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CITY OF SHORELINE

SHORELINE CITY COUNCIL
SUMMARY MINUTES OF REGULAR MEETING

Monday, June 12, 2000 Shoreline Conference Center
7:30 p.m. Mt. Rainier Room

PRESENT: Mayor Jepsen, Deputy Mayor Hansen, Councilmembers Grossman,
Gustafson, Montgomery and Ransom

ABSENT: Councilmember Lee

1. CALL TO ORDER

The meeting was called to order at 7:35 p.m. by Mayor Jepsen, who presided.
2. FLAG SATLUTE/ROLL CALL

Mayor Jepsen led the flag salute. Upon roll call by the City Clerk, all Councilmembers
were present with the exception of Councilmember Lee.

Upon metion by Deputy Mayor Hansen, seconded by Councilmember Montgomery
and unanimously carried, Councilmember Lee was excused.

3. REPORT QF CITY MANAGER

City Manager Robert Deis noted the potential cancellation of the July 3" workshop. He
also gave the schedule for next week's North City design charrette.

Continuing, Mr, Deis addressed the issue of the fireworks ban. He explained that
Shoreline Police confiscated fireworks last year. He noted their philosophy to issue
citations only when a matter of public safety was involved. Shoreline Police issued no
citations last year. Mr. Deis said he and Police Chief Denise Pentony met with the Fire
Dastrict Chief and determined that this is a good philosophy. However, staff proposed
enhanced enforcement this year with the addition of four more patrol officers. There will
also be enhanced educational efforts and advertising of the ban.

Council concurred with this approach.

Responding to Mayor Jepsen, Chief Pentony said the Council of Neighborhoods has
heard the recommendation and was very supportive.

Mr. Deis turned to a memorandum regarding the King County Transit local option sales
tax proposal. He provided background on King County Executive Sims' proposal to
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place a measure on the November ballot for a 0.3 percent increase in sales tax to fund
public transportation improvements, using the funds generated from the 0.2-percent
portion of the tax to fill the gap left by Initiative 695 and those from the 0.1-percent
portion to find major regional transit infrastructure projects, such as the extension of
Sound Transit light rail to Northgate.

Councilmember Montgomery noted that Shoreline residents already pay a significant tax
for Sound Transit and will not be as well served as had been anticipated. She
recommended some caveats to Council support: guarantees that light rail will extend to
Northgate and that services cut in Shoreline will be restored.

Mayor Jepsen concurred with this assessment. He said if "King County is made whole
by the proposal, Shoreline should be made whole." Noting the difficulty of obtaining
good transit service in Shoreline, he thanked Councilmember Montgomery for her
representation on the Regional Transit Committee. He expressed skepticism about the
expenditure of the revenues from the 0.1-percent tax. He commented that the voters who
supported the Regional Transit Authority (RTA) had understood that light rail would
extend to Northgate.

Councilmember Gustafson asserted that Shoreline should lobby for the extension of light
rail to the King-Snohomish County border.

Councilmember Montgomery clarified that Sound Transit (RTA) staff had said funding
to include the Northgate link in the early phase of RTA looked very likely. She
explained that Sound Transit staff later emphasized the caveat “if the funding is
available.”

Councilmember Grossman asserted his support for mass transit. However, he questioned
that the County can identify $20 million in budget cuts.

Noting his skepticism, Councilmember Ransom said Shoreline should probably support
the proposal, but with as many caveats as possible. He said the County conducted a
productivity study in the early 1970s that identified potential savings of 15-20 percent in
specific depariments. He suggested that another study might result in similar findings.

Deputy Mayor Hansen supported the proposal to the extent that it increases bus
transportation. He expressed skepticism about the Sound Transit project. He said a good
surface bus system is critical to its success.

Mayor Jepsen summarized Council consensus in support of the 0.2-percent portion of the
tax with the caveat that the County maintain transit service levels in Shoreline. He noted
more skepticism about, and less support for, the 0.1-percent portion of the tax.

Mr. Deis concluded his report by describing the items collected at the latest recycling
event.
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4, REPORTS OF BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS: None
5. PUBLIC COMMENT

(@)  Bill Bear, 2541 NE 165" Street, distributed the Briarcrest Neighborhood
newsletter and remarked on the high tumover of residents in the neighborhood. He said
such turnover can be used as an index for problems in the neighborhood. He encouraged
Council to consider protection for renters,

{b) Terry Green, Shoreline Chamber of Commerce, invited Councilmembers
to the Wednesday meeting of the Chamber to honor former Police Chief Sue Rahr and to
welcome Chief Pentony.

(c) Ginger Botham, 16334 Linden Avenue N, emphasized the need for
recreational open space in apartment complexes. She opposed crediting storm water
runoff tracts, roof decks and balconies as open space.

(d)  Ken Howe, 745 N 184™ Street, distributed a copy of the historic
preservation ordinance from Lacey, as well as other information on becoming z certified
local government to do historic preservation. He urged the City to become a certified
local government.

(¢)  Clark Elster, 1720 NE 177" Street, commented on a traffic problem at the
intersection of 15" Avenue NE and NE 196 Street. He advised that he brought the
problem fo the attention of Council several months ago and that no one has gotten back to
him about it.

) Ros Bird, Shoreline Arts Council, invited Councilmembers to the
Shoreline Arts Festival in two weeks.

(g)  Charlotte Haines, North City Neighborhood Association, reported that
North City won third place in the Neighborhoods USA competition. She said this proves
that mini-grants function as seed money for neighborhood improvements. She thanked
the City Council, staff and the Council of Neighborhoods for help over the years.

(h) Gretchen Atkinson, North City Business Association, invited Council-
members to the North City tree lighting in December.

6. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA

Councilmember Montgomery moved approval of the agenda. Councilmember
Gustafson seconded the motion, which carried 6-0.

7. CONSENT CALENDAR
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Councilmember Ransom asked that Council pull all meeting minutes from the
Consent Calendar except those of the Dinner Meeting of May 8. He then moved
approval of the consent calendar, as amended. Councilmember Gustafson seconded
the motion, which carried 6-0, and the following items were approved:

Minutes of Dinner Meeting of May 8, 2000

Approval of expenses and payroll as of May 26, 2000 in the amount of
$609,068.74

Ordinance No. 239 amending Metricom's franchise (Ordinance No. 100) to
implement blanket permitting and to clarify the franchise fee

8. ACTION ITEMS: PUBLIC HEARING

(a) A public hearing to consider citizens comments regarding a revised
application for open space current use tax assessment under the
King County Public Benefit Rating System (PBRS) for the Pym
property, located between 20™ Ave. NW and 17" Ave. NW

Gabe Snedeker, Planning and Community Development Department, provided
background on the previous application for an open space current use tax assessment for
the Pym property, and he explained the current proposal.

Mayor Jepsen noted that, i1f approved, and based on current property values and tax rates,
Shoreline would lose less than $40 per year in tax revenue as a result of this action.

Councilmember Ransom expressed concern about the trail that goes through the property
and whether the City is guaranteed its use. Mr. Snedeker pointed out that the trail could
be rerouted if the property owner decided to eliminate it.

Mayor Jepsen opened the public hearing. Seeing no one wishing to address the
Council on this item, Deputy Mayor Hansen moved to close the public hearing,
Councilmember Gustafson seconded the motion, which carried unanimously.

Councilmember Montgomery moved to: 1) approve the revised Pym PBRS
application as submitted; 2) execute the Decision of Granting Authority, subject to
the conditions and restrictions enumerated in King County's report to the City of
Shoreline (dated April 26, 1998); and 3) forward the recommendation indicating the
Council's decision to the Metropolitan King County Council. Deputy Mayor
Hansen seconded the motion.

Responding to Deputy Mayor Hansen, Mr. Snedeker said King County is the final
authority because the County administers the PBRS program. Mr. Deis added that the
County sets property valuations.
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Ted Sullivan, King County Administrator of the PBRS program, asserted that King
County is not the final authority. He said State law requires that both the City and the
County approve the application.

Councilmember Grossman thanked the property owner for agreeing to take this step.

A vote was taken on the motion, which carried 6 - 0,

9. ACTION ITEMS: OTHER ORDINANCES. RESOLUTIONS AND MOTIONS

(a) Ordinance No. 238 adopting a unified Development Cede,
and adopting a new Title 20, repealing Ordinance No. 230
Section 1, repealing SMC.Chapters 16.25 and 16.30, and
Repealing SMC Title 18

Tim Stewart, Director of Planning and Development Services, reviewed the Development
Code issues raised at the May 22 public hearing, as outlined on pages 78 through 80 of
the Council packet.

. Bonus floor for mixed-use development—staff recommends revising the text of
Exception B-1.1d to step back the bonus floor from the third story walls

o Single-family design standards—staff is neutral on this issue

Mayor Jepsen said perception of quality design may differ from person to person. He
recommended against the incorporation of design standards at this time. He advocated
that the Planning Commission revisit the issue of scale and orientation.

Councilmember Ransom concurred. He questioned whether the proposed design
standards may represent over regulation of individual property rights.

Councilmember Montgomery expressed appreciation for the work of the Planning
Academy on this issue. She commented that she is uncomfortable trying to micromanage
design.

Councilmember Grossman expressed support for good design in Shoreline
neighborhoods. However, he indicated his reluctance to dictate “good design.” He said
he, too, does not want to micromanage design.

Councilmember Gustafson concurred with the previous comments. He advocated that the
Planning Commission revisit the issue.

o Open space requirements for multi-family development

Mr. Stewart emphasized that the proposed code increases the open space requirement for
one-bedroom and studio units from the current code. He said debate has concerned the
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exceptions, especially B-4.1c, which credits storm water runoff tracts for up to 50 percent
of the on-site recreation space requirement. He explained the staff recommendation
against changes to the proposed code.

Responding to Councilmember Ransom's question about the slope issue raised by Ms.
Botham, Mr. Stewart said 33 percent refers to three feet of horizontal distance for one
foot of vertical elevation. He said staff will revise this reference to make it clear,
assuming there is no objection.

Mayor Jepsen commented that a one-to-three slope is actually about 19 percent, not 33
percent,

. Setbacks between multi-family and single family developments—staff
recommends no change to the proposed language

Mr. Stewart explained that staff reduced the setback to respond to the reduction in the
maximum height of multi-family developments. He noted the staff opinion that the
proposed 15-foot buffer will provide an adequate visual transition between multi-family
zones, in which the maximum height is 35 feet, and single-family zones, in which the
maximum height is 30 feet.

