects respect existing architectural 
patterns (e.g., building forms, 
roof shapes, fenestration, materials, etc.) that 
provide context and human scale.) 
Rationale for #8: Do we really want new develop 
to look like the current development? I think this 
plan calls for a significant change in building 
forms, from sprawling single-story and parking 
lots to clusters of mid-rise buildings. The 
architecture should be different. And using a list 
of examples puts I think too much detail into a 
policy, and industry terms like "fenestration" 
don't resonate with the public. We will have 
design standards; I just don't think this policy is 
what we want. 

PRO: As stated by Deputy Mayor Rationale. 
 
CON: The existing context of proposed new 
buildings is important, and to the extent that 
certain desired architectural patterns can be 
identified (i.e. , illustrated with photos or 
drawings) it increases the likelihood that the 
details of new projects will “fit in” to the 
setting. That has been the philosophy and 
approach of the design standards set forth in 
the proposed Town Center Code. See Sec. 
20.92.070 Building Standards on pages 111 
through 119 of the Council packet for July 11. 
The photos of existing buildings in Town Center 
are not intended to convey that new buildings 
should be identical to those examples, and 
certainly not that new buildings be just one or 
two stories. The Deputy Mayor is absolutely 
correct that the desired height and form for 
Town Center is mid-rise and mixed use. See 
Policy TC-2 and accompanying photos on page 
50 of the Council packet for July 11. 
 
The photos accompanying Subarea Plan Policy 
TC-27 illustrate how pitched roofs, human-
scaled fenestration (doors and windows), and 
building materials like brick constitute 
architectural patterns that help create Town 
Center context. By way of example, a building 
that reflects none of these patterns (e.g., a 
building with a totally flat roof, monochromatic 
color, over sized windows and doors, no 
differentiation of the ground, middle and 
upper floors, and the predominant use of non-

Planning Commission highly invested 
in the language proposed for 
revision? 
 
Staff thinks NO. 
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sympathetic material like metal) does not 
reflect its setting. Even a building consistent 
with the Town Center objectives of mid-rise 
form and which otherwise meet functional and 
energy efficiency goals, can be made more 
appropriate for the Town Center setting if it 
respects, at least to some degree, these 
existing architectural patterns. Significantly, 
this is a matter of developers and designers 
paying attention to context early in the design 
phase of a project, it is not a matter of greater 
cost. 
 
Staff Recommendation: 
To be clearer about the focus of this town 
building principle, staff recommends amending 
Policy TC 27 as follows: 
Adopt Town Center design standards and a 
design review process so that, while the 
predominant form of new projects should be 
midrise, their building details should reflect 
Town Center’s human scale and neighborhood 
character by including such architectural 
patterns  reflect the area’s existing e.g., 
building forms, roof shapes, fenestration, 
materials, etc.) that provide context and 
human scale.)  as pitched roof shapes, human-
scale window and door treatments, and 
minimized expanses of bare concrete and 
metal walls
 

. 
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Note:  The following alternate amendment was submitted by Council after reviewing input from staff, the planning commission and the 
public. 
Amendment #8 (alternate): Edit Policy TC-27 on 
page 15 
(http://shorelinewa.gov/index.aspx?page=180) 
as follows:  
(Policy TC-27 Adopt Town Center design 
standards and a design review process so that 
new projects (respect existing architectural 
patterns (e.g., building forms, 
roof shapes, fenestration, materials, etc.) that 
provide context and human scale.) 

 

are consistent 
with the vision and goals for Town Center. 

Rationale for #8 alternate: The Town Center plan 
calls for a significant change in building forms, 
from mostly single-story and parking lots to 
clusters of mid-rise buildings.  The architecture 
should be different.  Using a list of examples puts 
too much detail into a policy.  The adoption of the 
Town Center regulations, including design review, 
will provide the detail on the design review 
process. 
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ATTACHMENT B – Matrix 2, Town Center Code Amendments 

 

CODE AMENDMENTS and QUESTIONS  by 
Councilmembers  

STAFF ASSESSMENT AND RESPONSES 
 

STAKEHOLDERS/Other 
Comments 

 
Amendment #1: 20.92.020 (A)(1) 
TC-2 states that it provides the widest range of 
uses, however, TC-1 actually provides the 
widest range of uses. 
 

 
PRO:    Would correct the statement of which sub-zone 
has the broadest range. 
 
