
 

              
 

Council Meeting Date:   September 10, 2018 Agenda Item:  9(b) 
              

 
CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM 

CITY OF SHORELINE, WASHINGTON 
 

 

AGENDA TITLE: QUASI-JUDICIAL:  Discussion of Ordinance No. 837 – Amending 
the Zoning Map at 17127 and 17201 15th Avenue NE and 17062 
and 17414 12th Avenue NE from Residential 24-units Per Acre (R-
24) and Residential 48-units Per Acre (R-48) to Community 
Business (CB) (PLN18-0043, Winters Rezone) 

DEPARTMENT: Planning & Community Development 
PRESENTED BY: Miranda Redinger, AICP, Senior Planner 
ACTION:     ____ Ordinance     ____ Resolution        _   Motion                   

__X_ Discussion    ____ Public Hearing 
 

 
PROBLEM/ISSUE STATEMENT: 
On behalf of the property owners, Jordan Winters from Sante Partners requested a 
rezone of four (4) parcels located at 17127 and 17201 15th Avenue NE and 17062 and 
17414 12th Avenue NE.  The request is to change zoning from Residential 24-units per 
acre (R-24) and Residential 48-units per acre (R-48), which are high density residential 
zones, to Community Business (CB), a commercial zone.  If a rezone is granted, the 
Applicant intends to redevelop portions of the area to accommodate senior housing, 
assisted living, and nursing care. However, specific plans for the properties have not 
been identified. 
 
Per Shoreline Municipal Code (SMC) Section 20.30.060, a rezone is a Type C quasi-
judicial decision for which the City Hearing Examiner holds a public hearing and issues 
a recommendation.  The City Council is tasked with making a final decision.  As such, 
the City Council cannot hear any additional public comment on this item and should not 
have external discussion regarding this request with members of the public.   
 
The Hearing Examiner’s Recommendation on Request for Site Specific Rezone 
(Attachment A – Exhibit A), dated August 16, 2018, recommends approval of the 
proposed rezone with an additional recommendation that attention be paid to design 
issues, regulatory improvements, and community input to address local concerns.  
Adoption of proposed Ordinance No. 837 (Attachment A) would authorize this rezone 
and amend the City’s Zoning Map accordingly.  Tonight, Council is scheduled to discuss 
proposed Ordinance No. 837. 
 
RESOURCE/FINANCIAL IMPACT: 
The proposed rezone will not have a direct resource or financial impact to the City. The 
rezone does have the potential to add dwelling units, which would contribute to the 
City’s property tax base. 
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RECOMMENDATION 

 
No action is required at this time.  The Hearing Examiner recommended approval of this 
requested rezone with attention paid to some design issues to address local concerns 
and the City’s policy objectives.  Staff concurs with this recommendation and asks that 
the Council adopt proposed Ordinance No. 837 when it is brought back to Council for 
consideration on September 24, 2018. 
 
 
 
Approved By: City Manager DT City Attorney MK  
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BACKGROUND 
 
Rezones are discretionary decisions of the City and addressed in SMC Section 
20.30.320.  The purpose of a rezone is a mechanism to make changes to a zoning 
classification, conditions, or concomitant agreement applicable to property. Changes to 
the zoning classification that apply to a parcel of property are text changes and/or 
amendments to the official zoning map.  
 
SMC Section 20.30.060 classifies a rezone as a Type C decision.  Pursuant to Table 
20.30.060, the City of Shoreline Hearing Examiner, after holding an open record public 
hearing and preparing findings and conclusions, makes a recommendation to the City 
Council. The City Council is the final decision making authority on a rezone. 
 
The Code (SMC 20.30.320[B]) sets forth the following decision criteria with regard to 
rezone approval: 

1. The rezone is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. 
2. The rezone will not adversely affect the public health, safety or general welfare. 
3. The rezone is warranted in order to achieve consistency with the Comprehensive 

Plan. 
4. The rezone will not be materially detrimental to uses or property in the immediate 

vicinity of the subject rezone. 
5. The rezone has merit and value for the community. 

 
Rezone Request 
On behalf of the property owners, Jordan Winters from Sante Partners requested a 
rezone of four (4) parcels: 

• Parcel #1 (17127 15th Avenue NE) is the current site of the Anderson House, a 
nursing home. 

• Parcel #2 (17201 15th Avenue NE) is the site of the Anderson Plaza, a retirement 
living facility. 

• Parcel #3 (17062 12th Avenue NE) contains a structure that is connected to the 
nursing home on Parcel #1. 

• Parcel #4 (17414 12th Avenue NE) is the site of a 27 unit multi-family project. 
 
The request is to change zoning from Residential 24-units per acre (R-24) and 
Residential 48-units per acre (R-48), which are high density residential zones, to 
Community Business (CB), a commercial zone.  Parcel #1 is currently zoned R-48 and 
the other three (3) parcels are currently zoned R-24.  These zoning designations usually 
implement a High Density Residential Comprehensive Plan designation.  All parcels 
have a Comprehensive Plan designation of Mixed-Use 2, for which Community 
Business is an implementing zone.  A map depicting the proposed rezone can be found 
as Exhibit B to Attachment A. 
 

DISCUSSION 
 
As part of the rezone request, the Applicant provided responses to the above-noted 
rezone decision criteria and staff provided additional analysis.  Applicant responses and 
staff analysis are included in the Hearing Examiner staff report along with exhibits 

  Page 3  9b-3



 

presented to the Hearing Examiner (Attachment B).  These documents collectively 
represent the Hearing Examiner record for this rezone. 
 
The Hearing Examiner held the required public hearing on July 31, 2018.  On August 
16, 2018, the Hearing Examiner issued the Recommendation on Request for Site 
Specific Rezone (Attachment A – Exhibit A).  With this recommendation, the Hearing 
Examiner sets forth the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law that support the 
recommendation of approval.  In addition to recommending approval, the Hearing 
Examiner recommended that attention be paid to design issues, regulatory 
improvements, and community input to address local concerns and the City’s policy 
objectives.  While SMC 20.30.320 permits the City Council to approve a rezone subject 
to conditions, such attention is more appropriate at the site development/building permit 
stage of a project. 
 
Pursuant to SMC 20.30.320(B), based on the record developed by the Hearing 
Examiner, the City Council may approve, approve with modifications, or deny the 
proposed rezone. 
 

RESOURCE/FINANCIAL IMPACT 
 
The proposed rezone will not have a direct resource or financial impact to the City. The 
rezone does have the potential to add dwelling units, which would contribute to the 
City’s property tax base. 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
No action is required at this time.  The Hearing Examiner recommended approval of this 
requested rezone with attention paid to some design issues to address local concerns 
and the City’s policy objectives.  Staff concurs with this recommendation and asks that 
the Council adopt proposed Ordinance No. 837 when it is brought back to Council for 
consideration on September 24, 2018. 
 

ATTACHMENTS 
 
Attachment A – Proposed Ordinance No. 837 

• Exhibit A- Hearing Examiner Recommendation 
• Exhibit B- Zoning Map with Proposed Rezone 

Attachment B – Hearing Examiner Record 
• Exhibit 1- Hearing Examiner Staff Report and Attachments 

o Site Plan 
o Vicinity Map 
o Zoning Map 
o Current Comprehensive Plan Map (adopted 2012) 
o 1998 Comprehensive Plan Map 
o Critical Areas Map 
o Neighborhood Meeting Invite 
o Neighborhood Meeting Summary 
o Application 
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o Rezone Criteria 
o Statement of Use 
o Notice of Application 
o Notice of June 12 Public Hearing 
o Notice of July 31 Public Hearing 
o SEPA Determination of Nonsignificance (DNS) 
o Amended SEPA DNS 
o Signed SEPA Checklist 
o Public Comments 
o Responses to Public Comments from Applicant 

• Exhibit 2 Applicant's Pre-Hearing Memorandum 
• Exhibit 3 Public Hearing Affidavits 
• Exhibit 4 Planning Department Power Point Presentation 
• Exhibit 5 Applicant Submittals (Comment from Shoreline Lake Forest Park 
• Senior Center, June 7, 2018; and area map) 
• Exhibit 6 Graphic depiction of parcels and their ownership (Submitted by 

Mr. Merklinghaus) 
• Exhibit 7 Comment, Mr. J. Parfitt 
• Exhibit 8 Comment, Mr. W. Parfitt 
• Exhibit 9 Comment, Mr. and Ms. McCrea 
• Exhibit 10 Comment, Mr. N. McCrea 
• Exhibit 11 Comment, Mr. Merklinghaus 
• Exhibit 12 Comment, Mr. and Ms. Hawksford 
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ORDINANCE NO. 837 

 
AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF SHORELINE, WASHINGTON 
APPROVING REZONE APPLICATION PLN18-0043 TO AMEND THE 
CITY’S OFFICIAL ZONING MAP FROM R-24 AND R-48 TO CB FOR 
FOUR PARCELS OF LAND LOCATED AT 17127 15th AVENUE NE, 17201 
15th AVENUE NE, 17414 12th AVENUE NE, AND 17062 12th AVENUE NE. 

WHEREAS, the City of Shoreline is a non-charter optional municipal code city as 
provided in Title 35A RCW, incorporated under the laws of the state of Washington, and 
planning pursuant to the Growth Management Act, Title 36.70C RCW; and 

WHEREAS, the applicants, via Application No. PLN 18-0043, sought a site-
specific rezone of four parcels of land located at 17127 15th Avenue NE, 17201 15th Avenue 
NE, 17414 12th Avenue NE, and 17062 12th Avenue NE, identified by Tax Parcel Nos. 
6163901465, 6163901560, 6163901462, and 61637400000; and 

WHEREAS, the requested site-specific rezone would amend the City’s Official 
Zoning Map for these parcels from the current zoning of Residential 48 units per acre (R-
48) (17201 15th Avenue NE) and Residential 24 units per acre (R-24) (17127 15th Avenue 
NE, 17062 12th Avenue NE, and 17414 12th Avenue NE) to Community Business (CB); 
and 

WHEREAS, the site-specific rezone implements the Comprehensive Plan land use 
designation for the parcels of Mixed Used 2; and 

WHEREAS, the environmental impacts of the site-specific zone resulted in the 
issuance of a Determination of Non-Significance (DNS) on May 3, 2018 and an Amended 
DNS on June 12, 2018; and 

WHEREAS, SMC 20.30.060 classifies a site-specific rezone as a Type C decision 
for which the City of Shoreline Hearing Examiner, after an open record public hearing, 
prepares findings and conclusions, and makes a recommendation to the City Council; and 

WHEREAS, the City of Shoreline Hearing Examiner held a properly noticed open 
record public hearing on July 24, 2018, with the applicant and several members of the 
public testifying on the proposed rezone; and 

WHEREAS, on August 16, 2018, the City of Shoreline Hearing Examiner issued 
her “Recommendation on Request for Site Specific Rezone” setting forth findings of fact 
and conclusions of law as to the site-specific rezone’s satisfaction of the criteria set forth 
in SMC 20.30.320; and 

WHEREAS, based on the findings and the law, the City of Shoreline Hearing 
Examiner recommended approval of the site-specific rezone; and 
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WHEREAS, as part of the recommendation, the Hearing Examiner recommended 
that attention be paid to design issues, regulatory improvements, and community input 
given the built-out nature of the surrounding area; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to SMC 20.30.060, the City Council has final decision 
making authority and this decision is to be made at a public meeting; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council considered the Hearing Examiner’s August 16, 2018 
Recommendation on Request for Site Specific Rezone at its September 10, 2018 regular 
meeting; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council concurs with the August 16, 2018 Recommendation 
on Request for Site Specific Rezone of the City of Shoreline Hearing Examiner, determining 
that the site-specific rezone satisfies the criteria set forth in SMC 20.30.320 and should be 
approved; 

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

 
Section 1.  Hearing Examiner’s Recommendation.  The City of Shoreline Hearing 

Examiner’s August 16, 2018 Recommendation on Request for Site Specific Rezone, attached as 
Exhibit A, is hereby adopted. 

 
Section 2.  Amendment.  The City’s Official Zoning Map shall be amended to change the 

zoning designation for the parcel located at 17201 15th Avenue NE, identified by Tax Parcel No. 
6163901560, from Residential 48 units per acre (R-48) to Community Business (CB) and the 
parcels located at 17127 15th Avenue NE, 17062 12th Avenue NE, and 17414 12th Avenue NE, 
identified by Tax Parcel Nos. 6163901465, 6163901462, and 61637400000, from Residential 24 
units per acre (R-24) to Community Business (CB), as depicted on Exhibit B. 
 

Section 3.  Corrections by City Clerk or Code Reviser.  Upon approval of the City 
Attorney, the City Clerk and/or the Code Reviser are authorized to make necessary corrections to 
this ordinance, including the corrections of scrivener or clerical errors; references to other local, 
state, or federal laws, codes, rules, or regulations; or ordinance numbering and section/subsection 
numbering and references. 
 

Section 4.  Severability.  Should any section, subsection, paragraph, sentence, clause, or 
phrase of this ordinance or its application to any person or situation be declared unconstitutional 
or invalid for any reason, such decision shall not affect the validity of the remaining portions of 
this ordinance or its application to any person or situation. 
 

Section 5.  Publication and Effective Date.  A summary of this Ordinance consisting of 
the title shall be published in the official newspaper.  This Ordinance shall take effect five days 
after publication. 
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PASSED BY THE CITY COUNCIL ON SEPTEMBER 24, 2018. 
 
 
 
 ________________________ 
 Mayor Will Hall 
 
ATTEST: APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
 
_______________________ _______________________ 
Jessica Simulcik-Smith Margaret King 
City Clerk City Attorney 
 
 
Date of Publication: , 2018 
Effective Date: , 2018 
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 CITY OF SHORELINE HEARING EXAMINER 

RECOMMENDATION ON REQUEST FOR 

SITE SPECIFIC REZONE  

HE-18-04/PLN 18-0043 (Winters) 

August 16, 2018 

 _________________________________ 

1. FINDINGS OF FACT

1.1 Background.  The Applicant requested a rezone on four parcels from residential 

zoning (R-24 and R-48) to Community Business (CB).  The Applicant intends to redevelop 

portions of the area to accommodate senior housing, assisted living, and nursing care.  However, 

specific plans for the properties have not been identified. 

1.2 Applicant, Property Owners, and Site Location.  

Applicant: Jordan Winters, Sante Partners 

1220 20th Street SE, Suite 310 

Salem, OR 97302 

Property Owners and Associated Property Address and Tax Parcel:  

Parcel #1 - 17127 15th Avenue NE, Tax Parcel #6163901465 

Parfitt Family LTD Partnership 

 340 Nickelbush Lane 

Quilcene, WA 98376  

Parcel #2 - 17201 15th Avenue NE, Tax Parcel #6163901560 

Sante Shoreline ALF Real Co, LLC 

1220 20th Street SE, Suite 310 

Salem, OR 97302 

Parcel #3 – 17062 12th Avenue NE, Tax Parcel #6163901462 

Anderson Family Properties 

415 W. Mercer Street, #802 

Seattle, WA 98119 

Parcel #4 – 17414 12th Avenue NE, Tax Parcel #6137400000 

PAR Three, LLC 

18390 NE 192nd Street 

Woodinville, WA 98077  
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 1.3 Hearing.  A public hearing was held on July 31, 2018.  The Planning Department, 

through Ms. Redinger, summarized the proposal.  The Applicant, first through counsel Mr. Hill, 

and then through Mr. Winters, concurred with the Staff Report.  Mr. Hill focused on proposal 

consistency with the Comprehensive Plan.  Mr. Winters' testimony is summarized below.  Public 

comment followed, as also summarized below.  The Applicant and Planning Department then 

provided clarifying information.  Given the questions raised during public comment, the 

Examiner kept the written record open through August 6, 2018.   

 

  1.3.1 Applicant Testimony.  Mr. Winters' testimony described development 

within the area and his company's (Sante) redevelopment plans.  Sante owns  Parcel 2 (17201 

15th Ave NE) and also owns 17051 14th Ave NE (developed with a six-bed, six-unit adult 

family home). The latter property is not part of the rezone proposal. He provided additional 

details on the parcels within the rezone proposal: 

 

 Parcel 1:  1.66 acres, with a building constructed in the 1960s.  It was run as a 112-bed 

nursing facility, but ceased operations in 2017.  It is now vacant and dilapitated. 

 Parcel 2:  Sante bought the parcel in December 2016, and has completed a $7.5 million 

renovation. The property is used as a 65-bed assisted living facility and 25-bed memory 

care facility. 

 Parcel 3:  The .34 acre parcel includes a building which used to provide nursing home 

support services. 

 Parcel 4: The northwestern most parcel.  It is developed with a market rate 27-unit 

condominium. 