Mayor Jepsen supported the current buffer width. He asserted that the City could revisit
this issue during its annual review.

Councilmember Grossman commented on the ratio between the cost per unit of housing
and the maximum height in multi-family zones. He advocated that the City reconsider
the maximum height in the most dense multi-family zones.

Mr. Stewart noted the specific landscaping and design standards with which developers
must comply, in addition to complying with the setbacks.

. 3'6" height limit for front yard fences and the modulation of fences along private
roads serving lots not fronting on a street—staff recommends no change to the
proposed language

Councilmember Ransom said the proposed code does not make clear that the requirement
does not apply to back yards.

Anna Kolousek, Assistant Director of Planning and Development Services, said the
proposed code clearly states that the 3’6” maximum applies to front yards only.

Responding to Councilmember Ransom, Ms. Kolousek said the requirement applies to
chain link fences as well.

. Hobby Kennels—staff recommends an increase in the allowed number of
unaltered cats or dogs from three to four
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Councilmember Ransom stated that this change would be acceptable to breeders.

. Sidewalks requirements

Mr. Stewart explained that the code requires the construction of a sidewalk if a home is
torn down and rebuilt or if a home is substantially remodeled. He said this became an
1ssue last week with a property in Innis Arden. He commented that it may become an
1ssue in other neighborhoods as well. He said the applicant involved with the property in
Innis Arden could apply for a variance from the engineering design standard, and the City
could waive the sidewalk requirement. He explained that the City would waive the
standard variance fee and charge the applicant on a per-hour basis.

Continuing, Mr. Stewart said he has agreed to discuss altematives with the Innis Arden
Neighborhood Association and The Highlands later in the summer (e.g., encouraging the
development of sidewalks on certain streets only or developing a program for a "payment
in lieu of" sidewalk construction).

Mayor Jepsen called for public comment.

(1)  Rob Hill, 17104 13™ Avenue NW, thanked Council for directing
staff to work with him on his site-specific issue conceming the height limit for R-48
zoning.

(2)  Dennis Lee, 14547 26™ Avenue NE, said Briarcrest Neighborhood
opposed R-48 for its neighborhood. He asserted that citizens will oppose an increase in
the maximum height to allow more R-48 in Shoreline. He said R-48 is not the solution
for affordable housing because it creates slums and degraded arcas. He supported the
inclusion of design standards in the proposed code to preserve neighborhood character.
He said Council should err in support of more open space rather than less.

(3)  Harry Allen, 1820 NW 195™ Street, Unit #3, spoke as President of
the Park Richmond Condominium Association. He reiterated the opposition to the bonus
floor for mixed-use developments that he expressed at the public hearing. He said the
minutes of the hearing erroneously indicate that he would accept a bonus floor stepped
back eight feet on all sides. He stated that the real problem is the height and the bulk of
the building. He said construction of a 60-foot-high building within 30 feet of Park
Richmond would “blank out” air space, create shadows, disrupt air flow and destroy
privacy. Noting several empty storefronts in his neighborhood, he asserted that an
incentive for construction of more business space is unnecessary.

(4)  Walt Hagen, 711 N 193™ Street, supported the retention of design
standards in the proposed code. He said property owners deserve protection. He opposed
the bonus floor and a reduction in the size of setbacks. He said the main focus of the
code should be maintenance of neighborhood character, not development rights.
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(5)  Clark Elster, 1720 NE 177" Street, also supported design
standards. He commented that design standards exist for other types of construction, but
that single-family residents, “the most important segment of the community,” are not
protected by design standards. He feared that development that is not compatible with a
neighborhood will force people to move away.

(6)  Kristina Stimson, 2155 N 201% Street, supported general design
standards. She suggested that each neighborhood could develop its own standards to
supersede the general standards. She noted that Seattle uses this approach.

Deputy Mayor Hansen moved to adopt Ordinance No. 238 amending the City of
Shoreline Municipal Code by establishing new Title 20, Development Code, and
repealing outdated provisions of the Shoreline Municipal Code. Councilmember
Montgomery seconded the motion.

Councilmember Ransom's asked if the proposed code addresses parking on Aurora
Avenue. Mr. Stewart said all land in Shoreline is subject to the provisions of the
Development Code.

Councilmember Ransom noted complaints about proposals for shared parking and group
entrances. He said Council has not discussed these issues.

Mr. Stewart explained that the Development Code includes specific parking requirements
with opportunities for flexibility. He listed several examples.

Deputy Mayor Hansen addressed the issue of the bonus floor. He said he supported the
bonus floor for mixed-use development, but he expressed concern about the properties
west and east of the Park Richmond Condominiums. He did not know how to address
this in the proposed code.

Mayor Jepsen questioned an increase in the maximum height from 35 feet to 60 feet for
the addition of one floor.

Mr. Stewart said the Comprehensive Plan designates the area in question as Mixed Use
and High Density Residential, both of which have a 35-foot height limitation. He said
Council could change the Comprehensive Plan, but a permit application could vest at 60
feet. He noted a second approach imposing a more rigorous process for achieving a
bonus floor (e.g., a conditional- or special-use permit).

Ms. Kolousek explained that a story is normally between 10 and 12 feet, She said a story
of 25 feet is unlikely, but a 60-foot maximum height would allow for a pitched roof.

Mayor Jepsen suggested that a maximum height of 45 feet would be better than 60 feet.

Councilmember Ransom suggested 50 feet to allow for a penthouse with a vaulted
ceiling. He said he did not want to restrict creativity.
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Deputy Mayor Hansen moved to revise Exception B-1.1d to read: “Bonus for mixed
use development in NB and O zones: in order to provide flexibility in types of
housing and to meet the policies of the Comprehensive Plan, the base height may be
increased for Mixed Use development to 4 stories or up to 45 feet, if the added story
is stepped back from the third story walls at least eight (8) feet, and subject to the
following requirements: Residential dwelling units shall occupy a minimum of 25
percent to a maximum of 90 percent of the total floor area of the building.” He said
he would like to have this considered a temporary solution, to be reviewed by the
Planning Commission. Councilmember Gustafson seconded the motion.

Councilmember Ransom proposed a substitute amendment to make the height 50
feet. Councilmember Grossman seconded the motion, which carried 4 - 2 with
Mayor Jepsen and Deputy Mayor Hansen dissenting,

Although no one wished to move an amendment with regard to design standards,
Councilmember Gustafson reiterated the recommendation that the Planning Commission
revisit the issue. He said the proposal is too restrictive, but he advocated the
1dentification of another means of addressing the issue.

Mayor Jepsen advocated that the Planning Commission consider the critical issues of
neighborhood character and the scale and orientation of buildings. He said the Planning
Commission should consider whether the proposed design standards satisfactorily
address these issues. He asserted that the standards should apply only to new
construction, not remodels.

There was Council consensus to have the Planning Commission revisit this matter,

Regarding open space requirements, City Attorney Ian Sievers said it would be a
technical correction to substitute “three feet of horizontal distance for one foot of vertical
elevation” for “33 percent” in the open space exception, V.3.B-4. Leii(1).

With regard to setbacks, Mayor Jepsen mentioned his preference to retain 20 feet.

Moving on to fences, Deputy Mayor Hansen noted that existing higher fences will be
grandfathered. He noted that the height restriction will prohibit the construction of a
patio or private area in the front yard.

Councilmember Grossman expressed concern about the “common sense” issue of
defining the front yard. He said many homes in Shoreline, because of the topography,
use the back yard (or downward slope) as the front yard. He noted that many homes in
his neighborhood have a street on both sides. He pointed out that the variance process is
expensive.

Mr. Stewart pointed out the distinctions between front, side and rear yards.
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Councilmember Montgomery pointed out that people who live on a busy street will not
be allowed to create a noise a barrier.

Councilmember Ransom said the current regulations seem to say that if the house is on
two streets, it has two front yards. He advocated that the 3'6" height restriction apply
only to the side of the house the address is on.

Councilmember Grossman suggested that the code give staff reasonable discretion to
waive the full variance fee to address specific cases, as with the sidewalk issue in Inmis
Arden. Councilmember Montgomery indicated her preference for this approach.

Mr. Stewart explained the distinction between engineering variances (Type A actions)
and other variances (Type B actions). He said Council could reclassify certain variances
as Type A actions to provide more flexibility on some design items.

Councilmember Ransom moved to apply the 3'6" restriction only to the front yard
where the street address is posted. Councilmember Gustafson seconded the motion,
which failed 2 - 4, with Councilmembers Gustafson and Ransom voting in the
affirmative,

Councilmember Grossman wished to be able to move this into the category of an
engineering review so that there was more flexibility. Mr. Sievers pointed out this would
require a major shift in the code. Mr. Stewart added that something like this could be
done, but only through next year's work program and annual review process.

Councilmember Ransom moved that the 3'6" restriction be limited to one front
yard only. Councilmember Gustafson seconded the motion, which carried 5- 1,
with Deputy Mayor Hansen dissenting,

Councilmember Ransom moved acceptance of the recommendation of staff to
increase the number of unaltered dogs or cats that can be kept in the home from
three to four. Councilmember Montgomery seconded the motion, which carried
5 -1, with Mayor Jepsen dissenting,

In response to Mr. Stewart's comments about concerns in the community regarding
sidewalk requirements, Mayor Jepsen asked for concurrence to add this issue to the list of
items for reconsideration by the Planning Commission.

MEETING EXTENSION
At 10:00 p.m., Deputy Mayor Hansen moved to extend the meeting until 11:00 p.m.
Councilmember Ransom seconded the motion, which carried 5 - 1, with Councilmember

Montgomery dissenting.

A vote was taken on the motion to adopt Ordinance No. 238, as amended, which
carried 6 - 0.

10
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(b)  Motion to authorize the City Manager to execute a design
services contract not to exceed $2,374,266 with CH2MHill
for Phase 3, Part 2 for the base mapping, preliminary engineering
and environmental review for the Aurora Avenue Corridor Project

Bill Conner, Public Works Director, explained a revised scheduie for the Aurora Corridor
project. He noted that construction should start in October 2001. Mr. Conner introduced
CH2MHill consultant, Tim Bevans, who identified the critical paths for this schedule:
completion of the environmental review work; and acquisition of the right-of-way needed
to support the initial segment of the project. He said the environmental assessment and
preliminary engineering will be done for the entire three miles of the project. At the
same time, the construction documents for the initial segment will be produced. He
explained how the right-of-way acquisition will proceed. He described the cost
challenges and progress to date.