CON:   None. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 X 
__ Agree with original Planning Commission 

 Agree with Council Amendment 

 X  

1. Four zones are delineated within the Town Center that 
have general and specific design standards. 

Staff proposed amending 20.92.020(A)(1) as follows: 

a. TC-1:  This zone allows the broadest for a broad 
range of uses, including similar to TC-2 with the 
exception to allow vehicle sales, leasing, and 
servicing, in addition to all the uses allowed in the 
TC-2 zone

b. TC-2:  This zone includes property fronting on 
Aurora Avenue, N. 175th, and N. 185th streets, and 
provides the widest range of uses and 

. 

for

 

 
development potential with pedestrian activity 
primarily internal to the sites. 

 
Did stakeholders weigh in?                                           
NO 
 
Was Planning Commission 
seriously invested in this 
language?              
NO 
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Amendment #2:  Amend the Shoreline Town 
Center Zoning map, Figure 20.92.020 on page 
4 (page 216 of the packet) to remove the 
Transition Overlay-2 from the southeast area 
of the District adjacent to the powerline 
easement and interurban trail. 
 
Rationale:  The powerline easement and the 
interurban trail corridor are wide enough to 
create an effective buffer for the R-6 
properties to the east.  Areas that cannot be 
developed, such as powerline easements, trail 
corridors, parks, freeways, and open water 
provide good separation between different 
uses and intensities of development.  I think a 
mid-rise apartment building of 5 or 6 stories 
could be very attractive on the interurban 
trail.  Residents would have immediate access 
to the trail and park outside their apartment, 
and the views from windows and balconies of 
the park would be a nice amenity.  And with 
the width of the corridor and the topography, 
I don't think it would have an adverse impact 
on the residents to the east. 
 

PRO:  The SCL right-of-way is 100 feet wide in comparison 
to Linden Avenue which is 60 feet wide.   As a result, the 
benefits of stepbacked buildings are less apparent.  In 
fact, the distance between the R-6 zone and the closest 
maximum 70 foot height is the same for both Linden and 
SCL overlays but without the building stepback along SCL.   
 
CON:  None apparent. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 X 
__ Agree with original Planning Commission 

 Agree with Council Amendment 

__ Staff proposed alternative language as follows: 
 
 

Did stakeholders weigh in?                    
NO 
 
Was Planning Commission 
seriously invested in this 
language?         
NO 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Amendment #3:  20.92.020(A) 
I would like to see an amendment to remove 
detached single family, single family attached, 
duplexes, and dormitories from TC 1-3. I also 
would note that 20.40.280 Community 
residential facilities are repealed and 

PRO:  Single family detached communities are not 
appropriate uses in a commercial zone. 
 
CON:  None apparent. 
 
Only the added provisions in 20.40.280 for CFRs are 

Did stakeholders weigh in?                      
NO 
 
Was Planning Commission 
seriously invested in this 
language?                              
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20.40.390 Group homes refers to 20.40.280. 
Thus, I wonder if group residences should be 
excluded altogether from 20.92.020(A). 
 

repealed - not the use.  Group homes are now considered 
a CFR and still permitted. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 X 
__ Agree with original Planning Commission 

 Agree with Council Amendment 

 X 
 

 Staff proposed action as follows: 

Amend the Table 20.92.020(A) Land Use Chart for Town 
Center, to prohibit single family detached uses in TC-1, 2, 
and 3, but permitting them in TC-4. 
 

NO 
 
 
 

 Amendment #4:  Revise Table 20.92.020(A) 
on page 5 (page 217 of the packet) to prohibit 
detached single family as a use in TC-1, TC-2, 
and TC-3. 
 
  
 
 

PRO:  Staff agrees with the rationale stated. 
 
CON:   
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 X 
__ Agree with original Planning Commission 

 Agree with Council Amendment 

__ Staff proposed alternative language as follows: 
 

Did stakeholders weigh in?                          
NO 
 
Was Planning Commission 
seriously invested in this 
language?          
NO 
 
 

Amendment #5 :  Amend 20.92.040.E on page 
9 (page 221 of the packet) as follows: 
All development in the Town Center shall 
conduct a traffic impact study per city 
guidelines. Any additional traffic that is 
projected to use non-arterial streets shall 
implement traffic mitigation measures which 
are approved by the city’s traffic engineer. 
((Such measures shall be developed through 
the City’s Neighborhood Traffic Safety 

PRO:  As stated in Amendment #5. 
 