 

 The Applicant intends to develop a portion of the rezone area for high density senior 

housing.  If the rezone is approved, Sante will also purchase Parcels 1 and 3 and construct a 130-

unit independent living facility by demolishing the current nursing home.  Building height has 

not been determined, but would be at most five stories as that is what the proposed zoning would 

allow.  Parking would be contained on site, and main access would be off of 15th, not 13th or 

14th, which are Local Secondary Streets, so could not be used as access for such a project. 

 

 Sante has invested $16 million in the community.  For current investments to thrive, Mr. 

Winters stated the added senior housing is needed.  If the rezone is not approved, at R-24 his 

company could develop only 48 total units, which would not be financially feasible.  Sante is not 

building on the other parcels.  He stated they were included to avoid creating a zoning island.  

Mr. Winters then explained surrounding uses and zoning: 

 

 The northwest corner of the larger block includes a five-story multi-family project under 

development, a lumber yard, and an auto repair shop.  The area is zoned CB, with an 

MU-2 Comprehensive Plan designation.   

 To the north, across NE 175
th

 Street, are a large five-story multi-family building, 

restaurants, and an auto repair shop.  Single-family residences are adjacent to multi-

family uses.  The more intense uses are within areas zoned CB, with an MU 

Comprehensive Plan designation.  The transitions between multi-family and single-

family include a "wedding cake" transition in buildings heights.   
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 The block to the northeast across 175th and 15th includes a Walgreen’s and a variety of 

commercial establishments (cafe, eating establishments, hardware supply company, tap 

house, and beauty salon).  This area is zoned CB, with an MU Comprehensive Plan 

designation.   

 The block to the east across 15th Avenue NE includes a Safeway adjacent to R-6 (single 

family).  The Safeway site is zoned CB with an MU Comprehensive Plan designation. 

 

 Mr. Winters stated that the area will support the intended use.  The above-described 

surrounding amenities (i.e., drugstores, eating establishments, and hair salons) will benefit 

independent living.  The site is also adjacent to public transportation.  To the west are single-

family uses, but the Applicant will adhere to transitional requirements, including height, setback, 

and landscaping requirements (Type 1).  Except as necessary to meet fire code requirements for 

secondary access, 15th Avenue NE would provide access. 

 

  1.3.2 Public Comment.    

 

 Mr. Anderson is Anderson Family Properties' managing member.  His family has 

operated the nursing home on Parcel 3 since 1963.  He is proud to have served Shoreline's older 

adults and supports the proposal. 

 

 Mr. Matiko is PAR 3 LLC's sole member.  He has no intention of selling, but as he is 

getting older would like to see the rezone completed.   

 

 Mr. Merklinghaus testified on his concerns over the potential magnitude of future 

redevelopment.  When all parcels on the block receive the same zoning they can be merged.  The 

point of the graphic he provided (Exhibit 6) is to disclose that most properties in the area are 

owned by just two groups, the Parfitt family and Sante.  Only those entities would have to come 

together to buy or control the entire block's development.  The only outstanding piece is the 

lumber yard adjacent to the post office.  He understands they have been offered $4 million to sell 

the site but turned it down hoping the price will go up.  So, the City is not just looking at a 

simple retirement home.  If it were that would be one thing, but Mr. Merklinghaus's concern goes 

beyond that.  If the area is consolidated, it would become the second largest development in the 

City of Shoreline next to the Sears on Aurora.  Due to the block's significance, he urged the City 

to think this through.  He is concerned the City will miss a critical opportunity to put in prudent 

management regulations (setbacks, green space, height limitations) before this turns into a 

300,000-square-foot development.  The City need not go all the way to CB.  Redevelopment is 

not as profitable at R-24 but it is profitable.   

 

 Mr. McCrea testified that if one not only drives around the site, but visits 13th, it is 

readily apparent that with a four- to six-story building, an impact could radically change the 

neighborhood.  Maybe if the Applicant wanted to compensate him and his neighbors for their 

homes’ lost value, that would be fine.  He stated that the neighborhood may be unlike any other 

in the City of Shoreline.  The first Friday of every month, all the neighbors get together for a 

potluck.  This gathering occurs nine or ten months per year.  When a block party with bands is 

put together, people come from six blocks around.  Traffic will increase with the rezone.  Bike 

lanes are reducing the ability of traffic to flow.  Based on observation, he is concerned that the 
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City is loading up east of Aurora with high density and everything west of Aurora or Fremont 

Avenue is staying single-family.  The Council should consider this.  Given so many residents are 

emphatic in their desire to not see this go through, he asked if the City is thinking about residents 

or out of state corporations? 

 

 Mr. J. Parfitt testified that the property has been in his family for almost 100 years.  The 

family just did a big lease with Sante for 50 years so he has no intention of selling.  He is 66 and 

likes having a monthly stable income.  There are no plans for a mega project.  It is much better to 

have a lease.  As far as development, an old people’s home is fairly low impact compared to 

what could be built.  But the main thing is he does not want to sell, and he does not think his 

brothers and sister want to either.  They have been asked a bunch already.  So there won't be a 

big merger happening. 

 

 Ms. Robertson expressed concern with the sterility of the process.  The way the hearing 

examiner process is set up implies that the only way a community can fight a proposal such as 

this is with legal argument.  The property owners pooled resources to get the legal help.  Local 

citizens do not have this option.  Citizens just have their emotions, and the hearing extracts that 

out of the process.  Expensive dirt is being created here.  She does not believe there is a benefit 

with the CB zone: not to the community, environment, trees, or neighbors.  There is no merit or 

value with the rezone to this neighborhood.  She believes senior housing is needed, but does not 

trust this is what is going in.  The CB zone does not require green building.  It does not require 

affordable housing.  How affordable will development be?  She wondered why another zone is 

not being considered, such as mixed use residential, to buffer single-family areas.  An example 

of the Polaris project came up.  This is not a good example.  The project area is not walkable and 

is not pedestrian friendly.  It is the DMZ.  Shoreline is a place where people of all cultures and 

economic backgrounds love to live, work, and play, and most of all call home.  Sustainability is 

identified in our values, but she does not see that happening with this proposal.  The proposal 

does not stand true to the City's values and mission.  We have kids, families, and seniors living 

here.  They are renters, walkers, bikers -- thriving individuals who will suffer with this CB zone 

the way it is proposed.  She does not see that changing in the design planning phase.  She hopes 

the City will consider another zone that makes sense for the community.  What is the rush?  Let's 

take a look at other zones to have a thriving development that benefits seniors, benefits 

neighbors, and the community at large. 

 

 Mr. Merklinghaus had a follow-up question.  He wanted to ask Mr. Parfitt about the 

lease.  Mr. Parfitt had mentioned he had leased land to Sante for 50 years.  Which properties and 

what are the terms?  If the properties are a part of the block and that long-term lease was not 

mentioned by Mr. Hill and Mr. Winters, that is a serious omission.  Also, Mr. Merklinghaus 

spoke with the Orion Property Group, which was leasing one of six properties in the block the 

Parfitt family owns, just south of the post office building (Merry Maids property).  He was told 

the Parfitt family was only interested in leasing, unless there was buyer interest in all properties 

in the block. 

  

 Mr. J. Parfitt testified that he does not want to sell.  We have a lease with Sante, but for 

the nursing home area he believes.  Mr. Winters can describe the area.  He is happy with the 

lease.  

Attachment A - Exhibit A

9b-12



 

Recommendation on Rezone HE-18-04, PLN 18-0043 City of Shoreline Hearing Examiner 

Page 5 of 13      

  

 Mr. L. Parfitt emphasized that they are not selling the properties.  He does not know 

what realtor was spoken to.  This is our retirement.  One property is part of the Sante 

development.  That's on a 50-year lease (17127 site). 

 

 Ms. White lives on 14th Avenue NE.  Across the street is the adult family home and 

abutting her property is one parcel within the proposal.  She spoke to echo earlier comment, that 

this process is not super great for engaging the community for input.  It would go a long way to 

have some sort of assurance of what that development process would look like.  There is no clear 

pathway for that.  She understands it is expensive to come up with a design that will not be built 

but the absence of more detail hangs a giant question mark over the process which directly 

affects her, her home value, and neighbors.  If we had assurance from the development company 

about what the future back and forth would look like, it would help illuminate things. 

 

  1.3.3 Applicant Response to Comments.  Mr. Hill, counsel for Applicant, 

referred the Examiner to these portions of the record to address certain concerns raised.   

 

 Neighborhood On-Street Parking Availability:  Staff Report, p. 89, Attachment 19, 

Response to Comment 4. 

 Traffic Impacts:  Staff Report, p. 90, Attachment 19.   

 Comparison with Polaris: Staff Report, p. 90, Attachment 19, Response to Comment 12. 

 Testimony on Whether Rezone would Result in Full Block Development: Staff Report, p. 

91, Response to Comment 15. 

 

 There was one misstatement from Mr. Parfitt on the lease, which Mr. Winters wanted to 

clarify.  The long-term ground lease at 17127 is with Anderson Nursing Home LLC.  Sante has 

no lease rights in that arrangement just now.   

 

 Mr. Winters stated that if the rezone is approved, his company will do its best to consider 

the needs of the community and incorporate those issues into project design to minimize impacts.  

Mr. Hill concluded with requesting a recommendation of approval.   

 

  1.3.4 Clarifications from the Planning Department.  Ms. Redinger provided 

these clarifications: 

 

 There has been a recent increase in density, specifically around two future light rail 

stations coming in 2024.  Sound Transit chose the locations, which are on I-5's east, 

which is also east of Aurora. 

 All the other rezones have been privately initiated rezones, as this one was.  On Aurora's 

west side is the City's largest redevelopment site, and that is likely to redevelop, so the 

wide side will see its fair share of redevelopment. 

 There will be a transportation improvement project along NE 175
th

 Street that will help 

alleviate existing congestion and add more capacity for multi-modal transportation 

beyond just putting in a bike lane. 

 In response to Ms. Robertson's comment about there not currently being a green building 

requirement in the CB zone as in the light rail station zones, this could change.  The 
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Council will consider expanding that green building mandate to commercial zoning.  

Whether that would extend to mixed business along Aurora or CB in neighborhood 

centers is yet to be determined, but this is something this group may want to track. 

 The decision on whether to go for CB or something lower, such as an "R" zone or mixed 

use, goes back to the Comprehensive Plan designation and future visions for the area.  

The Applicant met with Staff when trying to decide which one to request.  There was a 

conversation on multiple zoning types, and the Applicant submitted for CB. 

 

 1.4 Exhibits.  The Examiner admitted these exhibits at the hearing: 

 

 Exhibit 1 Staff Report, with Attachments 1-19 

 Exhibit 2 Applicant's Pre-Hearing Memorandum 

 Exhibit 3 Public Hearing Affidavits 

 Exhibit 4 Planning Department Power Point Presentation 

 Exhibit 5 Applicant Submittals (Comment from Shoreline Lake Forest Park  

  Senior Center, June 7, 2018; and area map) 

 Exhibit 6 Graphic depiction of parcels and their ownership (submitted by  

  Mr.Merklinghaus) 

 

The Examiner kept the record open through August 6, 2018, at 5:00 PM.  These 

comments were received: 

 

 Exhibit 7 Comment, Mr. J. Parfitt 

 Exhibit 8 Comment, Mr. W. Parfitt 

 Exhibit 9 Comment, Mr. and Ms. McCrea 

 Exhibit 10 Comment, Mr. N. McCrea 

 Exhibit 11 Comment, Mr. Merklinghaus 

 Exhibit 12 Comment, Mr. and Ms. Hawksford 

 

 Exhibits 11 and 12 were e-mailed to the City Clerk on the date due, but after the 5:00 

P.M. deadline.  The late submittal has not delayed the proceeding and there is no prejudice to any 

party with their admission.  The Examiner received no public comments until the day after they 

were due, so to prepare this recommendation, it made no difference to the Examiner.  Also, the 

Examiner received no objections to either comment.  Both are admitted. 

 

 1.5 Site Description.  The Site Plan provides an aerial view,
1
 illustrating the site's 

developed nature.  The Anderson House nursing home is on Parcel 1.  Anderson Plaza, a 

retirement living facility, is on Parcel 2.  A structure connected to Anderson House is on Parcel 

3.  A 27-unit multi-family project is on Parcel 4. 

 

 The steepest slope on Parcels 1 and 2 exceeds 25% along Parcel 2's eastern edge and a 

small area to the east of the existing building on Parcel 1.
2
  The steepest slope on Parcels 3 and 4 

                                                 
1
 Exhibit 1 (Staff Report), Attachment 1. 

2
 Exhibit 1 (Staff Report), Attachment 6. 
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is between 0-5%.  The City’s GIS topographic map outlines site topography.
3
  The site and 

nearby area is not shown as having rockslides, earthflows, mudflows, landslides, or other slope 

failure issues.  Except for steep slopes, there are no mapped critical areas (wetlands, streams, or 

fish and wildlife habitat) on the site or on neighboring properties.  There is no standing or 

running water on the surface of the properties or on any adjacent property during the year.  The 

property does not contain ground water seepage or springs near the surface of the ground. 

 

 On access, Parcels 1 and 2 are accessed from 15th Avenue NE, a Principal Arterial.  

Parcels 3 and 4 are accessed from 12th Avenue NE, a Local Secondary street.  Neighbor 

concerns were raised on impacts with access from this secondary street if the properties are 

redeveloped. The Applicant addressed this concern in comment, confirming that if redeveloped, 

the local access would only be used to the extent required by the fire code. 

 

 1.6 Zoning/Plan.  The site is in the Ridgecrest Neighborhood's northeast corner, 

immediately adjacent to the North City Neighborhood.  The site is designated Mixed-Use 2.
4
   

 

The Mixed-Use 2 (MU2) designation is similar to the MU1 designation, except it 

is not intended to allow more intense uses, such as manufacturing and other uses 

that generate light, glare, noise, or odor that may be incompatible with existing and 

proposed land uses.  The Mixed Use 2 (MU2) designation applies to commercial 

areas not on the Aurora Avenue or Ballinger Way corridors, such as Ridgecrest, 

Briarcrest, Richmond Beach, and North City.  This designation may provide retail, 

office, and service uses, and greater residential densities than are allowed in low-

density residential designations, and promotes pedestrian connections, transit, and 

amenities.
5
 

 

The Mixed-Use 1 (MU1) designation encourages the development of walkable 

places with architectural interest that integrate a wide variety of retail, office, and 

service uses, along with form-based maximum density residential uses.  Transition 

to adjacent single-family neighborhoods may be accomplished through appropriate 

design solutions.  Limited manufacturing uses may be permitted under certain 

conditions.
6
 

 Parcel 2 is zoned R-48, while the other three parcels are R-24.
7
  The surrounding area has 

a mix of zoning, mostly R-6 and CB, with some R-8.  North of NE 175th Street, Mixed-Use 

Residential-35’ height limit zoning was adopted through the 185th Street Light Rail Station 

Subarea Plan.  The area contains a mix of dwelling units, including single-family, grocery and 

drug stores, restaurants, and other businesses. 

 

                                                 
3
 Exhibit 1 (Staff Report), Attachment 6. 

4
 Exhibit 1 (Staff Report), Attachment 4.  The City’s first Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map, adopted in 

1998, designated the property as Community Business, a designation which became MU2.  Exhibit 1, Attachment 5. 
5
 Comprehensive Plan Policy LU-10.   

6
 Comprehensive Plan Policy LU-9. 

7
 Exhibit 1 (Staff Report), Attachment 3. 
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 1.7 Public Notice and Review Process.   Staff Report analysis of the proposed rezone 

considered information gathered from a pre-application meeting on March 26, 2018; a 

neighborhood meeting on March 27, 2018;
8
 public comment;

9
 Applicant responses to public 

comment;
10

 the Shoreline Comprehensive Plan; and the SMC, Title 20. 

 

 Public notice of the proposal was posted on site, mailed to residents within 500 feet, 

advertised in The Seattle Times, and posted on the City’s website on April 25, 2018.
11

  Notice of 

the original June 12, 2018 public hearing was posted on site, mailed to residents within 500 feet, 

advertised in The Seattle Times, and posted on the City’s website on May 25, 2018.
12

  This 

public hearing was rescheduled to July 31 based on an error in the Determination of 

Nonsignificance ("DNS") form.  Notice of the July 31, 2018 public hearing was posted on site, 

mailed to residents, advertised in The Seattle Times, and posted on the City’s website on July 17, 

2018.
13

 

 

 1.8 SEPA.  The original DNS was mailed to the notification list, including State 

Departments of Commerce and Ecology, neighboring jurisdictions, local organizations, and 

tribes.  The Amended DNS was mailed to the same list on June 12, 2018.  No comments were 

received on the DNS.
14

 

 

 1.9 Water/Sewer Availability.   North City Water District has issued Certificates of 

Water Availability.  Ronald Wastewater District staff has confirmed the District has capacity for 

redevelopment and will not require a Capacity Study. 