Mr. Bevans summarized comments at the open house, which included: concerns about
potential historic buildings; air quality; neighborhood traffic; east-west traffic; pedestrian
safety; economic impacts to businesses; and the transit-only lanes. He noted interest in
adding urban interchanges. He outlined benefits of the proposal, including: meeting
Comprehensive Plan level of service standards; accommodating a 20 percent increase in
traffic; promotion of mobility by alternative modes; and access management to improve
traffic flow and to reduce accident frequency and severity. He said enhancements will be
investigated regarding the length of turn bays and additional lanes on cast-west streets.

Mr. Bevans analyzed the proposal to add urban interchanges. He explained that such
interchanges would: have to be designed to Washington Department of Transportation
standards; attract higher volumes of traffic from I-5; cause more neighborhood traffic
impacts; concentrate traffic/congestion at ramp terminals; require much more right-of-
way and property impacts; restrict access to businesses; and increase the costs of the
project to approximately $150 million. He noted that this alternative received the least
support in the community and among other agencies.

Continuing, Mr. Bevans explained plans for coordination efforts, including open houses,
meetings with special interest groups, updates at Council meetings, newsletters and
announcements, fact sheets and web page information. He described the coordination
with the Interurban Trail project.

Mr. Conner outlined the scope of work for the contract before Council. He described the
contents of the design memorandum, which will cover the entire project (not just

Phase 1) and include establishment of existing conditions and standards for lane width,
curb height, sidewalk width, turning radii, types of lights and materials, driveway
locations and parking lots. The environmental assessment will also cover the entire
project.

11
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Mr. Deis reiterated that the 2001 construction start date assumes the best case scenario
for both the environmental assessment and right-of-way acquisition.

Mayor Jepsen called for public comment.

(1)  Walt Hagen, 711 N 193" Street, submitted a letter on behalf of
Concerned Citizens for Shoreline. He said the group has analyzed the advantages to the
citizens of Shoreline of the proposed plan and finds none for east-west traffic flow or for
speeding up flow on Aurora Avenue. He asked Council to review the project design in
terms of traffic flow and pedestrian safety.

Deputy Mayor Hansen moved to authorize the City Manager to enter into a design
services coniract not to exceed $2,374,266 with CH2MHill for Phase 3, Part 2 for the
base mapping, preliminary engineering and environmental review for the Aurora
Avenue Corridor Project. Councilmember Gustafson seconded the motion,

Mayor Jepsen thanked staff for addressing his concerns about the slippage in the project
schedule. He confirmed coordination with the Interurban Trail schedule.

Councilmember Ransom expressed concern about three items: 1) the statement in the
"Displacement Relocation Report” that no more than 21 businesses will be displaced;

2) that the City may be required to pay for the value of businesses in addition to property
and buildings; and 3) the short timeline for right-of-way acquisition, which is scheduled
to conclude in August of this year.

Mr. Conner responded that the 21 number is a best-guess figure. He agreed that for some
federal projects, business owners are also compensated for lost business or the value of
their business if bought out. He said these standards do not apply to the Aurora project,
even though it receives federal funding and Aurora Avenue is a federal highway. He
explained that Shoreline will be required to compensate the owner for fair market value

of the property.

Mr. Deis said guidelines about how to treat individual businesses have not been
established. This methodology, when developed, will be brought to Council for review.

Responding to Counciimember Ransom's question about when parking issues will be
addressed, Mr. Conner said staff will try to identify a design that works best for the
businesses and the movement of traffic along the corridor. He noted one option to
approach and work with co-located businesses as a group. He explained that staff will
negotiate parking during the construction phase so businesses will know how and when
they will be impacted.

Councilmember Ransom noted past discussion of shifting the centerline to accommodate
the location of the Hideaway tavern on the right-of-way. He questioned the feasibility of
a shift to the cast given the construction of the Walgreens building across the street.

12
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Chuck Purnell, City Engineer, said staff identified the appropriate location of the
building, and the worst case scenario would be replacement of the curb, gutter and
stdewalk.

Councilmember Grossman asked when actual dates of construction will be available for
businesses. Mr. Conner said the continuing public input period is part of development of
the right-of-way policies and procedures manual. He noted that staff will present the
manual to Council on July 17 and that it will serve as the basis of subsequent discussions
with businesses.

A vote was taken on the motion to authorize the City Manager to execute a design
services contract with CH2MHill for Phase 3, Part 2 for the base mapping,
preliminary engineering and environmental review for the Aurora Corridor project,
in an amount not to exceed $2,374,266. The motion carried 6 - 0.

(c) Motion to approve the new contract for police services
and to authorize the City Manager to sign the agreement and
to approve minor wording changes that may occur in its final
review and execution

Responding to Mayor Jepsen, Mr. Deis noted that the contract for police services will
take effect retroactively January 1, 2000,

Mayor Jepsen pointed out that Mr. Deis served as chair of the committee that negotiated
the contract on behalf of the contract cities and that he has kept Council informed of the
status of the negotiations.

Councilmember Montgomery moved to approve the new contract for police services
and to authorize the City Manager to sign the agreement and to approve minor
wording changes that might occur in its final review and execution. Councilmember
Ransom seconded the motion, which carried 6 - 0.

10. CO D PUBLIC COMMENT: None

11.  ADJOURNMENT

At 10:42 p.m., Mayor Jepsen declared the meeting adjourned.

Sharon Mattioli, CMC
City Clerk

13
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CITY OF SHORELINE

SHORELINE CITY COUNCIL
SUMMARY MINUTES OF WORKSHOP MEETING

Monday, June 19, 2000 : Shoreline Conference Center
6:00 p.m. Mt. Rainier Room

PRESENT: Mayor Jepsen, Deputy Mayor Hansen, Councilmembers Grossman,
Gustafson, Lee, Montgomery and Ransom

ABSENT: None

1. CALL TO ORDER

The meeting was called to order at 6:30 p.m. by Mayor Jepsen, who presided.
2. FLAG SALUTE /ROLL CALL

Mayor Jepsen led the flag salute. Upon roll call by the City Clerk, all Councilmembers

were present with the exception of Councilmember Ransom, who arrived shortly
thereafter.

There was Council consensus to amend the agenda to take Item 6(a) first.
6. WORKSHOP ITEMS

(a) Summary of 2000 State Legislative Session with 32™ District
Delegation

Mayor Jepsen introduced State Representative Carolyn Edmonds. He noted the
legislative committees on which she serves and her priority issues. He described some of
Representative Edmonds' accomplishments this year, and he thanked her for coming.

Representative Edmonds commended Joyce Nichols, City of Shoreline Community and
Government Relations Manager, for her efforts in Olympia. Representative Edmonds
said the legislative session was characterized by the unusual circumstances of Initiative
695 and the continuing 49-49 split of Republicans and Democrats in the House of
Representatives. She said the session was successful for her because the legislature
addressed the losses that cities incurred from passage of I-695. She noted that the
legislature provided funding for transit. She expressed her hope for the restoration of
transit services to the Richmond Beach community. She said the legislature also
provided some funding for Sound Transit.

14
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Councilmember Ransom arrived at 6:41 p.m.

Concluding, Representative Edmonds said the major unresolved issues this year were
privacy legislation, property tax relief, long-term funding for transportation and the costs
of prescription drugs.

Mayor Jepsen commented on the local option sales tax. He said Council discussed the
issue last week and supported the 0.2-percent sales tax increase that County Executive
Ron Sims has proposed to fund local transportation provided it results in the restoration
of service to Shoreline. He commented on the problem of combining Shoreline with
Seattle in Metro transportation planning. He thanked Representative Edmonds for
arranging a tour of the Aurora Corridor and for her diligent work on funding for the
project.

Councilmember Montgomery asked about the possibility of additional State funding for
transit. Representative Edmonds said the many unknowns about the next session make
predictions impossible. She noted the east-west split on transportation issues: legislators
from eastern Washington do not sympathize with the transportation difficulties of this
area.

Responding to Councilmember Gustafson, Ms. Nichols explained that two task forces
were created in response to 1-695. One has eight or nine members, including legislators,
representatives of the city and county associations and representatives of the State. This
group is to propose a formula for dividing future State revenues among the cities and
counties that lost money as a result of [-695. The other task force, on local government
fiscal capacity, is looking at the fiscal impacts to cities and counties of implementing
State regulations. It will have 32 members representing a variety of stakeholders.

Councilmember Ransom commented that the suburban cities have discussed sales tax
revenue with King County. He said 3/10 of a cent of sales tax money is still going to the
County to provide services that do not benefit Shoreline residents.

State Senator Darlene Fairley commented that the State has the same complaint about the
federal government. She noted that the State passes responsibility for mandated services
to the counties, which, in turn, pass the responsibility to the cities. She said
Councilmember Ransom's comment speaks to inequities in the State tax structure that
will eventually have to be addressed.

State Representative Ruth Kagi arrived at 7:05 p.m. Responding to Deputy Mayor
Hansen, she said State reserves are at about the same level as when I-695 passed. The
State used $260 million from the reserves to provide “bridge funding” for I-695 losses.
The only ongoing funding for cities and counties that was replaced at a relatively high
level was public health.
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Mayor Jepsen introduced Representative Kagi. He described the legislative committees
on which she serves and her legislative priorities. He also outlined the legislation on
which she worked this year.

Representative Kagi reiterated that the major challenge this year was the loss of revenues
resulting from [-695. One of the biggest debates was whether the General Fund should
be used to fund transportation. An ongoing allocation of $35 millicn per year was made
to help fund transportation highway bonds. $80 million of transit funding was replaced
(less than 25 percent of the funding that was lost). The State gave local jurisdictions a
local option to increase the sales tax by 0.3 percent. She mentioned problems with
funding for the ferry system and the $15 million that went to Sound Transit, the first State
funding to Sound Transit. She asserted that State participation is critical to the success of
Sound Transit. She encouraged people to support the extension of the light rail line to
Northgate. She concluded with a description of activity in the area of criminal justice,
including: a $215,000 study of specialized units; assistance in funding drug courts; and a
study of sentencing guidelines. '

Mayor Jepsen introduced Senator Fairley. He noted her legislative committee
assignments, priorities and successes last year.

Senator Fairley said she relies on the expertise and availability of Ms. Nichols. She went
on to list the environment, education, transportation and health care/senior issues as the
major concemns of Shoreline citizens. She said the discussion of State funding to replace
revenues that cities lost upon passage of I-695 included debate about making such
funding contingent upon rescission of city responses to I-695 (e.g., the City’s utility tax).
She noted Sound Transit funding as another contentious issue. She said Sound Transit
originally told the legislature that it only needed enabling legislation and that it would
never request supplemental funding.