CON:  Amendment removes some control and influence 
from affected neighborhoods.  May undermine key issue 
that impacts neighborhoods. City process to resolve 
impacts could run concurrent to the permit review 
process to avoid added review time. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
__ Agree with Council Amendment 

Did stakeholders weigh in?                        
YES  - Boni Biery, Exhibit 6, 4/22 
letter, pgs. 3 & 7 
 
Was Planning Commission 
seriously invested in this 
language?           
YES -  PC minutes of June 2 pgs 
11-12; June 30 pg. 4 
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Program in collaboration with the abutting 
neighborhoods that are directly impacted by 
the development.)) 
 
Rationale:  This would provide a little more 
flexibility for staff or project proponents to 
propose or design traffic mitigation measures.  
Staff could determine whether there is an 
obvious fix or whether the Neighborhood 
Traffic Safety Program is always the best way 
to a solution.  Mandating the use of the NTSP 
would add time and uncertainty to the review 
if the engineer can solve the problem directly.   
 

 X 
__ Staff proposed alternative language as follows: 

 Agree with original Planning Commission 

 

One comment from PC: 
“It is very important to retain 
language about the NTSP which 
allows affected communities an 
opportunity to work with the 
City to resolve concerns.  NTSP 
is an established program and 
running it concurrently with 
permit review makes sense.”   
 
  

Amendment #6: Delete 20.92.050.C.1.f on 
page 10 (page 222 of the packet). 
 
Rationale:  This doesn't seem to fit as a 
development regulation.  The city would have 
a major role in a project such as rebuilding 
Firlands Way and exposing and restoring the 
red brick road.  The applicability section on 
page 11 says these standards apply only to the 
sidewalks and amenity zone in the public 
right-of-way, which doesn't seem to go as far 
as tearing up the road and restoring the red 
bricks.  If someone is doing one project or one 
building that fronts on Firlands, it seems 
unreasonable that we would require exposing 
and restoring the red bricks as a "frontage" 
improvement.  It sounds more like a road 

PRO:  This provision does seem out of place for a 
development regulation.  However, in 20.92.050.C.1.a 
there is a list of street cross section dimensions to 
establish these standards until the TMP is adopted.  
Subarea Plan Policy 22 states that Firlands Way shall be 
developed “to expose the red bricks below the road 
surface..”   
 
CON:   This provision may be redundant of 
20.92.050.B.1.a.(5) 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
__  Agree with Council Amendment 
__  Agree with original Planning Commission 
 X 
 

  Staff proposed alternative language as follows: 

Add language from .050.C.1.f to .050.C.1.a.(5) …Restore 

Did stakeholders weigh in?                         
YES - Janet Way, Exhibit 7, 5/5 
letter pg. 3 
 
Was Planning Commission 
seriously invested in this 
language?          
YES – PC minutes of June 2 pgs. 
8-9 
 
PC Comments:  “Very important 
to retain the intent; doing away 
with it is a poor idea in my 
view.”  “Agree with staff to put 
it with 20.92.050.B.1a.(5).” 
 
“I had some similar concerns as 
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improvement than a frontage improvement. 
 

brick road now underneath Firlands Way if feasible or 
remove .050.B.1.f all together.  
 

those expressed by council;” 
also, “I too raised questions 
similar to these;” and “It is 
important to raise Firlands Way 
in policy (subarea plan), but I 
agree it may be too detailed 
here in the code.”   
 

Amendment #7: Amend 20.92.060.B.1.e on 
page 12 (page 224 of the packet) as follows: 
Surface parking along Storefront Streets shall 
not be more than 65 lineal feet of the site 
frontage. Parking lots are not allowed at street 
corners. No parking or vehicle circulation is 
allowed between the rights-of-way and the 
building front façade. ((Sites with less than 
100 feet lineal feet of frontage are exempt 
from this standard.)) See SMC 20.92.060(E)(2) 
for parking lot landscape standards. 
 
Rationale:  As written, the code would allow 
surface parking on 100% of the frontage for 
sites up to 100 feet wide.  This could create an 
odd incentive to break land up into smaller 
parcels and allow several small, adjacent 
parcels next to each other with parking in 
front on all of them.  If our vision is to reduce 
the amount of surface parking in front of new 
developments, I'm not sure we want to 
exempt all small sites.  The suggested deletion 
might mean that some small parcels that don't 

PRO:  As stated in Amendment #7. 
 