 

 1.10 Rezone Criteria.  To paraphrase, the City's rezone criteria require an evaluation 

of Comprehensive Plan consistency, avoidance of adverse effects and material detriment to 

surrounding uses, and a showing that the rezone has merit and value for the community.
15

 

  

 1.11 Comprehensive Plan Consistency.  The four parcels are zoned as either R-24 or 

R-48, which is medium to high density residential zoning.  A rezone to a CB zone for properties 

within the Comprehensive Plan's Mixed Use 2 designation would implement the Plan's MU2 

designation, which is designed to "provide retail, office, and service uses, and greater residential 

densities than are allowed in low-density residential designations, and promotes pedestrian 

connections, transit, and amenities."
16

  CB zoning is consistent. 

 

The purpose of the community business zone (CB) is to provide location for a 

wide variety of business activities, such as convenience stores, retail, personal 

services for the local community, and to allow for apartments and higher intensity 

                                                 
8
 Exhibit 1 (Staff Report), Attachment 7 (Invitation), and Attachment 8 (Meeting Summary, which was mailed to 

attendees on April 25, 2018). 
9
 Exhibit 1 (Staff Report), Attachment 18. 

10
 Exhibit 1 (Staff Report), Attachment 19. 

11
 Exhibit 1 (Staff Report), Attachment 12; SMC 20.30.120. 

12
 Exhibit 1 (Staff Reort), Attachment 13. 

13
 Exhibit 1 (Staff Reort), Attachment 14; SMC 20.30.180. 

14
 Exhibit 1 (Staff Report), Attachments 15 and 16. 

15
 See SMC 20.30.320. 

16
 Comprehensive Plan Policy LU-10.   
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mixed-use developments.
17

 

 

The purpose of high density residential, R-18, R-24, R-36 and R-48 zones, is to 

provide for a mix of predominantly apartment and townhouse dwelling units and 

other compatible uses.
18

 

 

 Plan Goals and Policies articulate a need for additional housing choice, especially for 

aging populations, and a mix of uses that support neighborhood serving businesses.   

 

 Goal LU I: Encourage development that creates a variety of housing, shopping, 

entertainment, recreation, gathering spaces, employment, and services that are accessible 

to neighborhoods. 

 

 Goal LU II: Establish land use patterns that promote walking, biking and using transit to 

access goods, services, education, employment, recreation.  

 

 Goal LU V: Enhance the character, quality, and function of existing residential 

neighborhoods while accommodating anticipated growth. 

 

 LU8: Provide, through land use regulation, the potential for a broad range of housing 

choices and levels of affordability to meet the changing needs of a diverse community.  

 

 Goal CD I: Promote community development and redevelopment that is aesthetically 

pleasing, functional, and consistent with the City’s vision.  

 

 T28: Encourage development that is supportive of transit, and advocate for expansion and 

addition of new routes in areas with transit supportive densities and uses.  

 

 Goal H I: Provide sufficient development capacity to accommodate the 20 year growth 

forecast and promote other goals, such as creating demand for transit and local businesses 

through increased residential density along arterials; and improved infrastructure, like 

sidewalks and stormwater treatment, through redevelopment. 

 

 Goal H II: Encourage development of an appropriate mix of housing choices through 

innovative land use and well-crafted regulations. 

 

 Goal H V: Integrate new development with consideration to design and scale that 

complements existing neighborhoods, and provides effective transitions between 

different uses and intensities. 

 

 Goal H VI: Encourage and support a variety of housing opportunities for those with 

special needs, specifically older adults and people with disabilities. 

 

                                                 
17

 SMC 20.40.040(B). 
18

 SMC 20.40.030(C). 

Attachment A - Exhibit A

9b-17



 

Recommendation on Rezone HE-18-04, PLN 18-0043 City of Shoreline Hearing Examiner 

Page 10 of 13      

 H1: Encourage a variety of residential design alternatives that increase housing choice. 

 

 H2: Provide incentives to encourage residential development in commercial zones, 

especially those within proximity to transit, to support local businesses. 

 

 H3: Encourage infill development on vacant or underutilized sites. 

 

 H23: Assure that site, landscaping, building, and design regulations create effective 

transitions between different land uses and densities. 

 

 H25: Encourage, assist, and support social and health service organizations that offer 

housing programs for targeted populations. 

 

 H27: Support opportunities for older adults and people with disabilities to remain in the 

community as their housing needs change, by encouraging universal design or retrofitting 

homes for lifetime use. 

  

 NE1. Promote infill and concurrent infrastructure improvements in areas that are already 

developed in order to preserve rural areas, open spaces, ecological functions, and 

agricultural lands in the region. 

 

 The CB zoning with unlimited residential density (although constrained by other 

limitations, such as height), and range of commercial uses, is consistent with the Comprehensive 

Plan.   

 

 1.12 Public Health, Safety or General Welfare.  The rezone to a CB zone consistent 

with a Mixed Use 2 designation does not adversely affect the public health, safety and general 

welfare. A CB zoning designation with unrestricted density and favorable development 

conditions can help meet the need for multi-family housing.  As part of future development for 

the property, needed frontage improvements will be developed, improving walkability to local 

businesses and to public transit (bus routes run presently and light rail is slated for future 

development off of 185th). 

 

 The intended uses at the site (senior, assisted housing, and nursing facilities) are already 

in existence; the rezone's purpose is to allow for additional units and services.  New development 

will comply with SMC requirements.  This includes frontage improvements, such as sidewalks 

and stormwater controls, which will enhance existing site conditions.  Rebuilt sidewalks will be 

more ADA-compliant than the aged and cracked versions they will replace.  Residents have 

expressed concern about an elderly population crossing busy streets, especially since this area 

has had a history of collisions and even a fatality.  The City Traffic Engineer will require safety 

improvements and traffic calming measures for adjacent streets, which will improve walkability 

for new and existing residents.  The ability of elderly residents of senior housing to walk to 

grocery and drug stores and meet friends at restaurants in the neighborhood should improve 

overall health and welfare. 
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 1.13 Whether Rezone is Warranted to Achieve Comprehensive Plan Consistency.  

A rezone to a CB classification provides continuity with the properties immediately adjacent to 

the north and east and accomplishes the City's Comprehensive Plan goal of a Mixed Use  

designation, which is designed to provide increased residential density and supporting 

commercial uses in a way which supports pedestrian activity and transit use.  Given the purpose 

of the CB zoning district, it is an appropriate zoning designation to implement the MU-2 land use 

designation. 

 

 1.14 Material Detriment to Uses or Property in the Immediate Vicinity.  The 

properties to the north and east of the four parcels are zoned CB and would provide a seamless 

transition as part of the rezone.  To the west and south of the parcels, zoning is R-6, low density 

residential, and is designated to remain low density through the Comprehensive Plan.  As noted 

in the Comprehensive Plan, under LU9, "Transition to adjacent single-family neighborhoods 

may be accomplished through appropriate design solutions."  When site specific development 

plans are developed, both neighboring architecture and neighborhood involvement must be 

considered so this criterion can be met.  Given the proximity of these parcels to immediate 

businesses such as dining, grocery shopping, and drugstores, the proposed rezone to a higher 

density helps support these businesses (some local, others are part of larger chain enterprises). 

Approval of the rezone would help support policy goal H2 and encourage residential 

development in commercial zones, especially those within proximity to transit, and support local 

business.   

  

 1.15 Rezone Merit and Value for the Community.  It is anticipated that if rezoned, 

plans to develop a high density residential structure will commence, most likely with a focus on 

senior housing.  A rezone, if coupled with redevelopment, could help satisfy Plan Goal H VI 

(encourage and support a variety of housing opportunities for those with special needs, 

specifically older adults and people with disabilities), H25 (encourage, assist and support social 

and health service organizations that offer housing programs for targeted populations), and 

H27 (support opportunities for older adults and people with disabilities to remain in the 

community as their housing needs change, by encouraging universal design or retrofitting homes 

for lifetime use).  Shoreline’s population is growing older and community needs are changing.  

As residents of Ridgecrest and North City and other neighborhoods within Shoreline age out of 

single-family homes, they will require places where they can live and receive medical care.  

Staying within the community allows seniors to keep in touch with local friends and family and 

engage in the social activities that provide connections essential to well-being.  Exactly what 

other redevelopment will be proposed has not been detailed.  In general, growth is changing the 

character of established neighborhoods.  However, if properly designed and mitigated, consistent 

with Finding 1.16 below, redevelopment allowed by the rezone has community merit and value. 

 

 1.16 Citizen Concerns on the Rezone Criteria.  The key on whether the rezone 

criteria will continue to be met, as this area is built out, will depend on design.  For example, 

how the area's uses operate with existing residential uses will depend on landscaping, setbacks, 

structural design, streetscape improvements, parking adequacy, building modulation and sizing, 

and the underlying road grid itself, which hinges to a large degree on lot size.  These issues 

typically are dealt with through development regulations.   
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 The Planning Department and Applicant summarized some regulatory requirements in 

the Staff Report and at the hearing, which address landscaping, parking, access, and height 

transitions. Neighbors overall understood the need for senior housing, but expressed concern that 

code requirements have not always resulted in compatible redevelopment.  Citizens were 

concerned with the difficulty of assessing the proposal, given the tentative nature of present 

plans, and with the prospect of redevelopment of the larger block.   

 

 If the Council approves the rezone, as redevelopment proceeds, it will be important for 

the City and project proponents to work with the community on these issues, with attention to 

where the regulatory structure could be improved on to better realize local objectives.  Such 

issues are important not only for the parcels being rezoned, but the larger block, given its size, 

ownership patterns (see Exhibit 6, submitted by Mr. Merklinghaus), and the high likelihood of 

redevelopment. 

 

2. CONCLUSIONS OF LAW  

 

 2.1 The City classifies site specific rezones as Type C decisions,
19

 which require the 

Hearing Examiner to issue a recommendation after holding an open record public hearing.  The 

City Council makes the final decision. 

 

 2.2 The City requires the Examiner to consider these criteria: 

 

The City may approve or approve with modifications an application for a rezone 

of property if: 

 

 1.  The rezone is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan; and 

 

 2.  The rezone will not adversely affect the public health, safety or general 

welfare; and 

 

 3. The rezone is warranted in order to achieve consistency with the 

Comprehensive Plan; and 

 

 4.  The rezone will not be materially detrimental to uses or property in the 

immediate vicinity of the subject rezone; and 

 

 5.   The rezone has merit and value for the community.
20

 

 

  2.3 The City's rezone criteria are consistent with the general case law rules governing 

rezones, which provide no presumption of validity and require demonstration of a substantial 

                                                 
19

 SMC 20.30.060. 
20

 SMC 20.30.320(B). 
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CITY OF SHORELINE 

PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT  

STAFF REPORT FOR HEARING EXAMINER  

JULY 31, 2018 PUBLIC HEARING 

Project Name: Winters Rezone Application 

Project File No.: PLN18-0043 

REQUEST:   The applicant has requested to rezone four parcels from Residential-24 
units per acre (R-24) and Residential-48 units per acre (R-48) to Community Business 
(CB).

GENERAL INFORMATION: 

Applicant:  Jordan Winters 
Sante Partners 
1220 20th Street SE, Suite 310                                                             
Salem, OR 97302 

Property Information: 

Parcel #1 – 17127 15th Avenue NE, Tax Parcel #6163901465: 
Parfitt Family LTD Partnership 
340 Nickelbush Lane 
Quilcene, WA 98376 

Parcel #2 – 17201 15th Avenue NE, Tax Parcel #6163901560: 
Sante Shoreline ALF Real Co, LLC 
1220 20th Street SE, Suite 310 
Salem, OR 97302 

Parcel #3 – 17062 12th Avenue NE, Tax Parcel #6163901462: 
Anderson Family Properties 
415 W Mercer Street, #802 
Seattle, WA 98119 

Parcel #4 – 17414 12th Avenue NE, Tax Parcel #6137400000: 
PAR Three, LLC 
18390 NE 192nd Street 
Woodinville, WA 98077 
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These four parcels will be collectively referred to in this Staff Report as “The Property” 
and individually by the denoted parcel number. 

Legal Description: Parcel #1:  THE EASTERLY 182.64 FEET OF LOT 5, THE 
EASTERLY 182.64 FEET OF THE SOUTHERLY 21.0 FEET OF 
LOT 6, THE SOUTHERLY 21.0 FEET OF LOT 15 AND ALL OF 
LOT 16, ALL IN BLOCK 9, NORTHEND COUNTRY ESTATES, 
ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF RECORDED IN VOLUME 
28 OF PLATS, PAGE 37, IN KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON 
EXCEPT THE EAST 60 FEET OF THE WEST 178.69 FEET OF 
THE SOUTH 1 FOOT OF SAID LOT 5, AND OF SAID LOT 16. 

Parcel #2:  PARCEL 1, KING COUNTY SHORT PLAT NO. 376081, 
RECORDED UNDER RECORDING NUMBER 7605120560, SAID 
SHORT PLAT BEING A SUBDIVISION OF A PORTION OF LOTS 
6, 7, 14, AND 15, BLOCK 9, NORTHEND COUNTY ESTATES, 
ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF, RECORDED IN VOLUME 
28 OF PALTS, PAGE 37, IN KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON; 
TOGETHER WITH EASEMENTS UNDER RECORDING 
NUMBERS 7601130361 AND 7703110456.  

Parcel #3:  LOT 5, EXCEPT THE EASTERLY 182.64 FEET 
THEREOF, IN BLOCK 9 OF THE NORTHEND COUNTRY 
ESTATES, ACCORDING TO THE PLAT RECORDED IN VOLUME 
28 OF PLATS, AT PAGE 37, IN KING COUNTY WASHINGTON. 

Parcel #4:   ALL UNITS OF NORTH COUNTRY ESTATES, A 
CONDOMINIUM, ACCORDING TO THE DECLARATION 
THEREOF, RECORDED FEBRUARY 9, 1976 UNDER KING 
COUNTY RECORDING NO. 7602090540, AND ANY 
AMENDMENTS THERETO, AND IN VOLUME 11 OF 
CONDOMINIUMS, AT PAGE 23, RECORDS OF KING COUNTY, 
WASHINGTON. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 
Applicant Sante Partners requests a rezone of four (4) parcels of land currently zoned 
Residential 24 units per acre (R-24) and Residential 48 units per acre (R-48) to 
Community Business (CB).  Although the Applicant currently has no specific project 
contemplated as part of this rezone, the Applicant has expressed an intent to redevelop 
portions of the rezoned areas to accommodate some form of senior housing, assisted 
living, or nursing care. 

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION: 
The Site Plan (Attachment 1) shows an aerial view of the Property.   As is evident from 
the aerial, the Property is fully developed.  Parcel #1 is the current site of the Anderson 
House, a nursing home. Parcel #2 is the site of the Anderson Plaza, a retirement living 
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facility. Parcel #3 contains a structure that is connected to the nursing home on Parcel 
#1.  Parcel #4 is the site of a 27 unit multi-family project.   

According to the Critical Areas Worksheets attached to the rezone applications 
(Attachment 9), the steepest slope found on Parcel #1 and Parcel #2 is greater than 25 
percent (along the eastern edge of Parcel #2, and a small area to the east of the 
existing building on Parcel #1).  The steepest slope on Parcel #3 and Parcel #4 is 
between zero (0) and five (5) percent.  The City’s GIS topographic map confirms the 
topography of the site (Attachment 6).  There are no indications on any portion of the 
Property or on any adjacent properties of rockslides, earthflows, mudflows, landslides, 
or other slope failure.

With the exception of steep slopes, there are no mapped critical areas (wetlands, 
streams, or fish & wildlife habitat) on the Property or on neighboring properties.    

There is no standing or running water on the surface of any of the properties or on any 
adjacent property at any time during the year.  The Property does not contain ground 
water seepage or springs near the surface of the ground.   

Parcel #1 and Parcel #2 are accessed from 15th Avenue NE, which is classified as a 
Principal Arterial, while Parcel #3 and Parcel #4 are accessed from 12th Avenue NE, 
which is classified as a Local Secondary street.   

CURRENT ZONING AND LAND USE: 
The Property is located in the northeast corner of the Ridgecrest Neighborhood, 
immediately adjacent to the North City Neighborhood.   

The City’s Comprehensive Plan Land Use Designation Map (Attachment 4), shows the 
Property having a single land use designation of Mixed-Use 2, which is defined by 
Comprehensive Plan Land Use Policy 10 (LU-10) as follows: 

The Mixed-Use 2 (MU2) designation is similar to the MU1 designation, 
except it is not intended to allow more intense uses, such as 
manufacturing and other uses that generate light, glare, noise, or odor that 
may be incompatible with existing and proposed land uses. The Mixed-
Use 2 (MU2) designation applies to commercial areas not on the Aurora 
Avenue or Ballinger Way corridors, such as Ridgecrest, Briarcrest, 
Richmond Beach, and North City. This designation may provide retail, 
office, and service uses, and greater residential densities than are allowed 
in low-density residential designations, and promotes pedestrian 
connections, transit, and amenities. 