Senator Fairley mentioned the telecommunications right-of-way bill, saying that she
battled to stop the bill until it became acceptable to Shoreline. She mentioned the issue
of gambling, noting a public hearing on July 28 at Sea-Tac Airport. Finally, she noted
environmental rules to be implemented by the Department of Ecology.

Mayor Jepsen thanked the legislators for their support of Shoreline's interest; other
Councilmembers concurred.

Responding to Councilmember Gustafson, Representative Edmonds said a constant
theme in the legislature with regard to the Endangered Species Act is that the State
should support local jurisdictions, non-profits and community groups in their efforts
toward salmon restoration in their communities.

Councilmember Ransom commented on the lack of responsiveness at the Department of

Social and Health Services (DSHS). Senator Fairley said the governor's answer-the-
phone regulations, which he based on her failed bill, aim to address this problem.
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Representative Edmonds said the designation of Dennis Braddock as the new head of
DSHS should result in better customer service by the agency.

Representative Kagi concluded the discussion by noting the forecasted reserve of almost
$1 billion, which is close to the same level as when I-695 passed. She said thisis a
prudent reserve. She asserted that the State should not spend down the reserve given the
susceptibility of the State budget to economic downturns.

Mayor Jepsen thanked the legislators again for participating in the meeting and for
working diligently for Shoreline interests.

3. CITY MANAGER REPORT AND FUTURE AGENDAS
Mr. Deis confirmed that the July 3™ workshop will be cancelled.

Mr. Deis referred to the memo on the skate park to be located in Paramount Park. He
noted that the School District is now asking the City to pay for demolition costs if the
skate park must be removed to build a new school.

Councilmember Gustafson said the City should proceed with its plans. He asserted there
is little risk that the skate park will need to be demolished. He suggested that the City
involve the School District in siting the skate park. He indicated that the District could
include the facility as an integral part of a school complex, if one becomes necessary.

Councilmember Ransom said students are eager to have a skate park. He expressed
doubt that one skate park will be sufficient.

Councilmember Montgomery suggested that the School District identify in writing which
of the alternative locations would be the least disruptive to future building plans.

Councilmember Ransom said Site B would be the most effective. He noted that the
School District might not select this site.

Mayor Jepsen confirmed consensus to proceed to identify which site works best for the
School District.

Responding to Councilmember Lee, Wendy Barry, Director of Parks, Recreation and
Cultural Services, said design work will go forward as soon as possible with construction
possible in late fall, depending on permitting requirements.

Ms. Barry distributed a list of nominees for the Grand Marshall for the Celebrate
Shoreline Parade. She asked Councilmembers to return their ballots as soon as possible.

4. COUNCH. REPORTS

17




June 19, 2000 | DRAFT

Councilmember Lee commented on her attendance at a technology conference in Seoul,
Korea. She compared transportation solutions there with inaction here.

Councilmember Ransom said the Jail Advisory Committee will meet next Monday. He
commented on an upcoming Washington State Gambling Commission hearing on
whether to allow non-profits to operate card rooms or mini-casinos. He said the
commission decisions will affect Cascade Bingo.

Mayor Jepsen said Council should discuss the development of a position on this issue.

Councilmember Montgomery commented on regional transportation problems. She said
no city in the world has been able to build its way out of traffic congestion.

Deputy Mayor Hansen mentioned the upcoming conference of the Association of
Washington Cities.

Mayor Jepsen noted his attendance at the 225™ Army birthday celebration, the opening of
the North Fire Station, the North City design charrette, the Shoreline Arts Festival and the
wastewater facility open house. He mentioned his efforts to have the wastewater
meetings rescheduled to a time more conducive to attendance by the general public.

5. PUBLIC COMMENTS

(a) Kathy Halliburton, 18315 Wallingford Avenue N, suggested that the City
construct the skate park in such a way that it could be moved if necessary.

(b)  Walt Hagen, 711 N 193" Street, speaking for Concerned Citizens for
Shoreline, called attention to the schematic of Aurora Avenue he set up in the Council
chambers. He offered to answer questions on the schematic and on the letter he
submitted last week.

(c)  Dwight Stevens, 1606 N 197" Place, represented the Echo Lake
Neighborhood Association. He and Co-Chair Dale Wright submitted a letter on the
rechannelization of N 185" Street between Aurora Avenue N and 1% Avenue NE. He
said the neighborhood association reviewed the City proposal in terms of facts,
anticipated results, traffic congestion at Midvale Avenue, bicycle safety and capacity.

Mayor Jepsen and Councilmember Ransom supported a permanent skate park. Council-
member Ransom noted that skate parks must be able to withstand significant wear and
tear. He said portable facilities do not meet this criteria.

Deputy Mayor Hansen said the elements of a portable skate park are far less expensive
than those of a permanent skate park, facilitating replacement.

6. WORKSHOP ITEMS
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(b)  Referral to the Planning Commission of a proposed
ordinance establishing new regulations for siting
telecommunication utilities within the public rights-of-way

Mr. Deis commented that Kristoff Bauer, Assistant to the City Manager, is considered an
expert in the State of Washington on the topic of wireless telecommunication issues.

Mr. Bauer provided background on: the problems that led to the new telecommunications
legislation (ESSB 6676); the impacts of the legislation on Shoreline; and on the proposed
response to the legislative changes.

Mr. Bauer discussed the stringent timelines and other permit requirements that the
legislation establishes for cities. He acknowledged that the legislation allows cities to
require providers to supply needed information and to require utilities to comply with city
timelines. He noted that the legislation clarifies responsibilities for the costs incurred in
moving poles.

Continuing, Mr, Bauer stressed the bottom line of the legislation: the City must allow
wireless facilities in the right-of-way. He mentioned that City zoning regulations still
apply to such facilities. He explained that a facility consists of two pieces—the cell
tower and the support equipment at its base—and that the proposal addresses the two
pieces differently. He noted the lack of height restrictions in the right-of-way and the
lack of a public process for placing a structure in the right-of-way.

Mr. Bauer summarized the following aspects of the proposed ordinance:

. elements in the current ordinance that have not worked have been deleted;

. requirements have been made clearer;

. a right-of-way site permit process has been developed that will allow the City to
meet the new timelines;

e site-specific height restrictions have been added which match the height
restrictions of the zone adjacent to the right-of-way;

) a public process (similar to the conditional-use permit process) has been added;

o the support equipment must go underground; and

* no new monopoles are allowed.

Mr. Bauer discussed ways to make the support equipment as unobtrusive as possible. He
noted the goal to address capacity needs by encouraging providers to install more
numerous smaller sites.

Concluding, Mr. Bauer explained that the proposed ordinance will change provisions of
the Development Code that Council adopted last week and that it should, therefore, go
through the Planning Commission process. He noted that this will necessitate the
extension of the current moratorium. Staff will present the extension to Council next
week.
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Responding to Mayor Jepsen's concern that the City not establish a precedent that could
interfere with the implementation of the City's undergrounding policy, Mr. Bauer said
pole relocation will be addressed in the right-of-way site permit.

Councilmember Ransom asked about facilities on private property and whether the
franchise fee applies only to public right-of-way. Mr. Bauer said the current proposal
does not change any regulations on private property. One of the reasons the legislation
allows for a lease payment for use of public property is to forestall a rush of facilities
onto public property instead of private property. He explained that there are no
franchises fees on telecommunications companies, that they are charged a utility tax.

Responding to Councilmember Ransom, Mr. Bauer said the proposal tries to end the
differences in height restrictions between public and private property.

Councilmember Lee commented on the necessity of having GTE and US West participate
in the City's planning for undergrounding. Mr. Bauer asserted the difficulty of achieving
this goal. He said the companies want to accomplish their objectives with as little
interaction as possible with the City. He noted that neither GTE nor US West is
interested in geiting a master use permit. He said staff is trying to negotiate some kind of
agreement.

Noting his meeting with GTE, Mr. Deis compared the attitude of the organization to that
of a railroad—a heavily regulated bureaucracy unwilling to vary it procedures from city
to city. Mr. Bauer added that GTE and US West "lead with their lawyers first," a strategy
that works with most cities. He said the City is trying to demonstrate the workability of a
different approach.

Councilmember Gustafson commented on the necessity of developing an accurate data
base of rights-of-way. Mr. Bauer said it will be difficult to do this. Furthermore, there
will be many other elements to a complete Graphic Information System (GIS) in addition
to rights-of-way.

Mr. Deis said the City has requested GIS information for GTE and US West facilities in
Shoreline rights-of-way. He said that in the past the companies have not wanted to
provide any information; but in the last meeting, GTE has indicated a willingness to
discuss this issue. He characterized this willingness as “a huge step.”

Mayor Jepsen confirmed Council consensus to send the proposed ordinance to the
Planning Commission. He expressed his hope that the ordinance will be as aggressive as
possible.

7. CONTINUED PUBLIC COMMENT: None
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8. EXECUTIVE SESSION

At 8:35 p.m., Mayor Jepsen announced that Council would recess into executive session
for 30 minutes to discuss one item of potential litigation. At 9:14 p.m., the executive
session concluded, and the workshop reconvened.

8. ADJOURNMENT

At 9:15 p.m., Mayor Jepsen declared the meeting adjourned.

Sharon Mattioli, CMC
City Clerk
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CITY OF SHORELINE

SHORELINE CITY COUNCIL
SUMMARY MINUTES OF REGULAR MEETING

Monday, June 26, 2000 Shoreline Conference Center
7:30 p.m. Mt. Rainier Room

PRESENT: Mayor Jepsen, Deputy Mayor Hansen, Councilmembers Grossman,
Gustafson, Lee, Montgomery and Ransom

ABSENT: None

1. CALL TO ORDER

The meeting was called to order at 7:34 p.m. by Mayor Jepsen, who presided.
2. FLAG SATUTE/ROLL CALL

Mayor Jepsen led the flag salute. Upon roll call by the City Clerk, all Councilmembers
were present with the exception of Councilmember Gustafson, who arrived shortly
thereafter.