CON:  It may be problematic if small properties can’t 
develop due to a few site requirements such as plazas, 
building frontage, and parking placement which could 
make them be isolated, unfeasible, and undeveloped.  The 
City’s Economic Development Coordinator says that 
developers always want to aggregate properties rather 
than keep properties small, so the market may take care 
of this issue. 
 
 STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 X 
__ Agree with original Planning Commission 

 Agree with Council Amendment 

__ Staff proposed alternative language as follows: 
 

Did stakeholders weigh in?                          
NO 
 
Was Planning Commission 
seriously invested in this 
language 
NO 
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have many parking options would be better 
redeveloped in combination with adjacent 
parcels. 
 
Amendment #8: Amend 20.92.060.B.3.d on 
page 14 (page 226 of the packet) as follows: 
Surface parking along Boulevard Streets shall 
not be more than 50 percent of the site 
frontage. Parking lots are not allowed at street 
corners. No parking or vehicle circulation are 
allowed between the rights-of-way and the 
building front façade, except as otherwise 
provided in SMC 20.92.020(B)(6). ((Sites with 
less than 100 lineal feet of frontage are 
exempt from this standard.)) See SMC 
20.92.060(E)(2) for parking lot landscape 
standards. 
 
Rationale:  Same as for #7. 
 

PRO:  As stated in Amendment #7. 
 
CON:  Same as stated above under Amendment #7. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
X  
__ Agree with original Planning Commission 

Agree with Council Amendment 

__ Staff proposed alternative language as follows: 
 
 
 

Did stakeholders weigh in?      
NO 
 
Was Planning Commission 
seriously invested in this 
language?         
NO 
 
 
 
 
 

Amendment #9:  20.92.060.E 
I would like to see an amendment restoring 
the draft version of the plan on 3/31 with a 
couple of changes. 
 
The draft on 3.31 was: 
 
1. Minimum Off-street Parking 
 
Parking shall be provided at the following rate: 
 

PRO:  The ¼ mile distance concept mirrors a similar 
requirement that the City of Seattle is currently 
considering.   Seattle’s proposal to rely on the market, 
rather than a code standard, to regulate parking is linked 
to a recent media article about the subject linked here 
http://crosscut.com/2011/07/18/seattle-city-
hall/21103/Writing-code-for-more-sustainable-
neighborhoods/      
 
By lowering the standard and providing for further 
flexibility to reduce it on a case by case basis (subject to a 

Did stakeholders weigh in?      
NO 
 
Was Planning Commission 
seriously invested in this 
language?         
YES  - PC minutes of June 2, Pg. 
13 
 
PC Comment:  “There may be a 
happy medium between the 
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a. Residential – .75 space / bedroom. 
b. Retail – 1 space / 400 net square feet. 
c. Civic / Office – 1 space / 500 net square 
feet. 
d. Reductions up to 50 percent may be 

approved by Director using combinations 
of the following criteria. 

 
1. On-street parking along the parcel’s street 

frontage. 
2. Shared parking agreement with adjoining 

parcels and land uses that do not have 
conflicting parking demand  

3. Commute trip reduction program per State 
law. 

4. A transit stop within ¼ mile radius. 
5. An off-street public parking lot within ¼ 

mile radius. 
6. Shared parking agreement with adjoining 

parcels and land uses that do not have 
conflicting parking demand. 

7. Commute trip reduction program. 
8. Neighborhood meeting to discuss impacts 

of traffic and parking. 
9. High-occupancy vehicle (HOV) parking. 
10. Conduit for future electric vehicle charging 

spaces equivalent to the number of 
required handicapped parking spaces.  

 
The changes to this I would like to see are: 
1) reductions of 25% 

showing that the proposed parking meets specific 
criteria), the City would put Shoreline Town Center on a 
more competitive level playing field relative to 
development interest in sites in North Seattle. 
 