For reference, Comprehensive Plan Land Use Policy 9 (LU-9) states: 

The Mixed-Use 1 (MU1) designation encourages the development of 
walkable places with architectural interest that integrate a wide variety of 
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retail, office, and service uses, along with form-based maximum density 
residential uses. Transition to adjacent single-family neighborhoods may 
be accomplished through appropriate design solutions. Limited 
manufacturing uses may be permitted under certain conditions. 

As illustrated in the Zoning Map (Attachment 3), Parcel #2 is currently zoned R-48, 
while the other three (3) parcels are currently zoned R-24.   

Attachment 5 shows the City’s first Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map, 
adopted in 1998, which designates the Property as Community Business, a designation 
that evolved into MU2. 

The surrounding area has a mix of zoning, mostly R-6 (single-family, six [6] units per 
acre) and Community Business, with some R-8.  North of NE 175th Street, Mixed-Use 
Residential- 35’ height limit (MUR-35’) zoning was adopted through the 185th Street 
Light Rail Station Subarea Plan.  The area contains a mix of dwelling units, including 
single-family, grocery and drug stores, restaurants, and other businesses in North City. 

TRANSITION STANDARDS 
Generally, the City utilizes zoning as a mechanism to provide transition between higher 
intensity commercial uses and lower density residential uses.  The proposed rezone 
would place the higher intensity CB zone directly adjacent to R-6.  

To address this type of situation, transition is primarily handled through design 
standards and other Development Code regulations.  Specific code language and an 
illustration created by the Applicant are included below. 
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Table 20.50.020(3) – Dimensions for Development in Commercial 
Zones

20.50.021 Transition areas 
Development in commercial zones NB, CB, MB, and TC-1, 2, and 3, 
abutting or directly across street rights-of-way from R-4, R-6, or R-8 zones 
shall minimally meet the following transition area requirements: 

A.    From abutting property, a 35-foot maximum building height for 25 feet 
horizontally from the required setback, then an additional 10 feet in height for the 
next 10 feet horizontally, and an additional 10 feet in height for each additional 10 
horizontal feet up to the maximum height of the zone. From across street rights-
of-way, a 35-foot maximum building height for 10 feet horizontally from the 
required building setback, then an additional 10 feet of height for the next 10 feet 
horizontally, and an additional 10 feet in height for each additional 10 horizontal 
feet, up to the maximum height allowed in the zone. 

B.    Type I landscaping (SMC 20.50.460), significant tree preservation, and a 
solid, eight-foot, property line fence shall be required for transition area setbacks 
abutting R-4, R-6, or R-8 zones. Twenty percent of significant trees that are 
healthy without increasing the building setback shall be protected per SMC 
20.50.370. The landscape area shall be a recorded easement that requires plant 
replacement as needed to meet Type I landscaping and required significant 
trees. Utility easements parallel to the required landscape area shall not 
encroach into the landscape area. Type II landscaping shall be required for 
transition area setbacks abutting rights-of-way directly across from R-4, R-6 or R-
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8 zones. Required tree species shall be selected to grow a minimum height of 50 
feet.  

C.    All vehicular access to proposed development in nonresidential zones shall 
be from arterial classified streets, unless determined by the Director of Public 
Works to be technically not feasible or in conflict with State law addressing 
access to State highways. All developments in commercial zones shall conduct a 
transportation impact analysis per the Engineering Development Manual. 
Developments that create additional traffic that is projected to use non-arterial 
streets may be required to install appropriate traffic-calming measures. These 
additional measures will be identified and approved by the City’s Traffic 
Engineer. 

20.50.490 Landscaping along interior lot line – Standards 
A.    Type I landscaping in a width determined by the setback requirement shall 
be included in all nonresidential development along any portion adjacent to 
single-family and multifamily residential zones or development. All other 
nonresidential development adjacent to other nonresidential development shall 
use Type II landscaping within the required setback. If the setback is zero feet 
then no landscaping is required. 

B.    Multifamily development shall use Type I landscaping when adjacent to 
single-family residential zones and Type II landscaping when adjacent to 
multifamily residential and commercial zoning within the required yard setback. 

C.    A 20-foot width of Type I landscaping shall be provided for institutional and 
public facility development adjacent to single-family residential zones. Portions of 
the development that are unlit playgrounds, playfields, and parks are excluded.  

D.    Parking lots shall be screened from single-family residential uses by a fence, 
wall, plants or combination to block vehicle headlights. 

Illustrations provided by Applicant to demonstrate setbacks and stepbacks 
(wedding cake design) 
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PUBLIC NOTICE AND COMMENT: 
Staff analysis of the proposed rezone considered information gathered from a pre-
application meeting on March 26, 2018; a neighborhood meeting on March 27, 2018 
(Attachment 7, Invitation; Attachment 8, Summary, which was mailed to attendees on 
April 25, 2018); public comment (Attachment 18); Applicant responses to public 
comment (Attachment 19); the Shoreline Comprehensive Plan; and the Shoreline 
Municipal Code, Title 20 Unified Development Code.   
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As required by SMC 20.30.120 and 20.30.180, public notice of the rezone application 
for the proposal was posted on site, mailed to all residents within 500 feet, advertised in 
the Seattle Times, and posted on the City’s website on April 25, 2018 (Attachment 12).  
Notice of the original June 12, 2018 public hearing for the rezone proposal was posted 
on site, mailed to all residents within 500 feet, advertised in the Seattle Times, and 
posted on the City’s website on May 25, 2018 (Attachment 13). This public hearing 
was rescheduled to July 31 based on an error in the Determination of Nonsignificance 
(DNS) form.  Notice of the July 31, 2018 public hearing was posted on site, mailed to 
residents, advertised in the Seattle Times, and posted on the City’s website on July 17, 
2018 (Attachment 14). 

AGENCY COMMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW:

The City of Shoreline is acting as Lead Agency for the SEPA review and environmental 
determination. The original SEPA Determination of Nonsignificance (Attachment 15) 
was mailed to the notification list, including State Departments of Commerce and 
Ecology, neighboring jurisdictions, local organizations, and tribes, on May 2, 2018.  The 
Amended DNS (Attachment 16) was mailed to the same list on June 12, 2018.  No 
comments were received regarding the Determination.  

The Applicant has submitted Certificates of Water Availability for the Property from 
North City Water District.  Staff from Ronald Wastewater District confirmed that they 
have capacity for redevelopment of the Property and will not require a Capacity Study. 

DEPARTMENT ANALYSIS: 

The Applicant requests the rezone of four parcels from R-24 and R-48 to CB.  SMC 
20.40.140(B) states the purpose of the non-residential CB zone: 

The purpose of the community business zone (CB) is to provide location 
for a wide variety of business activities, such as convenience stores, retail, 
personal services for the local community, and to allow for apartments and 
higher intensity mixed-use developments.

In contrast, SMC 20.40.030(C) states the purpose of the R-24 and R-48 zones: 

The purpose of high density residential, R-18, R-24, R-36 and R-48 
zones, is to provide for a mix of predominantly apartment and townhouse 
dwelling units and other compatible uses. 

Rezones are provided for in Shoreline Municipal Code (SMC) 20.30.320.   The purpose 
of a rezone is a mechanism to make changes to a zoning classification, conditions, or 
concomitant agreement applicable to property. Changes to the zoning classification that 
apply to a parcel of property are text changes and/or amendments to the official zoning 
map.  
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SMC 20.30.060 classifies a rezone as a Type C decision.  Pursuant to Table 20.30.060, 
the City of Shoreline Hearing Examiner, after holding an open record public hearing and 
preparing findings and conclusions, makes a recommendation to the City Council. The 
City Council is the final decision-making authority on a rezone. 

Rezone Applications – Legal Standard 
Three general rules apply to rezone applications:   

1. there is no presumption of validity favoring a rezone;  
2. the rezone proponent must demonstrate that circumstances have changed since 

the original zoning; and  
3. the rezone must have a substantial relationship to the public health, safety, 

morals, and general welfare.    

Phoenix Development Inc. v. City of Woodinville, 171 Wn. 2d 820, 834 (2011) (citing 
Citizens for Mount Vernon v. City of Mount Vernon, 133 Wash. 2d 861, 947 P.2d 1208 
[1997]).   

However, as is the case for the present rezone application, when a proposed rezone 
implements the policies of a comprehensive plan, the rezone proponent is not required 
to demonstrate changed circumstances.  Bjarnson v. Kitsap County, 78 Wash. App. 
840, 899 P.2d 1290 (1995). 

The decision criteria set forth in SMC 20.30.320(B) address these general rules as well 
as other considerations the City has established for determining whether or not a 
rezone should be granted. 

Decision Criteria – SMC 20.30.320(B) 
Decision criteria that the Hearing Examiner must examine for a rezone are set forth in 
SMC 20.30.320(B). The Applicant provided responses (in Attachment 10 and copied 
below) to the following decision criteria and staff has analyzed each of the criteria 
below.  

SMC 20.30.320(B) provides that an application for a rezone of property may be 
approved or approved with modifications if: 

1. The rezone is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. 

Applicant’s Response: 
Per the Future Land Use Map of the Comprehensive Plan adopted via Ordinance 
649 on December 10, 2012, all four sites are designated for a future zoning 
classification of Mixed Use 2 which "encourages the development of walkable 
places with architectural interest that integrate a wide variety of retail, office, and 
service uses, along with form-based maximum density residential uses"..."except 
it is not intended to allow more intense uses, such as manufacturing and other 
uses that generate light, glare, noise, or odor that may be incompatible with 
existing and proposed land uses." Presently, each of the four sites are zones as 
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either R-24 or R-48, which is a medium to high density residential. The rezone to 
a CB zone within the Mixed Use 2 Comprehensive Plan designation is consistent 
with the Comprehensive Plan. 

Staff Analysis: 
In addition to policy LU10, stated by the Applicant above, the proposed rezone 
also meets the Goals and Policies listed below, which articulate the need for 
additional housing choice, especially for aging populations, and a mix of uses 
that supports neighborhood serving businesses.  Staff believes that a CB zoning 
designation would facilitate this use mix better than R-24 and R-48. 

Goal LU I: Encourage development that creates a variety of housing, 
shopping, entertainment, recreation, gathering spaces, employment, and 
services that are accessible to neighborhoods. 

Goal LU II: Establish land use patterns that promote walking, biking and using 
transit to access goods, services, education, employment, recreation. 

Goal LU V: Enhance the character, quality, and function of existing residential 
neighborhoods while accommodating anticipated growth. 

LU8: Provide, through land use regulation, the potential for a broad range of 
housing choices and levels of affordability to meet the changing needs of a 
diverse community. 

Goal CD I: Promote community development and redevelopment that is 
aesthetically pleasing, functional, and consistent with the City’s vision. 

T28. Encourage development that is supportive of transit, and advocate for 
expansion and addition of new routes in areas with transit supportive densities 
and uses. 

Goal H I:  Provide sufficient development capacity to accommodate the 20 
year growth forecast and promote other goals, such as creating demand for 
transit and local businesses through increased residential density along 
arterials; and improved infrastructure, like sidewalks and stormwater 
treatment, through redevelopment. 

Goal H II: Encourage development of an appropriate mix of housing choices 
through innovative land use and well-crafted regulations. 

Goal H V: Integrate new development with consideration to design and scale 
that complements existing neighborhoods, and provides effective transitions 
between different uses and intensities. 
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Goal H VI:  Encourage and support a variety of housing opportunities for those 
with special needs, specifically older adults and people with disabilities. 

H1: Encourage a variety of residential design alternatives that increase 
housing choice. 

H2:  Provide incentives to encourage residential development in commercial 
zones, especially those within proximity to transit, to support local businesses. 

H3: Encourage infill development on vacant or underutilized sites. 

H23: Assure that site, landscaping, building, and design regulations create 
effective transitions between different land uses and densities. 

H25:  Encourage, assist, and support social and health service organizations 
that offer housing programs for targeted populations. 

Policy H27:  Support opportunities for older adults and people with disabilities 
to remain in the community as their housing needs change, by encouraging 
universal design or retrofitting homes for lifetime use. 

NE1. Promote infill and concurrent infrastructure improvements in areas that 
are already developed in order to preserve rural areas, open spaces, 
ecological functions, and agricultural lands in the region. 

Based on the noted Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies and the CB zone 
being more in alignment with the MU2 Land Use Designation, the proposed 
rezone is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and satisfies SMC 
20.30.320(B)(1).   

2. The rezone will not adversely affect the public health, safety or general 
welfare. 

Applicant’s Response: 
The rezone to a CB zone consistent with a Mixed Use 2 designation actually 
makes steps towards improving the public health, safety and general welfare. 
According to Figure HA- 2 of the 2012 Comprehensive Plan, the percentage of 
dwelling units that were designated as Multifamily (MF) for the City of Shoreline 
was 23.2%, compared to almost 73% for single family residences (SFR). 
Generally speaking, when compared to larger, more urban communities, the 
census mix for MF appears to be below average. A CB zoning designation with 
unrestricted density and favorable development conditions helps to serve this 
under met MF demand. As part of future development for the property, needed 
frontage improvements will be developed, improving walkability to local business 
as well and several forms of public transit (bus routes run presently and light rail 
is slated for future development off of 185th). 
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Staff Analysis: 
The intended uses for the Property (senior and assisted housing and nursing 
facilities) are already permitted and in existence; the purpose of the rezone is to 
allow for additional units and services, which complies with the goals and 
policies of the Comprehensive Plan listed in the Staff Analysis for Criteria #1.  
Any new development will be required to fully comply with the Shoreline 
Municipal Code at the time of building permit application.   Specially, any future 
development will be required to install frontage improvements, including 
sidewalks and stormwater controls, which will enhance existing site conditions.  
Rebuilt sidewalks will be more ADA compliant than the aged and cracked 
versions they will replace. 

Residents have expressed concern about an elderly population crossing busy 
streets, especially since this area has had a history of collisions and even a 
fatality.  However, the City Traffic Engineer will require safety improvements and 
traffic calming measures for adjacent streets, which will improve walkability for 
new and existing residents.  The ability for elderly residents of senior housing to 
be able to walk to grocery and drug stores and meet friends at restaurants in the 
neighborhood should improve their health and welfare. 

This proposed rezone satisfies SMC 20.30.320(B)(2). 

3. The rezone is warranted in order to achieve consistency with the 
Comprehensive Plan. 

Applicant’s Response: 
As outlined in responses to both a. and d., a rezone to a CB classification 
provides total continuity with the properties immediately adjacent to the north and 
east and accomplishes the City's Comprehensive Plan goal of a Mixed Use 2 
designation. 

Staff Analysis: 
LU10 states, “…The Mixed-Use 2 (MU2) designation applies to commercial 
areas not on the Aurora Avenue or Ballinger Way corridors, such as Ridgecrest, 
Briarcrest, Richmond Beach, and North City. This designation may provide retail, 
office, and service uses, and greater residential densities than are allowed in low-
density residential designations, and promotes pedestrian connections, transit, 
and amenities.” 

Given the purpose of the CB zoning district, Staff believes it is an appropriate 
zoning designation to implement the MU2 land use designation, whereas the 
more appropriate Comprehensive Plan designation for R-24 and R-48 would be 
High Density Residential.   

This proposed rezone satisfies SMC 20.30.320(B)(3). 

Attachment B

9b-34



13 

4. The rezone will not be materially detrimental to uses or property in the 
immediate vicinity of the subject rezone. 

Applicant Response: 
The properties to the north and east of the four parcels are all presently zoned 
CB and would provide a seamless transition as part of the rezone. To the west 
and south of the parcels, zoning is presently R-6, low density residential and is 
designated to remain low density through the Comprehensive Plan. As noted in 
the Comprehensive Plan under Land Use Goals and Policies, under LU9, 
"Transition to adjacent single-family neighborhoods may be accomplished 
through appropriate design solutions". When site specific development plans   
are developed, both neighboring architecture and neighborhood involvement will 
be taken into consideration so that this criteria can be met. Further, given the 
proximity of these parcels to immediate business such as dining (lchi Bento, 
Peking House, Leenas Cafe, etc), grocery shopping (Safeway) and 
Pharmaceuticals (Walgreens, Safeway), the proposed rezone to a higher density 
helps support these local businesses. Approval of the rezone would help support 
policy goal H2, which would provide incentives to encourage residential 
development in commercial zones, especially those within proximity to transit and 
to support local business. 

Staff Analysis: 
Staff does not consider senior housing and assisted living to be nuisance uses as 
they tend not to generate light, glare, noise, or odor that may be incompatible 
with existing single-family housing. 

This proposed rezone satisfies SMC 20.30.320(B)(4). 