3. REPORT OF CITY MANAGER

Public Works Director Bill Conner discussed recent publications of the National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS) related to Section 4(d) of the Endangered Species Act and the
West Coast salmon species listed as threatened. He said the information that NMFS has
issued is much more general than staff had anticipated. He explained that NMFS wants
local jurisdictions to prepare plans for protecting threatened salmon species and to submit
them for NMFS approval. He noted that NMFS listed the Tri-County proposal (of King,
Snohomish and Pierce Counties} as one of several examples of a local proposal. He said
the City must decide whether to participate in the Tri-County proposal or to prepare and
submit its own proposal.

Continuing, Mr., Conner said NMFS has indicated that its approval of a Iocal proposal
will provide the jurisdiction with protection against third-party lawsuits. He noted that
the protection is much more extensive than staff had anticipated.

Finally, Mr. Conner said NMFS has indicated that it expects compliance with the 4(d)

rule within six months after its publication in the federal register. NMFS anticipates
publication by the end of June,

4. REPORTS OF BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS

22




June 26, 2000 DR AFT

(a)  Annual Report from the Council of Neighborhoods
Dick Nicholson, Immediate Past Chair of the Council of Neighborhoods, reviewed the
group’s mission and objectives. He went on to discuss the accomplishments and

activities of the Council of Neighborhoods during the past year.

Chair Feikema discussed the goals of the Council of Neighborhoods for the coming year,

including:

. ongoing potluck dinners with City Council;

. investigation of ways to promote involvement in and sustain the energy of
neighborhood associations (e.g., training opportunities);

. investigation of ways to promote two-way communication between

neighborhoods and City Council through the Council of Neighborhoods; and
. a tour with City Council of projects funded by Neighborhood Mini-Grants

Chair Feikema expressed her appreciation for the focus of the City on neighborhoods.
Mayor Jepsen supported the proposal to tour Mini-Grant projects.

Councilmember Grossman thanked Chair Feikema and Immediate Past Chair Nicholson
for their ongoing commitment to the Council of Neighborhoods.

5. PUBLIC COMMENT

{a) Gretchen Atkinson, President, North City Business Association, thanked
the City Council for the North City Design Charrette. In response to questions about the
return the City will achieve on the money it is investing in North City, she prepared '
estimates, with the assistance of Finance Director Debbie Tarry, of potential City tax
revenue increases. She said participants in the design charrette identified the potential for
1,592 residential units in new, mixed-use developments in North City during the next five
years. She provided estimates of resulting increases in sales tax and utility tax revenues.
She suggested that the City waive real estate taxes for a period of time as an incentive to
builders to construct large, mixed-use developments in North City.

(b)  Bill Bear, 2541 NE 165" Street, said the Aurora Corridor Project may
reduce east-west traffic and increase divisions between parts of Shoreline. He expressed
concern about the potential addition of 1,592 residential units east of I-5. He commented
that residents on the east side of Shoreline feel a strong need to protect their interests
{c.g., the independence of the Shoreline Water District). He attributed this sentiment to
the divisions between the east and west sides and to the lack of representation and
concern for the issues of eastside residents. He said an interlocal agreement with the
Water District, like the one the City has with the Fire District, would address the City’s
responsibility to provide water services without necessitating direct City management.

(c) Barbara Goebel, 14556 28" Avenue NE, described an annual Fourth of
July parade in the Briarcrest Neighborhood in which children, dressed in patriotic
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costumes, walk to the Pinchurst Terrace Nursing Home to entertain residents. She said
the neighborhood will have to cancel the parade, a 22-year tradition, because of new
parade permit fees.

Mayor Jepsen said he participated in the first two days of the North City Design
Charrette. He expressed enthusiasm about the sub-area plan as a catalyst for change
driven by North City property owners, residents and businesses. Councilmember Lee
agreed. Mr. Deis said staff will review the results of the charrette and develop a report
for the consideration of the Planning Commission and Council in early fall.

In response to Mayor Jepsen, Mr. Deis said staff is studying a City policy on fee waivers.

Councilmember Grossman said the parade that Ms. Goebel described highlights the need
for such a policy. He asserted that the City supports such events.

In response to Councilmember Montgomery, Mr. Deis said staff will address the question
of fee waivers as a policy issue at a future Council workshop.

Councilmember Gustafson suggested the use of Neighborhood Mini-Grant funds to pay
the permit fees associated with community events such as the Fourth of July parade in
Briarcrest.

6. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA

Deputy Mayor Hansen moved to approve the agenda. Councilmember Montgomery
seconded the motion. Deputy Mayor Hansen moved to add “Parade Waiver” as
agenda item 9(b). Councilmember Ransom seconded the motion, which carried 7-0.
A vote was taken on the motion to approve the agenda, as amended, which carried
7-0.

7. CONSENT CALENDAR

Councilmember Ransom asked that Council pull the minutes of the dinner meeting of
May 22, 2000. Then he moved to approve the consent calendar, as amended.
Deputy Mayor Hansen seconded the motion, which carried 7-0, and the following
items were approved:

Minutes of Regular Meeting of May 8, 2000
Minutes of Workshop of May 15, 2000
Minutes of Regular Meeting of May 22, 2000
Minutes of Workshop of June 5, 2000
Minutes of Dinner Meeting of June 12, 2000

Approval of expenses and payroll as of June 16, 2000 in the amount of
$1,243,057.21 '
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Motion to authorize the City Manager to execute a contract with
CH2MHill for additional analysis on water service alternatives in an
amount not to exceed $49,000

Resolution No. 168 authorizing application for funding assistance for
a Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program (IAC) as provided in
Chapter 79A.15 RCW, acquisition of habitat conservation and
outdoor recreation lands '

8. ACTION ITEMS: PUBLIC HEARINGS

(a) Public hearing to consider citizens’ comments regarding Ordinance
No. 237 adopting a 65-day moratorium on franchising and right-of-
way permits for telecommunications and cable television
providers, and proposed Ordinance No. 240 extending this
moratorium untit August 11, 2000

Krnstoff Bauer, Assistant to the City Manager, noted Council consideration last week of a
proposed ordinance establishing new regulations for siting telecommunication utilities
within public rights-of-way. He explained that the extension of the moratorium is
necessary to provide time for the Planning Commission to review the proposed
ordinance.

Mayor Jepsen declared the public hearing open. Seeing no one wishing to address
Council on Ordinance No. 237 or Ordinance No. 240, Councilmember Lee moved to
close the public hearing. Councilmember Gustafson seconded the motion, which
carried 7-0.

Ordinance No. 240 adopting a thirty day extension to a moratorium
on acceptance and processing of new franchise applications for
service providers of telecommunications and cable television
services within the City of Shoreline

Councilmember Montgomery moved that Council adopt Ordinance No. 240.
Councilmember Ransom seconded the motion, which carried 7-0.

9. ACTION ITEMS: OTHER ORDINANCES, RESOLUTIONS AND MOTIONS

(2) Motion to approve the NE 185™ Street Rechannelization Project to
add a center left-turn lane and bicycle lanes to NE 185% Street
between Stone Avenue N and 1™ Avenue NE, and to make the
recommended improvements to 155™ Street

Mr. Conner reviewed the staff report and explained the proposal to rechannelize NE 185™

Street to improve vehicle, bicycle and pedestrian safety along the corridor. He noted
changes staff made to the proposal in response to concerns Council raised when:
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considering the project last fall. These concerns included: 1) the transition across Aurora
Avenue; 2) traffic congestion along 185" Street—specifically at Meridian Ave.;

3) parking at Shoreline Covenant Church; 4) and congestion at the QFC Store and police
station. He emphasized that while the proposal addresses safety issues, it will not resolve
all operational problems on 185™ Street.

Continuing, Mr. Conner described the proposal to reduce conflicting turn movement on
155™ Street. He noted that the changes will affect the Chevron station at Aurora Avenue
by precluding eastbound turns onto 155™ Street. He said Chevron management is
concerned about negative impacts on its business. He stressed that the proposed changes
will make the street much safer. In conclusion, he said restriping on 155 Street has
reduced accidents there by half.

Mayor Jepsen called for public comment.

(a)  Yolanda Byeman, represented Chevron Corporation, 14711 NE 29* Place,
Bellevue. She estimated that the proposed change will reduce business at the Chevron
station by 15 percent. She said City staff has acknowledged Chevron concerns by
redesigning the raised traffic island on 155™ Street to make it a painted island. This will
allow Chevron tanker trucks to access the station.

(b)  Richard Johnsen, 16730 Meridian Avenue N, said the problems on 185%
Street stem from decisions King County made in the 1970s. He explained that the
County originally planned two lanes of traffic and two parking lanes, but that it did not
stripe the road to differentiate between the parking and traffic lanes. He commented on
the cost of the project, and he suggested that the City simply stripe and sign 185% Street
to delineate lanes for parking and traffic.

(c) Dale Wright, 18546 Burke Avenue N, represented the Echo Lake
Neighborhood Association. He supported the City proposal. He explained that the
reconfiguration will reduce accidents, that it is relatively inexpensive, that it will have
few impacts on adjacent properties and that it will be safer for bicyclists. He concurred
that reconfiguration cannot resolve the congestion problems in the area and that
addressing such problems would be costly and time consuming., He suggested
consideration of the concerns of the Shoreline Covenant Church in the context of parking
and convenience on Sunday versus ongoing use of the street.

Councilmember Lee moved to approve the NE 185™ Street Rechannelization Project
to add a center left-turn lane and bicycle lanes to NE 185™ Street between Stone
Avenue N and 1* Avenue NE, and to make the recommended improvements to 155
Street. Deputy Mayor Hansen seconded the motion.

Councilmember Ransom raised concerns about congestion on 185™ Street west of Stone

Avenue and about congestion and lack of access to the Safeway parking lot on 1557
Street. He suggested a second driveway into Safeway from 155" Street.
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Mr. Conner said Inca Engineers suggested the proposed solution for 155% Street. He
explained that the pork-chop island and curb extension on 155" Street at the intersection
will force traffic into one lane eastbound on 155™ Street for the first 25 feet. He said the
second lane 1s added as a dedicated right turn into the Safeway parking lot. He noted that
the City will stripe the roadway to delineate a 25-foot turn lane in and a 15-foot turn lane
out.

Responding to Councilmember Lee, Mr. Deis explained the advantages of eliminating
options on 155" Street of drivers turning off Aurora Avenue. He said the changes will
force drivers to decide whether they are driving east or turning into Safeway.

Councilmember Lee was concemed abouf access to the Chevron station because it cannot
be accessed legally from Aurora Avenue N.

Councilmember Grossman supported both proposals. He appreciated the effort to replace
some of the parking for the church on a side street.