CON:  Lowering the parking requirement could potentially 
result in “under-parking” projects with spillover parking 
impacts in adjacent residential areas. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
__ Agree with Council Amendment 
__ Agree with Planning Commission 
 X 
 

 Staff proposed alternative language: 

The Shoreline Planning Commission concluded that 
because all of Town Center is within ¼ mile of Aurora, that 
distance does not provide a meaningful criterion to justify 
parking reductions.  The staff recommendation below 
therefore does not include that criterion that was listed in 
the 3.31 draft.  However, the staff otherwise agrees with 
the Councilmember’s proposed amendment and 
therefore recommends that the Council amend 
20.92.060E as follows: 

1. Minimum Off-street Parking 
Parking shall be provided at the following rate: 

a. Residential –1.2 spaces for studios, 1.5 spaces for 1 
bedroom, 1.8 spaces for 2 bedrooms, and 2.0 for 3 
bedrooms+ units   .75/bedroom

b. Retail/Office – 1 space / 300 

. 

400

baseline proposed parking 
allocations from 3/31 and the 
current standards proposed by 
the PC, which mirror the 
parking requirements applied 
to the city as a whole and may 
be too high for the Town 
Center.   Adjusting the 
exception from 50% to 25%, or 
something in between, may 
help accomplish the ultimate 
goal.” 

 net square feet. 
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2). A light rail stop within a 1/2 mile radius  
 
 

c. 

d. Reductions up to 50 

Civic / Office – 1 space / 500 net square feet. 

25 percent may be approved by 
Director using combinations of the following criteria

(1) On-street parking along the parcel’s street 
frontage. 

 
mitigating factors:   

(2) Shared parking agreement with adjoining parcels 
and land uses that do not have conflicting parking 
demand. 

(3) Commute trip reduction program per State law. 

(4) High-occupancy vehicle (HOV) parking. 

(5) Conduit for future electric vehicle charging spaces 
equivalent to the number of required handicapped 
parking spaces. 

(6) 

(7) In the event that the Director approves reductions 
in the parking requirement, the basis for the 
determination shall be articulated in writing and 
readily available to the public. 

A light rail stop with ½ mile radius. 

(8) The Director may impose performance standards 
and conditions of approval on a project including a 
financial guarantee of participation in a future 
public or private parking facility within walking 
distance, a parking enforcement program, or other 
programs named above. 
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Amendment #10:  Amend 20.92.060.E.1.c.6 
on page 18 (page 230 of the packet –re-
numbered as (7) above) as follows: 
In the event that the Director approves 
reductions in the parking requirement, the 
basis for the determination shall be articulated 
in writing ((and readily available to the 
public)). 
 
Rationale:  I want the rationale for the 
determination to be readily available to the 
public, and I want every other aspect of the 
permit application and the decision to be 
readily available to the public.  I expect that 
the public should have access to the entire 
director's decision on all aspects of design 
review approval, so I don't see a need to 
include that phrase in this one piece of the 
code and not in all the others where it is 
important. 
 

PRO:  Proposed deletion is redundant of City’s legal 
obligation to make all public records available to the 
public.  
 
CON:  The Planning Commission felt strongly that the 
justification for parking reductions must not only be well 
documented, but easily accessible by any interested party. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 X 
__ Agree with original Planning Commission 

 Agree with Council Amendment 

__ Staff proposed alternative language as follows: 
 
Any parking reduction approved under this section will be 
done by means of a Director’s Administrative Order, all of 
which are posted to the Planning Department’s website. 
 

Did stakeholders weigh in?                             
NO 
 
Was Planning Commission 
seriously invested in this 
language?             
 
YES -  PC minutes of June 30, 
Pg. 11 

Amendment #11:  20.92.060 (E)(3) Vehicle 
Display Areas If the goal is to ensure some 
height, would changing “may” to “must” in the 
last sentence achieve the goal? 
 
 

PRO:  The intent of this section was to require appropriate 
landscaping construction materials to “frame” the vehicle 
display area rather than to “screen” the product 
(automobiles for sale) from public view.  The specific 
height of such materials was proposed to be left to the 
administrative discretion of the Director upon review of 
an initial proposal submitted by the property 
owner/business.  Changing the word “may” to “must” 
would simply require that this process occur, however, 
the “ensur[ance] of some height” would be provided by 

Did stakeholders weigh in?                           
YES - Carter Subaru, Exhibits 15 
& 29  
 
 
Was Planning Commission 
seriously invested in this 
language?         
NO 
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the Director enforcing the intent of this section rather 
than a numeric standard. 
 
CON:  None apparent. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 X 
__ Agree with Planning Commission 

 Agree with Council Amendment 

 X 
Staff recommends using the word “shall” rather than 
“must” to make clear that this is a required process. 