5. The rezone has merit and value for the community. 

Applicant’s Response: 
It is anticipated that upon successful rezone completion, plans to develop a high 
density residential structure will commence, most likely with a focus on senior 
housing. Presently, two of the four parcels provide senior housing care but lack 
the ability to provide a continuum of care or the ability for a residence to age in 
place. In other words, the location cannot provide a variety of living options to the 
community of Shoreline as their seniors begin to age. In fact, aside from one 
community in the city limits, there are not any other locations or senior housing 
providers within the City of Shoreline that can provide a setting where seniors 
can stay in one location and successfully age from an independent setting all the 
way to an acute, long term location. What is perhaps more concerning, generally 
speaking, is that the Comprehensive Plan fails to specifically address seniors as 
their own population group and the housing crisis they face as our the population 
of baby boomers begins to explode across the United States. Senior housing 
construction in King County alone has averaged approximately 464 new units per 
year over the last twelve years being put into service (National Investment 
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Center). A rezone and redevelopment of the project, specifically to senior 
housing, would help satisfy policy goal H VI (encourage and support a variety of 
housing opportunities for those with special needs, specifically older adults and 
people with disabilities), H25 (encourage, assist and support social and health 
service organizations that offer housing programs for targeted populations) and 
H27 (support opportunities for older adults and people with disabilities to remain 
in the community as their housing needs change, by encourage universal design 
or retrofitting homes for lifetime use). 

Staff Analysis: 
In addition to the reasons already stated, new residential development will 
require the payment of Transportation, Park, and Fire Impact Fees, which pay for 
system-wide improvements to accommodate growth within the community. 

While this growth is changing the character of established neighborhoods, it is 
important to recognize that Shoreline’s population is growing older and the needs 
of the community will change over time.  According to the 2012 Comprehensive 
Plan, “Baby Boomers”, those born between 1946 and 1964, comprise 
approximately 30% of the population. Shoreline has the second largest percent 
of people 65 and older among King County cities. Among older adults, the fastest 
growing segment is people 85 and older, up 1/3 from 2000. 

As residents of Ridgecrest and North City and other neighborhoods within 
Shoreline age out of their single-family homes, it will be important that there are 
places within the community where they can live and receive medical care.  This 
continuity will allow them to keep in touch with local friends and family, and 
attend the same churches and other social activities that provide connections 
essential to well-being.   

This proposed rezone satisfies SMC 20.30.320(5). 

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: 
Based on the above applicant responses to the rezone criteria and the Planning 
Department’s analysis, Planning recommends APPROVAL of the Rezone for PLN18-
0043.   The four parcels identified in this Staff Report should be rezoned to Community 
Business (CB). 

__________________________________ 
Miranda Redinger, AICP, Senior Planner 
July 17, 2018 

Attachments: 
1. Site Plan  
2. Vicinity Map 
3. Zoning Map 
4. Current Comprehensive Plan Map (adopted 2012) 
5. 1998 Comprehensive Plan Map 
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6. Critical Areas Map 
7. Neighborhood Meeting Invite 
8. Neighborhood Meeting Summary 
9. Application 
10. Rezone Criteria 
11. Statement of Use 
12. Notice of Application 
13. Notice of June 12 Public Hearing 
14. Notice of July 31 Public Hearing 
15. SEPA Determination of Nonsignificance (DNS) 
16. Amended SEPA DNS 
17. Signed SEPA Checklist 
18. Public Comments 
19. Responses to Public Comments from Applicant 
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Attachment 1- Site Plan 

Attachment B

9b-38



20180910 SR 
Winters Rezone PLN18-0043 
Hearing Examiner Public Hearing Staff Report Attachments 1-16 

2 

Attachment 2- Vicinity Map 
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Attachment 3- Zoning Map 
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Attachment 4- 2012 Comprehensive Plan Map 
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Attachment 5- 1998 Comprehensive Plan Map 
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Attachment 6- Critical Areas Map 
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Attachment 7- Neighborhood Meeting
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Attachment 8- Neighborhood Meeting Summary 

Public Meeting  

March 27, 2018 

1. Introduction and Purpose of meeting  

This meeting is to inform the community about the project and answer questions, and 
report back to the city.  

2. Background of applicant – Santé 

Santé rep:  

We specialize in development and operation of senior housing facilities. We own 
several across the country. Anderson plaza is our most recent acquisition. We have 
invested 15 million in this building; we see high demand and low supply of senior 
housing as a major issue. My role is to oversee development issues.  

3. Proposed rezone property description 

A demonstrative map was provided to show the proposed re-zone. This public meeting 
is a required part of the process and is meant to provide information and receive 
feedback.  

Our goal is to rezone in alignment with the proposed comprehensive plan. The property 
is surrounded by some retail, apartment buildings and single family housing.  

4. Explanation of proposed rezone  

We are proposing to align this parcel with the proposed comprehensive plan by 
changing it to a Community Business designation, in line with the rest of the area. We 
are proposing only senior housing on the site for now although we do not have a 
proposed project linked to this application.  

Comments: what is the traffic impact of this proposal? 

Response: Independent living has a very low traffic impact.  

Comment: we are concerned that if demand declines you may sell this property and a 
different project will be proposed.  

Response: our demographic studies show that there will always be a need for senior 
housing  

Comment: how high will you build? We do not want a large building on this site.  

Response: We are considering 5 stories although we do not have specific plans at this 
time. 

Comment: why are you rezoning only one parcel?  
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Response: what we are proposing will be consistent with the comprehensive plan, so 
that we are not left with an “island” zoned differently than the rest of the area.  

We are not proposing a specific proposal as of now. We are simply applying for a 
rezone at this time.  

Comment: Dana Golden, Tori Rochleau-Rice: we want to be sure you will not be trying 
to create access to your site from the dead-end streets.  

Response: we do not plan to propose access on those streets.  

Comment: What other proposals for redevelopment might happen on this site?  

Response: we are proposing independent living on this site; if something else is 
proposed we might not be involved.  

Comment: who owns the property abutting the southern property line?  

Response: not Santé; that appears to be a single family lot.  

Comment: why are you not currently proposing a new project?  

Response: we ideally would like to propose to build independent living with mixed use, 
including bistros, apartments and office. This would be a quality product, for senior 
housing. However we do not have specific plans and that is not part of this application.  

Comment: if this were redeveloped as a larger living facility; how would you meet 
current fire code access requirements? Would you purchase any of the buildings you do 
not own?  

Response: we do not have any plans to do that. 

Comment: concern about how fire lanes will be provided.  

Response: we do not have a specific answer to that at this time, since we do not have a 
specific proposal at this point. However, we have noted your comments.  

One of the purposes of this meeting is to make you aware of the proposal to rezone, we 
are noting all of your comments. If and when a specific proposal to build on the property 
comes up, that will be a separate proposal for which you will have opportunity to 
comment.  

Comment: I am against changing the zoning at all. 

Response: we believe that development brings activity and vitality to the area, but we 
note your comment.  

Comment: we would like to see a specific proposal with together with this rezone.  

Response: we are taking note of that comment.  

Attachment B

9b-47



20180910 SR 
Winters Rezone PLN18-0043 
Hearing Examiner Public Hearing Staff Report Attachments 1-16 

11 

Comment: we think this zoning designation should be lower than it currently is, and not 
change. We were told this would stay medium to low density and do not feel that we 
have been properly or accurately informed by the city.  

Response: we have noted that comment and will share all comments with the city.  

Response: once we do have a proposal we will welcome your input.  

Comment: I agree that senior housing is important and there is no reason to have it be 
somewhere else. But what will the proposal do to the value of our homes close to our 
areas and the traffic impacts?  

Response: tonight we cannot answer those questions but we have taken note and will 
share it with the city.  

Comment: if this were three stories instead of five, I would be more receptive. I would 
also want to know where are the entrances, how do they work with the dead end 
streets. Will there be visitor and staff parking; how will the building look; will it add to the 
value of the neighborhood? 

Comment: I also want to preserve the significant trees  

Comment: I would want to see provisions for public benefits and public improvements  

Response: we have taken note of your comments and will submit them to the city. We 
also have comment cards for further comments.  

Comment: what kinds of residents would be staying in a future project; will you have 
frequent paramedics? And will Anderson continue to run the home on 14th?  

Response: independent residents are attended by paramedics from time to time. Yes 
the home on 14th would not change.  

Comment: You are saying that you have no intention now to build, but you are asking 
for the rezone.  

Response: we want to fit in with the comprehensive plan so that we are not the only 
block in the area which is not in line with the surrounding zoning.  

Comment: what about street improvements?  

Response: those would be considered as part of a future proposal, which we are not 
making at this time.  

Comment: If the rezone goes through you are not trying to buy the Anderson House?  

Response: no  

Comment: we are concerned we have received misinformation from the city about the 
zoning.  
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Response: we will note that comment.  

Thank you for all your comments and please fill out comment cards.  

Comment: would be nice to have a green buffer on property line between 13th and 14th

Eric Merklinghaus: your explanation is that the City does not want a zoning island. Yet 
the current zoning reveals that the Anderson Plaza is currently at r-48 while surrounding 
is r-24, so this is actually a problem of the city’s own making. Santé’s recommendation 
of a CB zoning is not required to solve this historical error. In no case is the step to a 
more dense zoning required. R-48 is all that is required, not more.  

5. Rezone process and opportunities to comment  

There will be at least two more public comment periods. There will be public notice of 
this rezone, it will go to hearing examiner and then city council for approval and there 
will be opportunity for input throughout the process.  

6. Questions and comments   

Questions and comments were taken throughout, per the notes above. 
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Attachment 9- Applications 
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Attachment 12- Notice of Application 

The City of Shoreline Notice of Rezone Application including Optional 
SEPA DNS Process

Location, Application No., Type of Permit(s) Required and Project Description: 17127 and 
17201 15th Avenue NE and 17414 and 17062 12th Avenue NE, Shoreline, WA 98155; PLN18-

0043 Rezone Application. The applicant has requested to rezone four parcels from Residential-24 units per acre (R-
24) and Residential-48 units per acre (R-48) to Community Business (CB).  No development project is proposed as 
part of this application, but applicant anticipates building senior housing and expanding medical facilities that 
currently exist on the property.

The City expects to issue a SEPA Determination of Nonsignificance (DNS). This SEPA comment period may be the 
only opportunity to comment on the environmental impacts of this proposal.  There will be additional opportunity for 
comment at the public hearing.  A separate notice will be mailed and posted once the public hearing date has been 
determined. 

This SEPA public comment period ends Wednesday, May 9, 2018 at 5:00 p.m. Please mail, fax (206) 801-2788 or 
deliver comments to City of Shoreline, Attn: Miranda Redinger, 17500 Midvale Avenue N, Shoreline, WA 98133 or 
email to mredinger@shorelinewa.gov. 

Copies of the full notice of application, application materials including SEPA documents, and applicable codes are 
available for review at City Hall, 17500 Midvale Avenue N.   
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Attachment 13- Notice of June 12 Public Hearing 

The City of Shoreline Notice of Public Hearing of the Hearing 
Examiner 

Applicant, Application No. and Permit Requested: Jordan Winters, PLN18-0043 

Location & Description of Project:  17127 and 17201 15th Avenue NE and 17414 and 17062 12th Avenue 

NE, Shoreline, WA 98155. The applicant has requested to rezone four parcels from Residential-24 units per acre (R-
24) and Residential-48 units per acre (R-48) to Community Business (CB).

Interested persons are encouraged to provide oral and/or written comments regarding the above project at an open 
record public hearing. The hearing is scheduled for Tuesday, June 12, 2018 at 6:00 pm in the Council Chamber at 
City Hall 17500 Midvale Avenue N, Shoreline, WA. 

Any person requiring a disability accommodation should contact the City Clerk at (206) 801-2230 in advance for more 
information. For TTY telephone service call (206) 546-0457. Each request will be considered individually, according 
to the type of request, the availability of resources, and the financial ability of the City to provide the requested 
services or equipment. 
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Attachment 14- Notice of July 31 Public Hearing 

The City of Shoreline Notice of Public Hearing of the Hearing 
Examiner 

Applicant, Application No. and Permit Requested: Jordan Winters, PLN18-0043 

Location & Description of Project:  17127 and 17201 15th Avenue NE and 17414 and 17062 12th Avenue 

NE, Shoreline, WA 98155. The applicant has requested to rezone four parcels from Residential-24 units per acre (R-
24) and Residential-48 units per acre (R-48) to Community Business (CB).

Interested persons are encouraged to provide oral and/or written comments regarding the above project at an open 
record public hearing. The hearing is scheduled for Tuesday, July 31, 2018 at 6:00 pm in the Council Chamber at 
City Hall 17500 Midvale Avenue N, Shoreline, WA. 

Any person requiring a disability accommodation should contact the City Clerk at (206) 801-2230 in advance for more 
information. For TTY telephone service call (206) 546-0457. Each request will be considered individually, according 
to the type of request, the availability of resources, and the financial ability of the City to provide the requested 
services or equipment. 

Attachment B

9b-63



20180910 SR 
Winters Rezone PLN18-0043 
Hearing Examiner Public Hearing Staff Report Attachments 1-16 

27 

Attachment 15- SEPA DNS 

Attachment B

9b-64



20180910 SR 
Winters Rezone PLN18-0043 
Hearing Examiner Public Hearing Staff Report Attachments 1-16 

28 

Attachment 16- Amended SEPA DNS 

Attachment B

9b-65



Attachment B

9b-66



Attachment B

9b-67



Attachment B

9b-68



Attachment B

9b-69



Attachment B

9b-70



Attachment B

9b-71



Attachment B

9b-72



Attachment B

9b-73



Attachment B

9b-74



Attachment B

9b-75



Attachment B

9b-76



Attachment B

9b-77



Attachment B

9b-78



Attachment B

9b-79



Attachment B

9b-80



Attachment B

9b-81



Attachment B

9b-82



Attachment B

9b-83



Attachment B

9b-84



Attachment B

9b-85



Attachment B

9b-86



Attachment B

9b-87



Attachment B

9b-88



Attachment B

9b-89



Attachment B

9b-90



Attachment B

9b-91



Attachment B

9b-92



Attachment B

9b-93



Attachment B

9b-94



Attachment B

9b-95



Attachment B

9b-96



Attachment B

9b-97



Attachment B

9b-98



Attachment B

9b-99



Attachment B

9b-100



Attachment B

9b-101



Attachment B

9b-102



Attachment B

9b-103



Attachment B

9b-104



Attachment B

9b-105



Attachment B

9b-106



Attachment B

9b-107



Attachment B

9b-108



Attachment B

9b-109



1 

APPLICANT RESPONSES TO NEIGHBORHOOD COMMENTS 

ANDERSON PROPERTIES REZONE PROPOSAL 

CITY OF SHORELINE PLN18 – 0043 

MAY 30, 2018 

The Applicant appreciates the comments that have been received from the public about the Anderson 
Properties Rezone Proposal (“Rezone Proposal”).  The comments pose sixteen questions.  The Applicant 
here responds to each in turn. 

1. Will the Rezone Proposal have an adverse effect on the community and on neighborhood 
property values? 

Applicant Response:   The Proposal itself, because it is merely a rezone application, will have no 
effect on the built environment.  Future development pursuant to the Rezone Proposal, if it is approved, 
will replace the current 50 year-old structure on the property, which has outlived its useful life, with a 
new development which will provide necessary services for seniors.  This will in fact, strengthen the 
community and will likely improve the property values of neighboring properties.  It has been the 
Applicant’s experience that property values improve when older structures which have outlived their 
useful life are replaced with new, contemporary structures. 

2. Will the Rezone Proposal cause adverse fire safety and police availability impacts? 

Applicant Response:  Presently, the structure on the site does not have a fire loop installed and needs 
basic fire infrastructure improvements to be consistent with the current Fire Code.  Any project 
developed pursuant to the Rezone Proposal will improve public safety by providing a new structure 
consistent with current Fire Code requirements.  Any future redevelopment of the site will also 
generate revenues to the City which will enhance the City’s ability to provide fire and police services.  
These revenues include taxes on business/operations, real/personal property taxes and a one-time fire 
impact fee of roughly $250,000 at the onset of development, in addition to the payment of 
approximately $350,000 in impact fees to ease traffic impact and to enhance community parks. 

3. Will the Rezone Proposal add to existing neighborhood flooding and drainage problems? 

Applicant Response:  The property in its current state was designed over 50 years ago, well before 
the adoption of current stormwater drainage codes.  Any redevelopment of the Rezone Proposal 
property will be subject to current stormwater drainage code requirements.  These requirements ensure 
that the new project would fully accommodate stormwater drainage for the property.  Development of 
the property, accordingly, will only improve, not detract from, the current neighborhood stormwater 
problems. 
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4. Will the Rezone Proposal result in adverse impacts on neighborhood on-street parking 
availability? 

Applicant Response:  Any redevelopment of the property pursuant to the Rezone Proposal will 
accommodate all of its parking demand on site.  No on-street parking will be necessary.   In general, 
the proposed use will reduce the need for parking from what was formerly there and be much less than 
that of a multifamily project.  Typically, the Applicant has found that for skilled nursing, a ratio of 1 
parking space per bed is needed (mostly for the large number of staff that must take care of the 
residents) and a multifamily project usually requires 2 or more spaces per unit.  Independent living, on 
the contrary, usually requires only .5 spaces per unit. 