Responding to Councilmember Grossman's question, Mr. Deis confirmed the change to a
painted island from a raised island to accommodate Chevron trucks, He noted that the
City would have to preclude left turns out of Safeway to allow a left turm from Chevron
onto 155" Street in order to address safety issues. He said staff eliminated the left turn
from Chevron because many more drivers want to make the left turn from Safeway. He
added that many gas stations in highly-urbanized areas have restricted accesses.

Councilmembers Lee and Montgomery commented on the transition from two lanes to
one lane on 185" Street west of Aurora Avenue at Stone Avenue. Mr. Conner said the
most important thing is to allow drivers enough time to make the necessary adjustments.
He said the proposal includes enough distance to prevent backups onto Aurora Avenue.

Councilmember Montgomery supported the left-turn lane at Meridian Avenue. She
asked about narrowing the sidewalk to allow for a right-turn lane to southbound Meridian
Avenue. Mr. Conner said it is not feasible to remove the bike lane and narrow the
sidewalk. He explained that sychronization of the lights and installation of a turn signal
should facilitate traffic flow. He said the real solution—buying more right-of-away—can
be undertaken but not in this project.

Councilmember Gustafson supported the proposed changes to 185™ Street.

Deputy Mayor Hansen expressed skepticism that the proposed changes will resolve the
problems on 185™ Street. He said the middle turn lane will facilitate traffic flow. He
expressed concern about the safety of the bicycle lanes. He said he otherwise supports
the project. He supported the improvements to 155" Street. He asserted that ongoing
problems on 185™ Street will result in more cut-through traffic in neighborhoods.

In response to Deputy Mayor Hansen, Mr. Conner said there is slightly more traffic using
155" Street than 185" Street. He noted that the City no longer receives complaints about
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problems on 155" Street. He confirmed that the rechannelization of 155" Street included
the addition of bicycle lanes. '

Councilmember Ransom advocated that the City relocate the bus stop on eastbound 185
Street immediately east of Midvale Avenue further east. Mr. Conner agreed that this
would ease traffic congestion. He explained that it is not possible to move the bus stop.

In response to Councilmember Ransom, Mr. Conner confirmed that the proposed bicycle
lanes on 185™ Street would end just east of Aurora Avenue. He said the bike route on
Richmond Beach Road begins west of 8™ Avenue NW. He explained the intent to detour
bicycles around dangerous traffic on the hill west of Aurora Avenue on Richmond Beach
Road.

Mayor Jepsen reiterated the changes to the 155™ Street improvements depicted in
Attachment A: instead of the C curb and raised island, it is painted.

A vote was taken on the motion to approve the NE 185" Street Rechannelization
Project to add a center left-turn lane and bicycle lanes to NE 185™ Street between
Stone Avenue N and 1% Avenue NE, and to make the recommended improvements
to 155™ Street. The motion carried 7-0.

(b)  Parade Waiver

Deputy Mayor Hansen moved that all permit fees regarding the Briarcrest
Neighborhood Fourth of July Parade on 28™ NE be waived for 2000 and for future
years until such time as a specific fee waiver policy is adopted by the City of
Shoreline and as long as the parade is conducted in the same location and manner as
in prior years. Councilmember Ransom seconded the motion.

In response to Councilmember Lee, Ms. Goebel commented that the parade was not
subject to permit fees in previous years.

In response to Councilmember Lee, Mr. Deis said the permit fee for the parade did not
result from a recently adopted ordinance. He noted that staff is working to develop a
uniform policy for fee waivers for Council consideration. He indicated that he will
research the circumstances of the parade permit fee.

Councilmember Gustafson expressed support for the motion, and he stressed the need for
a uniform policy.

Deputy Mayor Hansen asserted that the motion is necessary for Council to meet its
responsibility to assist Shoreline citizens,

A vote was taken on the motion, which carried 7-0.

10. CONTINUED PUBLIC COMMENT
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(a)  Richard Johnsen, 16730 Meridian Avenue N, commented that he supports
City efforts to improve safety on 185™ Street and 155™ Street. He mentioned a lack of
attention to the original County design of 185" Street. He noted the lack of discussion of
his suggestion that the City stripe and sign 185™ Street to delineate lanes for parking and
traffic. He proposed that bicyclists share the lanes delineated for parking., He asked if
City staff canvassed people residing on 185™ Street about the impact of the elimination of
parking on 185" Street.

(b)  Dale Wright, 18546 Burke Avenue N, expressed his appreciation for the
Council philosophy of soliciting and responding to public input.

{(c)  Bill Bear, 2541 NE 165 Street, noted his understanding that the North
City neighborhood was largely not involved in the North City Design Charrette. He
reiterated his concern about the potential number of additional residential units in the
area. He stressed the need to consider other aspects of increased density besides potential
increases in tax revenues.

Deputy Mayor Hansen said he had taken Mr. Johnsen’s comments earlier in the meeting
into consideration. He asserted that a center turn lane will address the safety problems on
185" Street better than parking lanes.

Mayor Jepsen asserted his preference for implementing City solutions over implementing
the designs the County proposed originally. Councilmember Lee noted the value of
leveraging advances in traffic safety.

Mayor Jepsen stressed that he 1s concemed with much more than potential tax revenues
in constdering North City redevelopment. Mr. Deis said the North City Neighborhood

Association has been, and will continue to be, extensively involved in the North City sub-
area planning process.

Deputy Mayor Hansen commented that North City businesses and residents, not the City,
proposed and campaigned for the North City sub-area planning process.

11.  ADJOQURNMENT

At 9:38 p.m., Mayor Jepsen declared the meeting adjourned.

Sharon Mattioli, CMC
City Clerk
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Council Meeting Date: July 10, 2000 Agenda Item: 7(b)

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM
CITY OF SHORELINE, WASHINGTON

AGENDA TITLE: Approval of Expenses and Payroll as of June 22, 2000
DEPARTMENT: Finance '
PRESENTED BY: Al Juarez, Financial Operations Supervisor w?' ‘frj

EXECUTIVE / COUNCIL SUMMARY

It is necessary for the Council to approve expenses formally at the meeting. The
following claims expenses have been reviewed by C. Robert Morseburg, Auditor on
contract to review all payment vouchers.

RECOMMENDATION

Motion: | move to approve Payroll and Claims in the amount of $436,094.05 specified
in the following detail:

Payroll and benefits for May 28 through June 10 in the amount of $241,528.42 paid with
ADP checks 2887,2888, 4320 through 4382 vouchers 240001 through 240104 benefit
checks 4802 through 4811 and

the following claims examined by C. Robert Morseburg paid on May 19, 2000:

Expenses in the amount of $95,491.56 paid on Expense Register dated 6/19/00 with
the following claim checks: 4812-4830 and _

Expenses in the amount of $25,605.38 paid on Expense Register dated 6/21/00 with
the following claim checks: 4831-4854 and

Expenses in the amount of $5,978.00 paid on Expense Register dated 6/22/00 with the
following claim checks: 4855-4864 and

Expenses in the amount of $350.10 paid on Expense Register dated 6/22/00 with the
following claim check: 4878 and
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Expenses in the amount of $67,140.59 paid on Expense Register dated 6/22/00 with
the following claim checks: 4879-4881

Approved By: City Manager City Attorney
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Council Meeting Date: July 10, 2000 - Agenda Item: 7(c)

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM
CITY OF SHORELINE, WASHINGTON

AGENDA TITLE: Adoption of Resolution No. 169, Approving the Final Plat for Elena
Lane at 18034 Stone Avenue North

DEPARTMENT: Planning and Develo ices Department
PRESENTED BY: Tim Stewart, Direcm o
Daniel Bretzke, Project ngineeﬂb

EXE IVE / COUNCIL MARY

The decision before your Council is the approval of Elena Lane final plat (long
subdivision) proposed by Eric Sundquist of Viking Properties, for the property located at
18034 Stone Avenue North. The proposal would create from two lots, totaling 1.4 acres,
one recreational / drainage tract and eleven building lots and, on which eleven detached
single family homes will be built. The lot sizes range from 3,858 square feet to 5,200
square feet. (See Attachment A for final plat drawings).

Your Council approved the subject preliminary plat on April 24, 2000. Your approval
followed a public hearing held by the Planning Commission on March 30, 2000. The
Planning Commission’s recommendation for approval was subject to nineteen
conditions, which are listed later in this report.

The engineering plans have been reviewed and approved by staff. A site
development permit has been issued. All required site development including, utility and
drainage improvements, road and pedestrian improvements, and landscaping
improvements have been guaranteed with a performance bond, with improvements to
be completed within two years of final plat approval. The applicant has met the
conditions of the preliminary subdivision approvai.

The applicant complied with all requirements of the City of Shoreline Code and your
Council is asked to approve the final plat by adopting Resolution No. 169 (see
Attachment B) and authorize the Mayor to sign the final plat. After signing it will be
recorded with King County Records and Elections Division.

MEN
Staff recommends the adoption of Resolution No. 169, which will approve the eleven
(11) lot final plat of Elena Lane at 18034 Stone Avenue North and authorize the Mayor
and Planning and Development Services Director {o sign t; final plat.

Approved By: City Manager / E City Attormey
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BACKGROUND / ANALYSIS

A._Summary Information

Project Address: 18034 Stone Avenue North, Shoreline, WA 98133

Zoning: R-8 Residential (Eight (8) dwelling units per acre)

Property Size: 60,437 Square Feet (1.387 Acres)

Number of Proposed Lots: Eleven (11) residential lots, one drainage tract.

Proposed Lot Size: Lot 1: 4,212 Sq. Ft,, Lot 2: 4,225 Sq. Ft,, Lot 3: 3,906 Sq. Ft.

Lot 4: 3,663 Sq. Ft., Lot 5: 5,200 Sq. Ft., Lot 6: 4,452 Sq. Ft.,
Lot 7: 4,316 Sq. Ft,, Lot 8: 3,261 Sq. Ft., Lot 9: 3,858 Saq. Ft.,
Lot 10: 4,225 Sq. Ft., Lot 11: 4,055 Sq. Ft.
Access Tract A: 9,518 Sq. Ft.
Comprehensive Plan

Designation: Medium Density Residential
Subdivision: Elena Lane

Application No.: 2000- 00767

Applicant: Viking Properties

Property Owner: Viking Properties

B. Review Process

Action Review Authority Appeal Authority and Decision -

Making Body
Prefiminary | Planning Commission — City Council — '
Long Plat Public hearing: March 30, 2000 Public Meeting: April 24, 1998

(Subdivision) | Recommendation for approval to | Decision: Preliminary Subdivision

the City Council Approval
Final Director — City Council -
Long Plat Recommendation of approval to | Public Meeting: July 10, 2000
{Subdivision} | the City Council Decision: Final Plat Approval

The preliminary subdivision approval process required formal public notification of the
proposal, followed by an open record formal public hearing in front of the Planning
Commission. The Planning Commission made a recommendation to the City Council.
After a public meeting, the City Council made a decision on the project.