 Staff proposed alternative language as follows: 

 

 
 
 
 

Amendment #12: Amend 20.92.060.F.4.d on 
page 20 (page 232 of the packet) as follows: 
Seating and landscaping with solar access at 
least ((half of a day, year-round)) a portion of 
the day
 

; and 

Rationale:  As written, the requirement would 
make it impossible to locate the public place 
on the north side of even a two-story 
building.  The sun in the winter is at such a low 
angle that the public space would have to be 
on the south side of buildings only, and even 
then it would have to be far away from any tall 
buildings to the south.  At noon on the winter 
Solstice, the sun is only 21 degrees above the 
horizon.  To get half a day of sun would mean 
that the built horizon of buildings to the south 
would have to be no more than 13 degrees 
above the earth's horizon.  That means a 70 

PRO:  Proposed deletion does make the intent of the 
provision more feasible with less impact on the 
development of the site remainder. 
 
CON:   None apparent.   
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
__ Agree with Council Amendment 
__ Agree with original Planning Commission 
 X 
 

 Staff proposed alternative language as follows: 

To focus on just seating with solar access 20.92.060.F.4.d: 
Seating with solar access shall be available at least half of 
a day from March through October. 
 
To make sure seating is provided: 
 
F.2.c and F.3.c to read “80 percent of the area shall have 
surfaces for people to stand and

Did stakeholders weigh in?                         
NO 

 sit on.”   

 
Was Planning Commission 
seriously invested in this 
language?                  
NO 
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foot tall building could be no closer than 303 
feet, and even 35 foot tall buildings would 
have to be at least 151 feet away.  I think it is 
unreasonable to expect solar access on every 
parcel for half a day in the winter.  It might 
even be impossible for someone to do that on 
their site if the site to the south is already 
developed. 
 

 

Amendment #13:  Amend 20.92.060.G.1.d on 
page 21 (page 233 of the packet) as follows: 
Open space shall provide seating that has solar 
access at least ((half of a day, year-round)) a 
portion of the day
 

. 

Rationale:  Same as for #7 

PRO:  Same as Amendment #7 above. 
 
CON:  None apparent. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
__ Agree with Council Amendment 
__ Agree with original Planning Commission 
 X 
 

 Staff proposed alternative language as follows: 

Same as Amendment #12 above.  
 

 
Did stakeholders weigh in?                              
NO 
 
Was Planning Commission 
seriously invested in this 
language?            
NO 
 
 

Amendment #14: 20.92.060 (I)(1) 
Add composting. Composting should be a 
required feature in all new development in the 
City. 
 
 

PRO:  Composting is consistent with the intent of the code 
sections to be included.  
 
CON:  None apparent. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 X 
__ Agree with Planning Commission 

 Agree with Council Amendment 

__ Staff proposed alternative language as follows: 
 

 
Did stakeholders weigh in?                              
NO 
 
Was Planning Commission 
seriously invested in this 
language?          
NO 
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City Council Questions & Staff Responses 
 
City Council Questions 
 

 
Staff Answers 

Question 1:  20.92.050.B.6:  Can the six inch separation 
between buildings and sidewalks be paved?  If we want 
storefronts to come up to the sidewalk, I would think we 
don't want a planting strip in between them. 
 

The 6 inch separation is buffer for construction on sidewalks to protect buildings.  
This area can be paved as an extension of the sidewalk. 

Question 2:  Is the Interurban trail between 
the Transition Overlay 2 and the R6 zoning to the east in 
the southeast portion of the town center?  If so, how 
wide is it and might that be an adequate buffer to protect 
the adjacent R-6 without applying the transition 
overlay in that area? 
 

The Interurban Trail is between Transition Overlay 2 and R-6 zoning to the east in 
the SE portion of Town Center.  The right-of-way is 100 feet wide and the trail is 
12 feet wide within the right-of –way. 

Question 4:  How wide is the City Light ROW in the SE 
portion of the plan? Is the ROW larger than the Linden 
ROW? 
 

The SCL right-of-way is 100 feet wide.  The Linden Avenue right-of-way is 60 feet 
wide. 

Question 5:  There is no requirement for retail on the 
ground floor in any of the zones - is this different that the 
current MUZ zone. 