5. Is more senior housing truly needed in Shoreline? 

Applicant Response:  The market demand analysis that the Applicant has commissioned shows that 
at varying rent thresholds, there is a need for anywhere from 81 units to 142 units of independent 
living.  Presently, the Applicant is targeting a range of approximately 130 units for the project that 
may be built on the Rezone Proposal property, in the event the Rezone Proposal is approved. 

6. Will the Rezone Proposal deprive the neighborhood of needed open space and landscaping? 

Applicant Response:   The Shoreline Municipal Code section 20.50.460(A) requires that landscape 
buffers be provided when commercial properties abut or are located across a right-of-way from single 
family residential zones.  There are also transition requirements in height that require a 25’ setback 
from the internal property line and starting at 35’ high and require an additional 10’ setback for every 
10’ in additional height.  These regulations will ensure that any future development of the Rezone 
Proposal property and those regulations will provide well-defined open space, landscape buffers and 
transitions. 

7. What is the Applicant planning to develop on the Rezone Proposal property? 

Applicant Response:  While the Applicant’s plans are not fully defined, the Applicant intends to build 
a retirement facility on Parcels 6163901465 and 6163901462 of the Rezone Proposal property, in the 
event the Rezone Proposal is approved.  The Applicant has no plans to acquire or redevelop other 
Parcels located in the boundaries of the Rezone Proposal area, or to acquire or redevelop other lots 
outside of the boundaries of the Rezone Proposal area.  The boundaries of the Rezone Proposal area 
have been defined in order to complete the redesignation of this block so that its zoning designation is 
consistent with the applicable Comprehensive Plan designation.   

8. If the Rezone Proposal is approved, will it enable the construction of a six-story building? 

Applicant Response:  No, at most a five-story building could be constructed pursuant to the height 
limitations of the CB zone. 
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9. Why has this location been chosen to build senior housing? 

Applicant Response:  There are several reasons why this location has been chosen to build senior 
housing.  First, there is already a senior housing facility at this site, which is the Anderson Plaza 
assisted living facility.  Adding an additional facility will create opportunities of scale and the 
opportunity for the operator to efficiently enhance services. Further, experience has shown that Seniors 
thrive most in communities where they can “age in place,” beginning their stay in independent living, 
and then having the opportunity to transition to facilities with higher levels of care as they age.  The 
Applicant envisions, in the event the Rezone Proposal is approved, that the site as improved with a 
new structure will then afford residents the ability to transition over to an assisted living facility on the 
same site. They would have continuity of care.  This site, with its existing facility and with the 
opportunity to construct a new facility, is well suited for such an “aging in place” community. 

10. Will the Rezone Proposal cause traffic problems? 

Applicant Response:  Traffic studies have demonstrated that the traffic generated on a per unit basis 
by a senior living facility is substantially less than what is expected from multifamily or commercial 
uses.  For example, according to the 8th Edition of the Institute of Transportation Engineers Trips 
Generation report, an apartment building on a per dwelling unit basis, generates 6.65 trips during the 
weekday that end at the apartment location.  Independent living, on the other hand, generates 2.02 
trips, which is 70% less than a multifamily project.  Moreover, any redevelopment of the Rezone 
Proposal property will be required to complete a site-specific traffic analysis to confirm that adverse 
traffic impacts, if any, are disclosed and, if necessary, mitigated.  

11. How can the neighborhood be assured that the Applicant will in fact develop the Rezone 
Proposal property for a senior living facility? 

Applicant Response:  It is correct that the Applicant cannot guarantee that the Rezone Proposal 
property will be redeveloped for a retirement facility. Market and other factors may result in other 
types of uses for the property.  With that said, the Applicant has invested millions of dollars to renovate 
the existing facility on the property and is highly incentivized to expand that use to the south.  It is also 
to be noted that if the Rezone Proposal is approved, any other use of the property would be subject to 
applicable regulations which require landscaping and transition buffering and building tiering and 
would themselves also undergo environmental review.   

12. How are the impacts of a retirement living facility different from those of a multifamily project 
such as Polaris? 

Applicant Response: Polaris, which is an all-age multifamily project, generates traffic, noise and 
other impacts that result from the younger demographic of that type of project.  A senior living facility 
causes many fewer impacts.  In the event the Rezone Proposal is approved, any site-specific senior 
living proposal will undergo environmental review and its impacts will be measured and mitigated.   
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13. How will the Rezone Proposal affect access to and what will be its parking impacts on 13th and 
14th streets? 

Applicant Response:  Should the Rezone Proposal be approved, and a senior living facility 
constructed on the site, the facility will have a monument sign that clearly depicts its entrance, which 
will be located off 15th Ave NE.  As for parking, senior living facilities typically generate 
approximately 75% less parking demand compared with all-age multifamily projects.  Moreover, any 
retirement facility constructed pursuant to the Rezone Proposal will provide on-site parking sufficient 
to accommodate its demand.  

14. Will the Rezone Proposal result in the loss of the existing trees on the southern border of the 
property? 

Applicant Response:  The Applicant’s goal will be to preserve as many of the existing trees on the 
property as possible.  The Shoreline Code will require Type I landscape screening at this location.  
Preservation of the existing trees on the property will therefore not only be beneficial for both the 
Applicant and the neighbors, but it will help fulfill Code requirements. 

15. Will the Rezone Proposal result in a full-block development? 

Applicant Response:  It would currently be impracticable to construct a full-block development.  The 
Parfitt family owns several of the neighboring parcels that are encumbered by long term ground leases 
with existing tenants.  The Applicant has no intention to acquire any additional parcels.  In the event 
the Rezone Proposal is approved, the Applicant’s redevelopment plans will be limited to the two 
southernmost parcels of the Rezone Proposal property.   

16. Is the Rezone Proposal consistent with Shoreline’s Vision, Mission and Values?   

Applicant Response:  The Rezone Proposal is fully consistent with Shoreline’s Vision, Mission and 
Values.  The Rezone Proposal implements the Comprehensive Plan.  The Rezone Proposal will enable 
the property to be developed for senior housing, which is insufficiently available in the City.  Any 
development pursuant to the Rezone Proposal will serve the City’s Seniors, add more employment 
opportunities in addition to the 60 local citizens the applicant already employs on the site, and will pay 
local taxes that will generate revenue to provide needed municipal services for Shoreline’s citizens.   
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BEFORE THE HEARING EXAMINER 
FOR THE CITY OF SHORELINE 

8 In the Matter of: File No: PLN 18-0043 
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From a decision by the Department of Planning MEMORANDUM OF APPLICANTS 
and Development. 

INTRODUCTION 

PAR Three, LLC, Sante Shoreline ALF Real Co, LLC, Parfitt Family LTD Partnership, 

and Anderson Family Properties ( collectively, "Applicants") respectfully ask the Hearing 

Examiner to recommend to the City Council that their properties, located at 17414 12th Ave NE, 

17201 15th Ave NE, 17127 15th Ave NE, 17062 12th Ave NE, (collectively, "Properties") be 

rezoned from their current R-24 and R-48 designations to CB ("Rezone Proposal"). The 

Properties are contiguous. The remainder of the block between 175th NE Street to the north, 15th 

A venue NE to the east, and 12th A venue NE to the west, is already zoned CB. The Properties 

have been designated for community commercial and high residential density uses in the City's 

Comprehensive Plan since at least 1998. The Properties' R-24 and R-48 residential-predominant 

zoning therefore has been inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan designation of the 

Properties for at least 20 years. The Growth Management Act ("GMA") requires jurisdictions 
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such as Shoreline to make their development regulations consistent with the Comprehensive 

Plan. RCW 36.70A.040(3)(d); RCW 36.70A.120. The Rezone Proposal is therefore a non

project action that is required to be taken to bring the Properties into alignment with the 

Comprehensive Plan, pursuant to GMA. In addition, as explained in this Memorandum, the 

Rezone Proposal fully complies with each of the rezone decision criteria set forth at SMC 

20.30.320. 

THE GROWTH MANAGEMENT ACT 

The Rezone Proposal is a non-project action designed to bring the Properties into a state 

of consistency with their Comprehensive Plan designation. The City has an unambiguous 

obligation under the GMA, therefore, to approve the Rezone Proposal. 

At RCW 36.70A.040(3), the Legislature imposed an obligation on each county with a 

population of fifty thousand or more (clearly including King County), "to adopt a comprehensive 

plan under this chapter and development regulations that are consistent with and implement the 

comprehensive plan ... " At RCW 36.70A.120, the Legislature reiterated this obligation: "Each 

county and city that is required ... to plan under RCW 36.70A.040 shall perform its activities ... 

in conformity with its comprehensive plan." 

The Washington Supreme Court, in Woods v. Kittitas County, 162 Wn.2d 587,609 

(2007) has itself reconfirmed this unambiguous obligation of counties and cities: "The GMA 

requires counties [ and cities] to adopt development regulations that are 'consistent with and 

implement the comprehensive plan.' RCW 36.70A.040(3)(d), (4)(d). 'Development 

regulations' include, but are not limited to, zoning ordinances.' Former RCW 36.70A.030(7) 

(1997)." 
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Because the current Comprehensive Plan designation of the Properties is for community 

commercial and high density residential uses, which designation is inconsistent with the current 

residential-predominant R-24 and R-48 zoning designation of the Properties, the City 

accordingly has an unambiguous obligation to rezone the Properties from their existing 

residential-predominant land use designations to CB. 

CITY OF SHORELINE REZONE DECISION CRITERIA 

Even if the City did not have an unambiguous obligation under GMA to rezone the 

Properties, the Rezone Proposal also meets each of the City's SMC 20.30.320 Rezone Decision 

Criteria. It should be approved for that reason as well. 

SMC 20.30.320 requires the Applicants to satisfy five criteria in order to be entitled to 

obtain a rezone of the Properties. This Memorandum addresses here each of the five in tum. 

a. The rezone is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan: 

• In accordance with the Future Land Use Map of the Comprehensive Plan adopted 

by Ordinance 649 on December 10, 2012, all four sites are designated Mixed Use 

2 (indeed, the Properties have been designated for commercial and high density 

residential uses at least since 1998), which "encourages the development of 

walkable places with architectural interest that integrate a wide variety of retail, 

office, and service uses, along with form-based maximum density residential 

uses" ... "except it is not intended to allow more intense uses, such as 

manufacturing and other uses that generate light, glare, noise, or odor that may be 

incompatible with existing and proposed land uses." Presently, each of the 

Properties is zoned as either R-24 or R-48, which is a residential-predominant 

zoning classification. The rezone to a CB zone within the Mixed Use 2 
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Comprehensive Plan designation is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. 

Retaining the current residential-predominant zoning classification would be 

inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan. 

b. The rezone will not adversely affect the public health, safety or general welfare: 

• The rezone to a CB zone consistent with a Mixed Use 2 designation will in fact 

tend to improve, not adversely affect, the public health, safety and general 

welfare. According to Figure HA-2 of the 2012 Comprehensive Plan, the 

percentage of dwelling units that were designated as Multifamily ("MF") for the 

City of Shoreline was 23.2%, compared to almost 73% for single family 

residences ("SFR"). When compared to other nearby urban communities, the 

census mix for MF is below average. A CB zoning designation with greater 

density and multifamily uses helps to serve this under-met MF demand. As part 

of future development for the property, needed frontage improvements will be 

developed, improving walkability to local businesses. In addition, there is 

frequent transit service on 175th at present, and light rail is slated for future 

development at 185th
• 

c. The rezone is warranted in order to achieve consistency with the Comprehensive Plan: 

• As outlined in responses to both a. and d., a rezone to a CB classification provides 

total continuity with the properties immediately adjacent to the north and east and 

accomplishes the City's Comprehensive Plan goal of a Mixed Use 2 designation. 

d. The rezone will not be materially detrimental to uses or property in the immediate 

vicinity of the subject rezone: 
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• The properties to the north and east of the four parcels are all presently zoned CB 

and would provide a seamless transition as part of the rezone. To the west and 

south of the parcels, zoning is presently R-6, low density residential and is 

designated to remain low density pursuant to the Comprehensive Plan currently in 

effect. As noted in the Comprehensive Plan under Land Use Goals and Policies, 

under LU9, "Transition to adjacent single-family neighborhoods may be 

accomplished through appropriate design solutions". When site specific 

development plans are developed, both neighboring architecture and 

neighborhood involvement will be taken into consideration so that this criterion 

can be met. The CB zoning code requirements themselves impose significant 

transition requirements, as shown on Exhibit A to this memorandum. The CB 

code requires a minimum initial 65' separation across rights of way, and imposes 

ten foot additional stepbacks for each ten feet of additional height above 35'. It 

imposes a 25' minimum initial setback from abutting properties, a 25' additional 

stepback for any portion of the structure above 35', and additional 10' setbacks 

for each 10' of height above 45'. 

Further, given the proximity of the Properties to local businesses that provide 

dining amenities (Ichi Bento, Peking House, Leenas Cafe, etc), grocery shopping 

(Safeway) and drug store availability (Walgreens, Safeway), the proposed rezone 

to a higher density will help support these local businesses. Approval of the 

rezone furthers policy goal H2, which directs the City to incentivize residential 

development in commercial zones, especially those with close proximity to transit 

and to support local business. 
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e. The rezone has merit and value for the comm.unity: 

• In the event the Rezone Proposal is approved, the owner of the properties at 

17127 15th NE and 17062 12th NE intends to pursue the development of a high 

density residential structure on the two southernmost parcels of the Rezone 

Proposal Properties, with a focus on senior housing. Presently, these two parcels 

consist of an outdated and vacant former nursing home. Should the Rezone 

Proposal be approved, these parcels would be converted to a high density (likely 

130 units) of independent living to provide a continuum. of care with the existing 

assisted living facility on site. Due to the age and construction constraints of the 

existing structures, they are not suitable for rehabilitation or repurposing. A 

continuum. of care would provide a variety of living options to the comm.unity of 

Shoreline as its seniors continue to age. In fact, aside from. one community in the 

city limits, there are no other locations or senior housing providers within the City 

of Shoreline that can provide a setting where seniors can stay in one location and 

successfully age from. an independent setting all the way to an acute, long term 

care provider. 

Senior housing construction in King County alone has averaged approximately 

464 new units per year over the last twelve years being put into service (National 

Investment Center). Adoption of the Rezone Proposal, which will provide the 

opportunity to develop a high density senior housing proposal, will further 

Comprehensive Plan Policy Goal H VI ( encourage and support a variety of 

housing opportunities for those with special needs, specifically older adults and 

people with disabilities), H25 (encourage, assist and support social and health 
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service organizations that offer housing programs for targeted populations) and 

H27 (support opportunities for older adults and people with disabilities to remain 

in the community as their housing needs change, by encouraging universal design 

or retrofitting homes for lifetime use). 

CONCLUSION 

Applicants have satisfied all the criteria for a rezone approval. They respectfully ask the 

Hearing Examiner to recommend approval of the Rezone Proposal to the Shoreline City Council. 

Dated this 4th day of June, 2018. 

MEMORANDUM OF APPLICANTS - Page 7 of7 

Respectfully submitted, 

McCULLOUGH HILL LEARY PS 

MCCULLOUGH HILL LEARY, P .S. 
701 Fifth Avenue, Suite 6600 

Seattle, WA 98104 
206.812.3388 

206.812.3389 fax 
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EXHIBIT A 
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Required Setbacks From Across Rights-of-Way1 
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 20' Front Yard 

Setback4 
30' Right-of-Way 

15' required 
setback5 

  
     

   
 

 Property Line       
 

R-6 Zone       CB ZONE 

 

                                                           
1 Table 20.50.020(3), Dimensions for Development in Commercial Zones (defining setbacks in Community Business zone); SMC 20.50.021.A, Transition Areas 
(requiring additional setbacks for development abutting or directly across street rights-of-way from R-6 zones). 
2 SMC 20.50.021.A, Transition Areas. 
3 SMC 20.50.020.A, Table 20.50.020(1), Densities and Dimensions in Residential Zones (35’ allowance for homes with pitched roofs).  
4 SMC 20.50.020.A, Table 20.50.020(1), Densities and Dimensions in Residential Zones.  
5 Table 20.50.020(3), Footnote 2. Dimensions for Development in Commercial Zones (Front yard setbacks when in transition areas and across rights-of-way). 