Site development engineering plans were created to show how the subdivision will
comply with the preliminary approval mitigations and code requirements. The Planning
and Development Services Department reviewed the site development plans.
Necessary corrections to the plans were made before development plan approval. After
all inspection and plan review fees were paid, a site development permit was issued.
This permit authorized the developer to fulfill the preliminary approval requirements,
such as the installation of site utilities and roads. Site development work that is not
compieted before final plat must be guaranteed by performance bonds or other surety.
These financial guarantees assure that the construction as shown on the site
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development plans will be constructed. A financial guarantee has been given to the City
of Shoreline.

| The final plat is the final document, which actually creates the new lots of a new

| subdivision. The final plat must be reviewed, approved, all taxes paid, and recorded,

before any lots are sold, or building permits for the new lots are issued. Staff reviewed
the final subdivision, and verified that all conditions of the preliminary approval have
been fulfilled. Based upon this review, the Director makes this recommendation to your
City Council for approval. '

C. Procedural History

On April 24, 2000 your Council reviewed and approved this preliminary subdivision

subject to the following conditions.

(The compliance with each condition is stated in italic.):

1. Developer shall provide and install a Surface/Storm Water Management Plan,
pursuant to the Memorandum issued by the City of Shoreline on March 21, 2000.
The Final Surface/Storm Water Management Plan and Agreement shall incorporate
the measures listed below:

(@) Surface and stormwater management must be provided as stipulated in
the following; The Technical Information Report prepared by Lovell-
Sauertand and Associates, dated 4/29/99, the letter to the City from
Lovell-Sauerland dated 3/21/00 and the plans dated 2/18/00;

(b)  Water quality protection measures shall be provided on-site with specific
locations to be determined in final engineering plans;

(c) A complete set of construction drawings is to be submitted, approved, and
a site development permit issued before construction can begin;

(d) All drainage facilities are to be dedicated through a Declaration of
Covenant Associated with Development of Detention Facility to the City of
Shoreline with recording of the final plat; and

(e)  The developer is required to provide a Drainage Easement Agreement,
establishing the legal description of the easement corridor, and providing
that said easements are to be maintained, repaired, and/or rebuilt by the
owners of the parcels and their heirs, assigns or successors.

The City must approve the Surface/Storm Water Management Plan, including
engineering details of the proposed facilities, prior to the issuance of the site
development permit.

Engineering plans were submitted fo the City of Shoreline on May 16, 2000,
which incorporated the requirements.

Water quality is being provided by an approved canister filtration system,
which is to be located in the drainage tract. The system will be maintained by
the home owners association.

Drainage facilities are dedicated to City of Shoreline by a Declaration of
Covenant as shown on the face of the final plat.

The developer has provided a drainage easement as shown on the face of
the plat.
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The City of Shoreline has approved the surface/ storm water management
plan and engineering plans before the site development permit was issued.

. Developer shall provide a 24 foot wide paved roadway (North 182" Place), with curb
and gutter as proposed on the Preliminary Development Plan submitted by Loveli-
Sauerland and Associates to the City of Shoreline on February 22, 2000, and
pursuant to the requirements of SMC Title 12.10.

The engineering plans included a 24 feet wide roadway design. The construction
of this road is guaranteed by a performance bond.

. Developer shall provide a pedestrian sidewalk on the south side and curb and
gutters on both sides of North 182™ Place as proposed on the Preliminary
Development Plan submitted by Lovell-Sauerland and Associates to the City of
Shoreline on February 22, 2000, and pursuant to the requirements of SMC Title
18.18.

The engineering plans included the design of the sidewalk. The construction of
the sidewalk is guaranteed by a performance bond.

. Developer shall provide a pedestrian sidewalk, curb and gutters on Stone Avenue
North adjacent to the site, as proposed on the Preliminary Development Plan
submitted by Lovell-Sauerland and Associates to the City of Shoreline on February
22, 2000, and pursuant to the requirements of SMC Title 18.18.

The engineering plans included the design of a separated 5 foot wide sidewalk,
landscaping, and curb and gutter for the full frontage of the project.  The
construction of this sidewalk, curb and gufter is guaranteed by a performance
bond.

. Developer shall provide an asphalt pedestrian walkway, with a painted stripe
separating the walkway from vehicular traffic to extend along the east side of Stone
Avenue from the south boundary of the site to North 180" Street and from the north
boundary of the site to North 183™ Street. This walkway shall be designed and
constructed to ensure that future sidewalk connections can be constructed to be
compatible with the sidewalk frontage for Elena Lane and to accommodate storm
drainage improvements needed to achieve compliance with the SMC/King County
Surface Water Drainage Standards.

The engineering plans include this design on the engineering plans. The
construction of this walkway is guaranteed by a performance bond.

. Developer is to provide and install non-glare strestlighting in accordance with a
lighting plan approved by Planning and Development Services.

This design is shown on the engineering plans. The instalfation of the lights is
guaranteed by a performance bond.

. The developer is required to meet the conditions established by the Shoreline Sewer
Availability Certificate issued on April 27, 1999.
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The applicant will meet the conditions required by the Shoreline Sewer District.

8. The developer is required to meet the conditions established by the Seatile Water
Availability Certificate issued on May 7, 1998,

The applicant has obtained a permit and has placed a financial guarantee to
meet the conditions of the water availability certificate.

9. The developer is required to meet the conditions established by the Shoreline Fire
Department Availability Certificate issued on 8/17/99 (and amended to complete on
9/1/99).

The Shoreline Fire Department has reviewed the location of fire hydrants and
access, fo assure compliance to the Fire Department regulations.

10.A maximum of 11 single-family homes is permitted as proposed on Preliminary
Development Plan submitted by Lovell-Sauerland and Associates to the City of
Shoreline on February 22, 2000.

The plat reflects the maximum of 11 single family homes as permitted.

11. Tree retention as provided on the Preliminary Development Plan prepared by Lovell-
Sauerland and Associates, Inc. and submitted to the City of Shoreline on February
22, 2000 shall be required for site development. In the event that trees stipulated for
retention are removed (whether inadvertently or through an approved building
permit, or by the owner of property io the South of the plat) each tree which is
removed shall be replaced by two trees of the same species as the tree that has
been removed. Each replacement tree must be a.minimum of two inches in caliper.

A tree retention plan has been submitted. Four trees, which are located in the
right of way, will be removed and replaced with eight trees.

12.Development shall provide and maintain fencing around tree preservation area for
the duration of site preparation and construction activities, in order to preserve the
natural environment existing within the site.

The site development permit has been conditioned fo protect the trees along the
southwestern boundary of the plat.

13.Development shall provide new landscape plantings, including trees, shrubs,
groundcover, and perennial/annual flowering plants, as provided on Landscaping
Plans submitted to the City of Shoreline by Burrus Design Group on February 22,
2000, and pursuant to the requirements of SMC Title 18.16.

A revised landscaping plan has been submitted and approved which is
compliance with the February Plans.

14. Development applications shall include:

{(a) a vegetation maintenance plan which describes products to be used (e.g.,
application of nutrients, pesticides and herbicides} and maintenance schedule to
minimize the introduction of products into runoff flows.
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(b} a vegetation irrigation pfan, pursuant to SMC Title 18.16.300 - 18.16.370.

(c) a performance bond or other security equivalent to 150% of the value of the
plantings, to be maintained in full force and effect for a minimum period of one year.
The performance bond or security maybe amended to continue for an additional
three years following the installation of substantial replacement vegetation.

Development plans include all of the above requirements.

15.The City must approve the Vegetation Mitigation Plan, including, pianting,
maintenance, and monitoring details, prior to the issuance of the site development
permit. Vegetation management shall be designed, implemented and-
effectively/regularly maintained by the applicant pursuant to the approved Vegetation
Mitigation Plan.

A vegelation management plan has been approved as a part of the site
development permit.

16.Development shall provide and maintain the common open space area (5,546
square feet) including fenced tot lot, grassy field, and plantings, as proposed on the
Preliminary Development Plan submitted by Lovell-Sauerland and Associates to the
City of Shoreline on February 22, 2000.

The final plat contains the following condition. “Tract B is a joint use common
recreational area as shown, and is for the use and benefit of all lot owners in this
plat, their heirs and / or assigns. This area is to be used for recreational
purposes. Usage of this area is to be restricted to the hours between 9:00 AM to
Dusk. This area shall be maintained, repaired, and or rebuilt by the owners of
the parcels having legal access therefrom and their heirs, assigns or successors,
the repair and maintenance cost shall be shared equally by the owners of parcels
having legal access therefrom or their successors. Liens may be placed against
persons not fulfilling their share of maintenance cost.”

17. Development shall provide a solid screen of wood fencing around the periphery of
the property (except at the southern boundary where the buffer of cedar trees is
retained), as proposed on the site plans submitted by Lovell-Sauerland and
Associates to the City of Shoreline on February 22, 2000

The site development plans includes location of fence and its installation has
been financially guaranteed. '

18.Owners shall be required to establish and maintain in force and effect, a Covenant
for a Homeowners' Association. The Association is to be held with undivided
interest by all lots in this subdivision. The Association (owners of the parcels having
legal access therefrom and their heirs, assigns or successors) is to be responsible
for maintaining, repairing and/or rebuilding of: (1} Open Space/Recreation Tract
- (5,546 square feet) and other common areas; (2) plantings in common areas and on
site boundaries; (3) boundary screening; and (4) infrastructure and utilities not
dedicated to the City. The Homeowners Association shall alsc be responsible for
prevention of temporary or permanent encroachment of structures or equipment
(e.g., boats, recreational vehicles) into the right-of-way and into other public areas.
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The final plat includes the following notes to assure the above conditions are met.
“All owners of lots in this plat shall provide for the maintenance and repair of all
commonly owned facilities, such as sidewalks, the private road, drainage
defention and conveyance system, and landscaping as installed as a part of this
subdivision.”