Town Center does not require commercial uses on the ground floor.  This was not 
recommended because the market for this arrangement is not strong enough 
and is likely to become a deterrent to redevelopment.   However, the code does 
require that ground floor spaces be built to commercial standards so that the 
spaces can be easily converted when the market arrives.  Commercial uses on the 
ground floor in MUZ are a requirement for greater height and density. 
 

Question 6:  What are the current turnaround times for 
the issuance of a Building Permit?  
 

That depends on the size of the development and the number of associated 
permits.  As an example, for projects over $1.5 million– first corrections letter is 
under 8 weeks and review of the revision is under 6 weeks. 
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Question 7:  Is the A frame sign (20.92.080.(5)  same as 
current code? 
 

The current sign code allows one A-frame per business with 4 feet sidewalk 
clearance and no size limit.  Town Center code is the same except it has a size 
limit of 6 square feet per side and 8 foot sidewalk clearance. 
 

Question 8: Is there a memo or animation about the 
potential traffic impacts on streets east of Aurora in the 
TC material? 
 

No. 

Question 9: What does the staff have expect the impacts 
to traffic/parking if there were no parking requirements 
in zones TC-1 – TC-3? 
 

A “no parking requirement” scenario was not analyzed by the SEIS. 

Question 10: What do Seattle developers typically 
provide for parking? 

As noted above, Seattle’s proposal to rely on the market, rather than a code 
standard, to regulate parking is linked to a recent media article about the subject 
linked here http://crosscut.com/2011/07/18/seattle-city-hall/21103/Writing-
code-for-more-sustainable-neighborhoods/ 

 
Question 11:  is there existing language in another city 
that would change radius to "walkable radius" or 
something similar (see: 
http://www.humantransit.org/2010/05/culdesac-hell-
and-the-radius-of-demand.html or 
http://www.humantransit.org/2011/04/basics-walking-
distance-to-transit.html) 

A walkable radius was proposed mitigation measure for parking reductions.  
Planning Commission discussed this at length and decided that it wasn’t needed 
because the width of Town Center is about ¼ mile wide and therefore all 
development would be within a ¼ mile of a transit stop.   An incentive that any 
development can meet was not considered an incentive. 
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ERRATA 
 

1. 20.92.012 should end with a period. 
2. Should 20.92.060.C.2.e and .f actually be C.3 and C.4?  C.2 talks 

about Boulevard and Storefront streets, but these two subpoints 
talk about Greenlink streets and through-connections. 

3. Should the word "their" be deleted from the first line of 
20.92.060I.2.a? 

4. Are sections a, b, and c missing from 20.92.070.B.1?  And should 
buildings be plural on the first line thereof? 

5. Should "facing any street" be deleted from the first line of 
20.92.070.B.3? 

6. Would the code be clearer and more flexible for future 
applications if 20.92.080.D.4 were edited to remove the specific 
street names and instead say, "...when placed along Boulevard 
Streets:"? 

7. Is there a subject/verb plural agreement issue with 20.50.021.A 
“development … is” 

8. Table of Contents – 20.30.297, 20.50.021, 20.91040, as well as 
the section headings should use “Administrative”

9. 20.92.050.B.1.a.(8) should replace “subsection 4” with “
 Design Review. 

SMC 
20.92.050

10. 20.92.070.B.1.a – …“set forth in below” should instead reference 
…“set forth in 

.”   

STAFF PROPOSED CORRECTION 

2.a and 2.b below” 

 
1. That is the format for the entire development code.   

20.92.015 should have a permit after Administrative Design 
Review. 

2. 20.92.060.C.2.a-d is a list of corner building requirements. 
C.2.e and f describe where they are located and should be 
listed under a new C.3.a and .b.  

3. 20.92.060.I.2.a “their” is needed to confirm that equipment 
visibility has to be minimized from the public.  Without it could 
be construed that equipment is the object/ method to 
minimize visibility to the public.  

4. “building” should be plural.  See Errata #10 below for question 
regarding a, b, and c in 20.92.070.B.1.  

5. “facing any street” is redundant of “a street” listed at the 
sentence end.  However, “a street” should be plural to meet 
the intent of including all streets.  

6. Agree.  Listing the street types in D.3 and D.4 are more 
appropriate to sign size and design since some TC-1 or 2 zones 
may border on a Storefront or Greenlink street. 

7. “Are” should substitute “is”. 
8. - 10.  Staff Errata 
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