Additional  
Stepback  
Requirements 
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Required Setbacks from Abutting Property6 

 

                                                           
6 Table 20.50.020(3), Dimensions for Development in Commercial Zones (defining setbacks in Community Business zone); SMC 20.50.021.A, Transition Areas 
(requiring additional setbacks for development abutting R-6 zones). 
7 SMC 20.50.021.A, Transition Areas (requiring incremental setbacks up to base height). 
8 SMC 20.50.020.A, Table 20.50.020(1), Densities and Dimensions in Residential Zones (35’ allowance for homes with pitched roofs).  
9 SMC 20.50.021.B, Transition areas, Type I landscaping and eight-foot fence required.  
10 SMC 20.50.020.A, Table 20.50.020(1), Densities and Dimensions in Residential Zones. 
11 Table 20.50.020(3), Footnote 2. Dimensions for Development in Commercial Zones 
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Rezone Application PLN18-0043

Hearing Examiner Public Hearing 

July 31, 2018
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Application/Project Description

• The applicant requests a rezone of four parcels 
from Residential 24 units per acre (R-24) and 
Residential 48 units per acre (R-48) to 
Community Business. 
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Site Attachment B
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Vicinity Attachment B
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Zoning & Comprehensive Plan 
Designations
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1998 Comp Plan DesignationAttachment B
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Critical Areas Map Attachment B
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Process History

• Neighborhood Meeting:  March 27, 2018

• Application Submitted:  March 28

• Notice of Application:  April 25

• Amended DNS:  June 14

• Notice of July 31 public hearing:  July 17
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Transition Standards
Table 20.50.020(3)- Dimensions for Development in 
Commercial Zones

Additional Standards

in 20.50.021- Transition areas

& 20.50.490- Landscaping

along interior lot line
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Transition Standards Illustrated
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Transition Standards Illustrated
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Decision Criteria

• Decision criterion that the Hearing Examiner 
must examine for a rezone is set forth in SMC 
20.30.320(B). The City may approve, or 
approve with modifications, an application for 
a rezone of property if:
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1. The rezone is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan

The Comprehensive Plan designation of the site is Mixed Use 2. 
Community Business is an implementing zone for this designation.

The Mixed-Use 2 (MU2) designation is similar to the MU1 designation, 
except it is not intended to allow more intense uses, such as 
manufacturing and other uses that generate light, glare, noise, or odor 
that may be incompatible with existing and proposed land uses. The 
Mixed-Use 2 (MU2) designation applies to commercial areas not on the 
Aurora Avenue or Ballinger Way corridors, such as Ridgecrest, 
Briarcrest, Richmond Beach, and North City. This designation may 
provide retail, office, and service uses, and greater residential densities 
than are allowed in low-density residential designations, and promotes 

pedestrian connections, transit, and amenities.
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2. The rezone will not adversely affect the public health, 
safety or general welfare.

• The rezone will not introduce a use that cannot 
already be developed on the site. 

• Redevelopment will comply with current standards, 
including improved storm-water and sidewalk 
requirements.
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3. The rezone is warranted in order to achieve 
consistency with the Comprehensive Plan.

• Comprehensive Plan policies support additional 
density near transit and retail, housing choice, infill 
development, and transition from higher to lower 
intensity uses.

• Current zoning is not consistent with MU2 
designation, proposed zoning would achieve 
consistency.
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4. The rezone will not be materially detrimental to uses 
or property in the immediate vicinity of the subject 
rezone.

• Transition will be governed through design 
standards, rather than zoning.

• Redevelopment that complies with current building, 
energy, and development codes and housing market 
trends would be unlikely to reduce value of 

neighboring properties.
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5. The rezone has merit and value for the community.

• The potential for additional housing options near 
transit and retail, which complies with updated 
codes, upgrades sidewalks, and pays impact fees has 
merit and value for the surrounding neighborhood 
and the greater Shoreline community.

• Additional senior housing and continuum of care 
options are an identified need for Shoreline’s aging 
population.
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Recommendation

Staff recommends approval of Rezone 
Application PLN18-0043. 
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Next Steps

• Council Study Session- September 10, 2018

• Council Action- September 24, 2018
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18560 1st Ave NE, Building 1 

Shoreline, WA 98155 

206-734-9593 

shorelinesc@seniorservices.org 

ShorelineSeniorCenter.org 

 

June 7, 2018 

Miranda Redinger, Senior Planner 

Shoreline Planning and Community Development 

17500 Midvale Ave N 

Shoreline, WA 98133-4905 

Re: Winters Rezone Application 

PLN 18-0043 

Dear Ms. Redinger: 

 I have been asked to comment on the Winters Rezone Application, PLN 18-0043.  I am 
director of the Shoreline Lake Forest Park Senior Center, located in Shoreline at 18560 1st Ave NE.  
Our Center offers a variety of activities that engage adults age 50+ to participate in recreational, 
social, health, educational, and nutritional services.  

 I understand that there is a pending rezone application for property located at 17062 12th 
Avenue NE one of the purposes of which is to allow a portion of the rezone property to increase its 
residential density to allow for the possibility of developing approximately 130 units of senior 
housing. 

 I have reviewed relevant portions of the Staff Report that has been prepared for the Hearing 
Examiner who will consider the rezone application.  I can confirm the discussion at pp. 12 and 13 of 
the Staff Report about the importance of providing adequate senior housing living opportunities in 
the City.  The Staff Report cites the statistic that Shoreline has the second largest percent of people 
65 and older among King County cities.  At the Center, we see residents from many neighborhoods 
who over time will be aging out of their single-family homes and will need opportunities for 
independent living, assisted living, and skilled nursing care.  I am of the opinion that providing 
“aging in place” facilities in Shoreline will provide options for the City’s Seniors that may not 
otherwise be available. 

Sincerely, 

 

Robert Lohmeyer 

Director 

Shoreline LFP Senior Center 
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Hi Everyone!  My name is Jim Parfitt. I’m part owner of the land that has the Anderson House on 
it, and that is leased to the Sante folks.  Here are a few of my thoughts on this issue:  
 
  This land is where my Dad grew up. My grandfather originally owned the land where the post 
office was and across 15th where  Safeway now is. Pieces were sold off over the years to pay 
taxes. I used to play here as a child, and I made a home movie the day the bulldozer flattened 
my grandparent’s house (approx where the Anderson house stands). We used to run it 
backwards, so the house would come up again! (true).  
I’m a totally blue collar guy. Born in Seattle, graduated from Saint Mark’s and Shorecrest HS. 
Worked mostly as a janitor, baker, musician, window washer and carpet cleaner, and did i say 
musician. Playing all kinds of music.      But mom and dad left us this land, bless their hearts. So 
that is wonderful. Otherwise i would be still cleaning toilets and playing in lousy bands until i 
dropped dead, very probably.  Now at 66, I can take it easy, thanks to them.  
 
   After many years of a less-than-ideal lease ended, We recently got a much better one with 
Sante. And i very much hope they are successful in their project. And so I am in favor of the 
proposed rezone in question.  
 
Now i want to say that I do not want to sell anything. I am very happy with leases. I’d much 
prefer to get a monthly check than a lump sum that i’d probably blow thru in short order with little 
to show for it, except maybe a few new guitars.   So NOTHING IS FOR SALE!   And the only 
deal we have going with Sante is the Anderson house lease. That’s all.  
  Any rumors of us putting in a “super mall” is not true.  
 
Now, about the rezone:  
   My understanding is that the proposed rezone will allow Sante to build a higher building where 
the historic Anderson house has been (my approximate understanding; i haven’t seen any 
plans).  And i believe they want the building to be for retirement housing/ assisted living(?) 
 
  Now, I think that people should think twice before they oppose this tooth and nail, for 
the following reasons:  
 
>I really believe that once the thing is built, you may not even notice it...  
>There has already been a building there ‘forever’,  
>It will block the lovely view of the traffic snarl up on 15th ave, true... 
>It won’t block the western sun (only shading 15th ave), and not much the morning sun, since 
the condos are to the west already.  
>A higher building would block the street noise from 15th ave. So the area may be quieter.  
>A building full of old folks will be quiet, have probably far less cars and traffic than most other 
uses, Crime free, clean.  
>There shouldn’t be any of the usual traffic and craziness that goes with almost any other 
commercial use (such as a condo or mall). 
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I just don’t think you can get a lower impact development than retirement housing.  
Think about it.  
Maybe you can get Sante to make a green belt /set back, and plant a bunch of trees, so it will 
be nicer and more park- like than it is now. It could be designed in a nice way.  
Once the retirement building is built, then it will be there for a long, long time probably. 
So you don’t have to worry about something horrible going in there in the future.  
 
We can’t leave the present building empty, it is a crime risk.  
 
Now if the rezone doesn’t happen and Sante is unable to make a go of it,  then we will have to 
put something else in there; What?  Whatever we can find….and it may well be harder to live 
with than a building full of old folks who go to bed at 7pm, right?  (wink).  
 
So...that’s all I can think of right now.  Thanks!    Sincerely, Jim Parfitt  
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Jessica Simulcik Smith

From: Bill P <billp1963@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, August 04, 2018 12:10 PM
To: Jessica Simulcik Smith
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Comment on Winters rezone from William Parfitt

  
Dear Ms. Redinger: 
  
My family owns the property located at 17127 15th Avenue NE (“Parfitt Property”), as well as other parcels located along 
15th Ave NE and NE 175th Street.   The Parfitt Property is included in the Winters Rezone Application, and we join in the 
request for a zoning change from residential to Community Business (CB).  My siblings and I have a  strong family bond 
with these properties.  In fact, our roots in the neighborhood date back to the early parts of the last century.  My 
grandparents, Dr. William C. Parfitt, and his wife, Grace Parfitt, purchased the property on 15th. Ave. in Shoreline sometime in the 1920's. 
The house on the property and the 2 or 3 barns were framed and finished by Grandpa Parfitt and his three sons, including my father, William 
R. Parfitt. My Grandfather had a medical clinic on  these properties and loved to raise flowers. At one time they also raised chickens there 
and had about 2,000 hens. 
  
My mother, Beverly Ann Parfitt, lived one block away on N.E. 172 st.. Her father, Thomas Jacobs, was a shingle weaver and saw filer at the 
Merrill and Ring mill on Lake Union. My Dad told us many stories about his times growing up there on the property, including riding his 
Indian motorcycle at 100 mph on 15th Ave., which was then all gravel, and having his father sew his fingers back together follow an accident 
involving a mower.  My dad served with the 41st. Infantry Division out of Fort Lewis in New Guinea and the Philippines during WWII. 
When he returned from the war he and my mom were married and moved to the Mountlake Terrace/Lake Forest Park area. 
  
We are aware that some of the neighbors’ comment letters on the rezone application have expressed a concern that we 
intend to add our additional properties along 15th Ave NE, which  are not part of the pending application, to the Sante 
property once the rezone has been completed in order to develop a much larger development on the block.  Nothing 
could be further from the truth.  We currently have long term tenants on our properties along 15th Avenue.  We have a 
long term ground lease with Sante.   We have no intention to re‐develop any of our Shoreline property with Sante, nor 
have we ever discussed a joint project. 
  
 We have joined in the rezone application not because we are planning to redevelop the property with Sante, but 
because we want our property to be brought into compliance with the City’s Comprehensive Plan.  We believe that  the 
CB  designation makes much more sense in light of surrounding developments and the City’s adopted land use 
policies.  Further, given our long standing connection with the city of Shoreline, we wish to see the community as a 
whole continue to improve by not only addressing the needs of the area seniors but by offering redevelop opportunities 
to existing properties whose current improvements have outlived their useful life.  We support this undertaking by 
Sante on one of our properties and ask that you consider our comments when making your decision. 
  
Thank you for considering this comment.  I plan  to be present at the re‐scheduled rezone hearing, and look forward to 
addressing the Hearing Examiner in support of the rezone at that time. 
  
Sincerely, 
  
  
William Parfitt 
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To:  City of Shoreline 
 
RE: We are writing regarding the proposed Rezone of parcels 6163901560, 6163901465, 
613740‐0000 and 6163901462, addresses 17127 and 17201 15th Avenue NE and 17414 and 
17062 12th Avenue NE, Shoreline. 
 
We have lived in Shoreline for 32+ years.  We were looking for a good school district and 
wanted to be close to family and friends when we moved back to the Seattle area.  We found 
that in Shoreline.   Our children were in 5th and 10th grade when we moved in.  Kids could play 
in the street and we didn’t worry about traffic.  Our children babysat for younger children on 
the block who in turn babysat for new neighbors with younger children as the houses turned 
over.  Much to the detriment of his knees, Ned put up a basketball hoop and played basketball 
with the neighborhood kids.  
 
We have a block dinner party once a month from October through June and an outdoor block 
party in August.  We borrow cups of flour or power tools from each other.  We watch out for 
each other.  We have a community.    
 
After all this time of voting for school levies, park levies, etc. in order to help make Shoreline 
the city that it is we are sadly disappointed in the rush to “redevelop” our neighborhood.  The 
prospect of a 5 ‐ 6 story building 250 feet from our home is not one that most people would 
relish.   
 

Currently the parcels in question are zoned R24 and R48 and are adjacent to single family 
homes zoned R6.  The proposal to rezone to a CB designation does not fit with the existing 
zoning and does not provide a buffer between what could be a busy traffic area and a quiet, 
residential neighborhood.  The developers of the proposed rezone have not come forward with 
any plans for this area and have made vague promises to the current residents that the only 
thing they want to do is build senior living facilities.  We cannot rely on vague references when 
it comes to our neighborhood and quality of life 
 
The zoning map (2016) that is currently available on the Shoreline website shows the parcels in 
question to be zoned R24 and R48.  We were told at the community meeting put on by Sante 
Partners that a) the City wants the entire parcel zoned CB, b) Sante is considering a 5 story 
building and c) no one will want to develop the properties unless they are rezoned to CB so the 
neighborhood would be faced with dealing with vagrants in the unoccupied Anderson House 
skilled nursing facility.  Regarding a) if the City of Shoreline is planning a rezone then according 
to their ideals of “transparency” the residents should hear from the City, not an out of state 
developer.  I now understand that the zoning for this area has been on the city Master Plan 
since 1998 – with NO notice to the community and it is very hard to find on the website, b) a 5 
story building right next to single family dwellings is not in the best interests of the current 
residents and c) threats are typically not a way to win over public opinion. 
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There is a new apartment building going in on the corner of 15th and 175th NE “the Post Office” 
location.  5 story, 243 units with 267 parking spaces. We did hear that there “wouldn’t be an 
increase in auto traffic because the post office had a lot of traffic going in and out of that 
location”.  I feel fairly certain that there weren’t an extra 200+ cars going in and out of the post 
office during rush hour morning and evening. Add to that the rumor that the Post Office is 
going to relocate to the Water District property on 15th and 169th.  If that is true then the 
original “study” showing there wouldn’t be an increase in traffic is flawed at best and false at 
worst.  15th NE is already backed up during rush hour. Adding more Community Business 
capability to the area will only add to the noise and traffic.  What about runoff from the paving?   
 
Word on the street is that Shoreline is open season for developers, with the city approving just 
about every project that is proposed ‐ usually to the detriment of the current residents. 
 

It was also mentioned by Sante’ during the neighborhood meeting that we could always sell our 
homes and move – something similar to what was in one of the Currents newsletter when the 
areas around the light rail stations were rezoned.  Where does one move to and why are we 
being driven from our homes ?  So more rezoning can take place, more high rise development 
be built?   Another question for the city council is – what are you going to do when it’s your 
neighborhood’s turn to be rezoned and redeveloped?  
 
We seriously doubt that our letters will have any effect on the outcome of this rezoning 
request.  It was pretty obvious where the city’s interest is and it certainly is not with the current 
residents but one must at least make a protest. 
 
Thank you, 
 

Edward & Cynthia McCrea 
 
Edward and Cynthia McCrea 
17037 13th Ave NE 
Shoreline, WA 98155 
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Jessica Simulcik Smith

From: mmsurveyors@comcast.net
Sent: Monday, August 06, 2018 3:27 PM
To: Jessica Simulcik Smith
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Zoning Change @ Anderson Plaza

Jessica, 
  
I just wanted to add my two cents to my wife’s letter. I am amazed that the planning board would not let us 
know about a local zoning change until after they had already approved the change. Second, why is the city 
that I have been paying taxes to since 1988 approve a zoning change over the local residents objections. Do 
our opinions not matter? It is unfortunate we do not have the deep pockets of Sante corporation. Why doesn’t 
the city council visit our neighborhood before they make any decision. As it stands now it appears our city is 
for sale to the highest bidder.  
Ned McCrea  
nedmccrea@comcast.net 
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OPPOSITION TO THE SANTE  
CB UP-ZONE      AUGUST 6, 2018 

 

 

To the Shoreline Commissioners and interested parties, 

Thank you for the opportunity for additional comment to the proposed Sante upzone.  
Pursuant to  the July hearing I wish to add the following comments. 

A) Wedding cake 

Mr. Winters and Mr. Hill told the room that the proposed building would: a) be -5- 
stories, b) be 130 units and c) use the ‘wedding cake’ design for side set back and 
mitigate the appearance of building height.   We understand their comments to be 
stating a maximum height and number of units.   It is our understanding that uses of the   
20 ft side property setback are limited.   A roadway and parking are not allowed in the 
setback.  Rather, landscaping and trees are to be located in this area.     More than 
code, I would think the residences would like trees along the south property line.    
Trees would provide shade in the summer and block the residents view into my back 
yard.   A design feature that is mutually beneficial.  

B) Elevation of the adjacent residential properties to the south 

Location of the property lines has an important impact in establishing the setbacks.  
Please know that there is a steep slope between the proposed Sante development and 
the residences to the south.   At the west end (17051) the slope is about 8 to 10 ft and 
reduces to 5 ft to the east at 17050.  The property line is at the toe of the slope – NOT 
the top.   Therefore, the building height must be reduced to comply with the ‘wedding 
cake’ design.    

About one year ago, Mr. Winter stated to our neighbors that they were planning to set a 
concrete wall at the south edge of the properties.  The plan, he said, was to be for a 
building no more than one (1) to two (2) stories.   In Mr. Hills meeting with the 
community in March there was a comment that the build would ‘only’ be three (3) 
stories.  A statement that clearly showed Sante’s willingness to limit the building to less 
than the maximum allowed under the proposed code.  Now, he says a -5- story, 130 
Unit is required to make the project feasible.   (words to that effect).    If they truly need 
130 unit, as an absolute minimum, it would have behooved Sante to be more forthright.  
Clearly, their proposed building size is negotiable.   The city should use this opportunity 
to limit visual impacts along the southern property line. 
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OPPOSITION TO THE SANTE  CB UP-ZONE     
 AUGUST 6, 2018 

C) Access thru 15th 

Access to the property is a key impact to those on 12th Ave.  The message at the 
meeting was that there would NOT be access at 12th – UNLESS required by the Fire 
Department. No access is possible thru 14th  or 13th.   If a west side access is required, 
it would be a locked gate that only the Fire Department could access.    The community 
will no allow general access via 12th Ave 

D) Amalgamation  

I continue to be concerned that the -6- remaining Parfitt family owned properties in the 
block will, in time, be joined into larger amalgamated properties.  Speaking privately to 
members of the Parfitt family, they repeated their desire to maintain ownership of the 
land and make their money from long term leases.   While this may be a viable financial 
plan for these individuals, this is not the same a zoning code with limitations of use.   In 
time each of us will pass away and new owners will have their opportunity to maximize 
their properties.   

I remain skeptical that these properties will remain separate.   It’s only a matter of time  
until the ‘right’ opportunity brings the properties together and a very large project is 
created.  I need the city to think this though and add reasonable limited use plans and 
limit conditions for any future ‘mega- development’.   The joining of multiple properties 
and an unrestricted Shoreline up-zoned, will grant future owner(s) the opportunity to be 
much more aggressive with land use.   A project that maximizes return to their 
stakeholders at the expensive of what was, a comfortable, livable North City community. 

Thank you for considering my thoughts, 

 

Erick Merklinghaus 

17044 13th Ave NE  

Shoreline, WA 98155 

emerkling@msn.com  emerkling@gmail.com  
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  ==================x====================x=================== 

My May 8th 2018 comments are included below:  

 

To the Shoreline Commissioners and interested parties, 

It’s difficult to write a succinct list of concerns about the proposed North City ‘CB’ up 
zone without a proposal from the Sante partners.  We have to anticipate anything from a 
simple enlargement of the Anderson House property to create a retirement / assisted 
living community.  Or, maybe it’s a major development combining several parcels?  The 
lack of a proposed land use from Sante Partners forces us to consider many 
possibilities.  The Shoreline’s planning schedule favors developers that can keep the 
size & scope for their ambitions away from the community.     

This letter considers two very different possible developments.  One small, one large: 

a) Re-development of the Anderson House Parcel in conjunction with the SW 
corner lot parcel.   This would facilitate the creation & operation of a retirement / 
assisted living center for the Sante Partners. ( Tax parcel:    6163901462,)  

b) The amalgamation of as many as -10- parcels to form a single development 
covering most of the North City “block”.  ( Block = 15th to 12th NE -175th to 172th ) 

 

These are very different projects. Each have very different impacts on the neighborhood 
and the greater North City area.  A modest retirement center could be accommodated.     
However, the possibility to join several properties to create a massive development 
must give the city give pause.  I trust the city will see attaching reasonable conditions to 
the proposed up-zone as a prudent safeguard against unforeseen developments.   
Especially, a major project that would have far ranging impacts  

I need the Shoreline Commissioners to see the very real possibility that Sante and the 
Parfitt Family could combined the parcels in this proposed up-zone with the previously 
up-zoned parcels in the northern portions of the block  from 15th  to 12th  NE.    

Sante has never stated their intent is limited to effecting only the Southernmost  parcels 
( Anderson House  & the Lot in the SW corner  ).   In their April 9th letter to the 
community leaves their intent vauge.    “… allow Sante the ability to propose in the 
future a facility at a density that will be financially feasible.”    

Whether the “a” refers to only Sante’s existing -2-  parcels or, amalgamating all -10- 
parcels is key.  Unfortunately, we won’t know until Shoreline grants them their desire. 
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I realize that someone not familiar to the details may think the idea of combining 
multiple parcels farfetched.   Most people believe that Sante is only interested in 
building on -2-  parcels.   I hope they are right and, I hope I am proven wrong.  
However, I see evidence that a much larger project is on the horizon.   

If I am correct, developers seek a major amalgamation of properties.   The city of 
Shoreline will have failed it citizens if they fail to adopt conditions on the development of 
the parcels in proposed up-zone.  The developers may attempt to claim that conditions 
should not be imposed because, this is not their intent to use.   I have two responses; 
first, We would welcome any description of intended use and, Secondly,  the developers 
should be agreeable to shoreline conditions as they do not affect the use.      

Ownership 

Please see that all but -2- of the -10- properties are owned by the SAME TWO 
INTERESTS.   This is not nine separate owners fighting for their own self interests.   

Please realize who owns the -4- effected parcels in the proposed CB up-zoning: 

Anderson Plaza  Tax parcel:  6163901560 Taxpayer:  SANTE SHORELINE ALF REAL CO  Taxpayer 
Address:  1220 20th St SE # 310    Fidelity National Title Company of Oregon  ( 83,564 sq ft  )  

Anderson House,  Tax parcel:   6163901465  Taxpayer:  PARFITT FAMILY LTD PRTNRSHP 17127 15th Ave NE
 ( 72,307 sq ft )  

North County Estates Apartment    Tax parcel:   613740-0000    ( 56,974   Sq ft )  

 

South west  lot  - Anderson  House  Tax parcel:    6163901462, Taxpayer:  ANDERSON FAMILY PROPERTIES    
Taxpayer Address:  17201 15th Ave NE    Note this is the address of the SANTE owned Anderson Plaza  ( 14,820 sq 
ft )  

Note: The total of the -4- parcels are: 227,665 sq ft  

----- 

The other related parcels in the northern portion of the block are:  

“Merry Maids”   Currently for lease,  Site  Address:  17229 15TH AVE NE   Tax parcel:  6163901541, 
Taxpayer:  PARFITT FAMILY    ( 18,616  sq ft )  

Vet  Spay & Neutering  Tax parcel:    6163901550, Site Address:  17211 15TH AVE NE , Taxpayer:  PARFITT 
FAMILY     (  19,733  sq ft )   

Ichi Bento Terriaki   Tax parcel:   6163901565 Site Address:  17203 15TH AVE NE  Taxpayer:  PARFITT FAMILY   
(  10,497  sq ft ) 

The lumber yard   Tax parcel:  6163901490  Site Address:  1221 NE 175TH ST, BRENT LESLIE ( 61,309 )  

The ‘Gas station’  Tax parcel:   6163901502   Taxpayer:  PARFITT FAMILY    ( 13,500 sq ft )  

North West  corner     Tax parcel:    616390150    Taxpayer:  PARFITT FAMILY ( 9,200 sq ft  )  

Not including the “Post Office” development  by  Shoreline Development Company  (  Wolff )  ( 81,550 sq. ft.)  
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Note:  The land involved in the North portion of the ‘block’ :  132,855 sq ft  

 (   the Post Office is excluded ) 

Therefore,  the total land available as a result of this up-zone is : 360,550 sq ft  

 

Possible Intent 

Please realize Sante has created businesses that would appear to be linking to their 
pending project(s).   These LLC’s were form by the Nathan Group, PLLC as agents for 
Sante.   Note these -6-  LLC’s were all formed on March 4, 2015. 

Sante Shoreline, LLC 

Sante Shoreline,  AFH OP CO, LLC 

Sante Shoreline AFL REAL CO,LLC  ( current  owners of Anderson Plaza, Tax parcel:  6163901560  

Sante Shoreline ALF OP CO.LLC 

Sante Shoreline SNF REAL OP, LLC 

Sante Shoreline, SNF OP CO,LLC 

Sante has other properties in Washington.  Each of these appear linked to existing 
properties: (  Sante ALF OP CO, LLC , Sante ILF OP CO, LLC, Sante SNF OP CO, 
LLC, Sante Kent LLC )   While it is hard to prove intent from public records it is curious 
why they created so many companies named ‘Shoreline’.  Especially, in comparison to 
their other projects.  It makes me question the idea that Sante’s intent is limited to 
operating a retirement center.  

Please know that the Orion Properties agent handling the lease of the current Merry 
Maids property, told me that the  Parfitt family wanted to lease the property:  “…. at this 
time, unless someone wants to buy the whole thing.” 

This up-zone permits the combined financial interest of the Parfitt Family & Sante to buy 
out the Lumber yard and the North County Apartment.  If so, the 360,520 sq ft. 
combined parcels gives a single developer a massive project.  Clearly the lumber yard 
parcel is key.   Remember the Post Office lot sold for $ 4,250,00.  That  much money 
can be persuasive. 

Sante is a major player in property development.  A project of the size is possible and 
would certainly fulfill their stated goal  of :  “… allow Sante the ability to propose in the 
future a facility at a density that will be financially feasible.” 

Note that their attorney at re-zoning meeting was from the Law firm of McCullough Hill 
Leary, PS.    In a Seattle times article concerning this Law firm,  the Times commented:   

Attachment B

9b-167



6 

( Mayor Ed) Murray believes McCullough wanted to be more than a lawyer getting the 
best deal for developers. “Jack  ( McCullough)  wanted to do something for working 
people,” the mayor said. “And having said that, I wouldn’t put it past him to sue me 
tomorrow over something.” 

 

By comparison The US Post office project is ¼  the size of this possible CB  up-zone.  
(  Reference lot 6163901521, Sale Price:  $ 4,250,000  Dated : Aug 26 2016,  Wolff:  
6710 E Camelback Rd Ste 100 Scottsdale, AZ.  (81,550 sq. ft.)  

Summary:  Sante & members of the Parfitt family ALREADY own all but -2- of the 
parcels.   Only the North City Lumber and the North County Estates Apartment are 
owned separately.    We must not allow a lack of foresight to grasp the impact of this 
very real possibility.  Do not miss this opportunity to shape a positive outcome by 
imposing the follow conditions on the Up-zone of these  lots. 

 

 

Conditions and Land Use Limitations 

The follow conditions should be placed on the proposed up-zone parcels: 

 

Sante purchased the Anderson Plaza and then invested in a multimillion dollar 
renovation to this facility.   Anderson Plaza is current R-48.   Should it be Santes’ intent 
to maintain the Plaza in its’ current state, an up-zone would have little direct impact.     

No up-zone on this parcel is needed.  The granting of a CB zoning is only require to 
prevent the lower zoning forming a zoning ‘island’.   

Should a developer propose a common project across multiple parcels, the city should 
require the following conditions: 

a) Height limit of 45 ft 
b) The density allowed by a CB zone must be balanced with Open spaces of 

meaningful dimensions.   
c) Traffic directed toward 175th and not into the surrounding residential streets. 
d) Access via 15th Ave NE 
e) No access using the residential streets to the south.   14th Ave NE and 13th Ave 

NE are to remain dead end streets.  
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f) Emergency only access via 12th Ave NE.   12th should remain a residential street.  
Traffic should be direct to 15th.  

g) No special districts 

 

 

The Owner of the North County Apartment has expressed the desire to maintain 
ownership of the apartment.  Then, in time, have his Son is the eventual owner and the 
son can deal with property decisions.     A most honorable desire.  Let us hope the 
status quo is maintained. 

However, should the apartment agree to combine with other parcels. A very different 
picture emerges.  This property has parking and access concerns as is.  While off street 
parking is provided, the nearby street parking is always used.   Higher density 
apartments allowed by this Up-zoning exacerbates the problems. 

 

Any up-zone to R-48 or CB should also require: 

a) 12th Ave is hardly a commercial street.   What land use could be proposed that 
truly requires a CB zone on such a residential street.   An  R-48 is reasonable. 

b) The implantation of any up-zone should be delay 10 years form the conclusion of 
this zoning review.  By delaying the up-zone, the  owner will receive their stated 
requested and the city receives some control that this parcel will not be used in a 
major multi-parcel project.      

c) Ample off-street parking.  Exceed SMC 20.50.390 
d)  Sidewalks 
e) The density allowed by a CB zone must be balanced with Open spaces of 

meaningful dimensions.    Example: Each apartment has a small ‘yard’ but these 
are too small to be used. The kids play in the  parking lot. 

f) Improved access to 175th 
g) Traffic directed toward 175th and not into the surrounding residential streets. 
h) Affordable housing with Recreational space exceeding SMC 20.50.240 
i) 20.50.240,C.1  qualifies development of a CB zone to:  “ when located on an arterial 

street shall meet the following standards:”   12the is not an arterial. 

 

The Anderson House and the adjacent western lot is currently zoned R-24.  Granting a 
60 ft. tall building with narrow setbacks, adjacent to low density residential simple out of 
place in the  Neighborhood.   R-48 permits the conditional use as a Hospital, or a 
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Nursing & Personal Care Facilities.   It is hard to see what use Sante desires that is not  
conditionally allowed under  R-48.  

Any up-zone to the Anderson House parcel should also require: 

a)  Limited to R-48 densities 
b) Building height not more than 45 ft  Note the differences in parcel elevations 

compound the height relative to the neighborhood.. 
c) Setbacks along the Southern property line of the parcel should be greater than 

the required.    Efforts to buffer appearance must be incorporated in  landscape.    
d) Setbacks on the northern property line, facing the Anderson Plaza, and are not 

the neighborhoods concern 
e) Landscaping should maintain the existing trees to the extent possible. With trees 

added to screen the facility.   
f) Access via 15th Ave NE 
g) No access using the residential streets to the south.   14th Ave NE and 13th Ave 

NE are to remain dead end streets.  
h) Emergency only access via 12th Ave NE.   12th should remain a residential street.  

Traffic should be direct to 15th.  
i) Parking.  Please know during the meeting with the neighborhood Sante 

minimized the need for parking.  Saying the most retired people in care facilities 
don’t drive.   ( And, yes – that is a good thing. )  However, people who work at 
the facility DO drive.   Additionally, should the building be used for Apartments for 
more mobile resident, there will be a need for parking.   Any proposed land use 
must maintain the required parking. 
 

I ask the commissioners to remember their oath of office.  Which states: “to represent 
the public interest of the CITIZENS OF SHORELINE.”  You are not charged with 
permitting all developments.   You are not responsible for maximizing developers return 
on investment.  Please consider my recommendations with an eye toward keeping 
Shoreline a livable community.   

Sincerely  

 

Erick Merklinghaus 

17044 13th Ave NE 

Shoreline, WA  98155 
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August 6, 2018 
 
To the Shoreline City Council and interested parties, 
 
I was not able to attend the meeting on July 31 as I had to work .  My neighbors attended and 
informed me of the the discussion involving the Sante Group and a CB rezone possibility for the 
parcels of land directly north of and adjoining my property at 17051 13th Ave NE.  I am still 
concerned about the plans that have changed for the Sante Group.  When Jordan Winters 
talked with us in 2017 about getting us to sign over a small piece of land that had been fenced 
off by the Anderson owners before my wife and I moved in in 1993, we were happy to work with 
Mr. Winters as he calmly told us that the plans for the property were to build a one to two story 
“home” for retirees on the other side of the fence. It would be similar to the house that exists at 
17051 14th Ave NE.  We wanted to be good neighbors and “work” with him.  We chose not to 
fight for our right to the fenced off portion we had maintained and used for all these years.  Now 
a year later, the proposal of 5 stories, even with a “wedding cake design” is an obnoxious 
thought.  Our house and backyard will go from a home in a residential area of one to two story 
housing to a 5 story wall of windows, staring down on us. 
 
The wedding cake design proposed by Sante is proof that they know that 5 stories is way too 
much to be bordering the small homes in which we live.  I proposed in my previous letter from 
the end of June that a gradual zoning working its way South from 175th would make a more 
logical step so that by the time zoning was to the proposed parcels north of our house it would 
not be more that one story higher than our homes.  
 
I am not a NIMBY, and have always understood how city planning can be complicated.  But 
without logic or empathy for the residents affected, drastic changes are asking a lot from people 
who have invested in their future by purchasing a home that would retain most of its value over 
time.  It is hard to imagine that people can only count on the condition of their neighborhood for 
less time than they can pay off their home. 
 
 

Sincerely, 
 
 

Greg and Anne Hawksford 
eaglechevy@gmail.com 
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