19.The onsite detention pond shall be studied and constructed to be as shallow as
possible and the outflow drain shall be constructed to drain as quickly as possible.
The grading of detention pond and the control outlet will be constructed to allow
maximum detention in large storm events, and the outflow rate is adjusted to drain
small storms quickly. This will allow for the multipurpose play area to be dry
between storms.

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends the adoption of Resolution No. 169, which will approve the eleven
(11) lot final plat at 18034 Stone Avenue North and authorize the Mayor and Planning
and Development Services Director fo sign the final plat.

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A: Copies of the final plat drawings for the subject final plat.
Copies of the approved site development permit drawings are
available at The City Planning and Development Services
Department.

Attachment B: Resolution No. 169
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Attachment B

RESOLUTION NO. 169

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF SHORELINE, WASHINGTON,
APPROVING THE FINAL PLAT OF ELENA LANE.

WHEREAS, the applicant has made application for final plat of Elena Lane, a eleven lot
subdiviston; and

WHEREAS, the City Council approved the subject preliminary plat of Elena Lane on
April 24, 2000 following a public hearing held by the Planning Commission on March 30, 2000;
and

WHEREAS, engineering and site development plans have been approved, and the
applicant has been issued a site development permit to construct all required plat improvements,
which will satisfy all requirements for final plat; and

WHEREAS, all required site development, including utility and drainage improvements,
road and pedestrian improvements, and landscaping improvements have been guaranteed with a
performance bond, with improvements to be completed within two years of final plat approval;
and

WHEREAS, the applicant complied with all requirements of the City of Shoreline
Municipal Code chapter 17.32, for recording the plat;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE
CITY OF SHORELINE, WASHINGTON AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. The Council finds that the conditions of preliminary plat approval have
been met and the requirements for recording the final plat have been satisfied.

Section 2. The final plat of Elena Lane, is approved, subject to a performance bond
guaranteeing site development will be completed within two years.

Section 3. The Mayor and the Planning and Development Director are authorized to
sign the plat, which will then be recorded with King County Records and Elections Division.

ADOPTED BY THE CITY COUNCIL ON JULY 10, 2000.

Mayor Scott Jepsen
ATTEST:

Sharon Mattioli, CMC
City Clerk
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Council Meeting Date: July 10, 2000 Agenda ltem: 7{d)

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM
CITY OF SHORELINE, WASHINGTON

AGENDA TITLE: Approval of Ordinance No. 242 Creating a Budget Amendment for
v the 2000 Facilities Operations Budget for Maintenance of the
Shoreline Pool
DEPARTMENT:  Public Works

PRESENTED BY: William L. Conner, Public Works Director 4%

EX TIVE UNCIL ARY

The purpose of this report is to complete needed repairs to the Shoreline Pool and to
obtain your Council's approval for a budget amendment to increase the General Fund
appropriations and revenues by $67,871 for a total General Fund Budget of
$25,870,289. Administratively staff will reflect this increase as expenditures within the
2000 Facilities Operations Division. This will result in an increased division budget from
$964,150 to $1,032,021.

In 1997, King County and the City of Shoreline entered into an Interlocal Agreement for
maintenance of the Shoreline Pool. The Interlocal Agreement term is from January 1,
1997 and extends through December 31, 2000. The agreement provides that the City
of Shoreline is eligible to receive reimbursement funds from King County for
maintenance /repair work performed at the Shoreline Pool facility. [n 2000, the City is
eligible to receive reimbursement funds in the amount of $67,871 from King County, the
unused balance from the original $150,000. As a result, no existing City funds would be
required for these maintenance/repair projects.

Staff is in the design stage to upgrade the Shoreline Pool facility in accordance with the
Master Plan Program. Staff is proposing to utilize King County’s reimbursement funds
to complete general maintenance items that are not covered within the Master Plan
upgrade. Staff has obtained the necessary approval from King County Parks
Department to complete the specified work items before December 31, 2000. The
County also agreed to give the City of Shoreline an additional one-year extension to
complete the work if necessary. The following work will be completed with these funds:

o Upgrade boiler system by replacing the gas/oil burner with a more reliable
and efficient burner system

* Install a back flow prevention valve to improve the boiler efficiency by
regulating water flow

» Increase boiler efficiency by increasing outside air flow capacity for
combustion air
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Replace worn out parts on the air handling system

Replace worn out pool vaives that provide water to the pool
Replace two worn out sump pumps

Waterproof the north foundation wall

Replace rusted out lifeguard towers

Refurbish cathodic protection (corrosion) to the pool filter

Ordinance No. 242 will increase the General Fund appropriations and revenues by
$67.871. This will allow the Facilities Operating 2000 budget to absorb
repair/maintenance costs associated with the Shorellne Pool facility, that will be
reimbursed by King County.

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that your Council adopt Ordinance No. 242 that amends the year
2000 General Fund Budget from $25,802,418 to $25,870,289.

Approved By: City Manager L% City Attorneg
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ORDINANCE 242

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SHORELINE,
WASHINGTON, AMENDING ORDINANCE NO. 222, AS AMENDED, BY
INCREASING THE REVENUE TO THE GENERAL FUND AND
AUTHORIZING EXPENDITURES FOR REPAIRS TO THE SHORELINE POOL

WHEREAS, the 2000 Budget was adopted in Ordinance No. 222; and

WHEREAS, in 1997 the City of Shoreline entered into an Interlocal Agreement with
King County for the transition of parks, open space, recreation facilities and programs within the
City’s boundaries; and

WHEREAS, Section 4.6 of this Interlocal Agreement providing transitional funding for
repairs to the Shoreline Pool expires December 31, 2000; and

WHEREAS, the City wishes to ntilize this source of revenue to provide repairs to the
existing pool facility; and

WHEREAS, the City of Shoreliﬁe is required by RCW 35A.33.075 to include all
revenues and expenditures for each fund in the adopted budget;

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

Section 1. Amending Section 2 of Ordinance No, 222. The City hereby amends Section
2 of Ordinance No. 222, as amended, the 2000 Annual Budget, by increasing the appropriation

from the General Fund by $67,871 to $25,870,289 and by increasing the Total Funds
appropriation to $68,575,761 as follows:

General Fund $25:802.418 25,870,289
Development Services Fund 2,372,896
Street Fund 4,147,325
Arterial Street Fund 440,608
Surface Water Mgmt. Fund 5,410,407
General Capital Fund 9,436,348
Roads Capital Fund 14,971,423
Surface Water Capital 3,137,048
General Reserve Fund 1,670,330
Equipment Replacement Fund 815,536
Vehicle Operations/ 131,790
Maintenance Fund

Unemployment Fund 62,621
Advance Travel Fund 5,140
Code Abatement Fund 104,000
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Total Funds $-6850%892 $ 68,575,761

Section 2. Funds for Shoreline Poo] Repair. The City Manager is hereby authorized to

receive $67,871 in revenue in the General Fund and expend an additional $67,871 from the
Public Works, Facility Operations Division to construct needed repairs to the Shoreline pool.

Section 3. Net Impact on the General Fund. This ordinance increases the resources for
the General Fund by $67,871 and increases the expenditure authority for the General Fund by

$67,871. This ordinance does not change the General Fund 2000 ending fund balance of
$927,391.

Section 4. Severability. Should any section, paragraph, sentence, clause or phrase of this
ordinance, or its application to any person or circumstance, be declared unconstitutional or
otherwise invalid for any reason, or should any portion of this ordinance be preempted by state or
federal law or regulation, such decision or preemption shall not affect the validity of the
remaining portions of this ordinance or its application to other persons or circumstances.

Section 5. Effective Date. A summary of this ordinance consisting of its title shall be
published in the official newspaper of the City and shall take effect and be in full force five (5)
days after the date of publication.

PASSED BY THE CITY COUNCIL ON JULY 10, 2000.

Mayor Scott Jepsen
ATTEST: APPROVED AS TO FORM:
Sharon Mattioli . Ian Sievers
City Clerk ' City Attorney
Date of Publication; , 2000
Effective Date; , 2000
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Council Meeting Date: July 10, 2000 Agenda Item: 8(a)

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM
CITY OF SHORELINE, WASHINGTON

AGENDATITLE: Adoption of Ordinance No. 241 approving a contract rezone for the
Highland Townhomes File #: 2000-000519 permitting the

development of five townhome
DEPARTMENT:  Planning and Development Sg?v’%gé\’\-
PRESENTED BY: Tim Stewart, Planning Director;
. Rachael Markle, Senior Planner Q«'J\'

EXECUTIVE / COUNCIL SUMMARY

The decision before your Council is approval of a reclassification of property (contract
rezone) at 514 North 150" Street that would permit the development of five units of
attached townhomes with secured two car garages below each unit on two parcels
totaling 17,126 square feet. The parcels are presently zoned residential six (6) units per
acre — R-6. The Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map designates these properties as
medium density (Residential 8 units per acre or Residential 12 units per acre).

The application was submitted by the property owner, Catherine Gilbert on March 31,
2000, and was determined to be complete on April 14, 2000. A Mitigated Determination
of Non Significance (MDNS) was issued on May 17, 2000. A public hearing before the
Planning Commission was opened and closed on June 15, 2000.

The Planning Commission Findings and Recommendation (Exhibit A) contains findings
of fact, conclusions, and conditions considered by the Planning Commission. The
Planning Commission agreed with staff's recommendation of approval. The Planning
Commission voted 8-1 to approve the proposed reclassification of property. The draft
minutes from the hearing are also included in Exhibit A for reference.

Your Council is the final decision making authority for approval or denial of the proposed
contract rezone. An open record public hearing was previously conducted before the
Planning Commission.  Therefore your Council’s review must be based upon the
written record. No new testimony may be heard.

RECOMMENDATION

Both the Planning Commission and staff recommend that your Council adopt Ordinance
No. 241 approving the Reclassification of Property (Contract Rezone) of the subject
property, subject to the Planning Commission’s Findings and Recommendation. By
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h

approving this contract rezone, your Council will allow the applicant to submit the plans
and studies required for building permit approval. '

ATTACHMENTS

Exhibit A: Planning Commission Findings and Recommendation
Attachment A: Conditions
Attachment B: SEPA Threshold Determination
Attachment C: Site Plan
Attachment D: Landscape Plan
Attachment E: Building Elevations
Attachment F. Draft Minutes of June 15, 2000 Public Hearing
Exhibit 8: Zoning Map Amendment and Legal Description
Exhibit C: Ordinance 241
Exhibit D: Concomitant Agreement
Attachment A: Conditions

Approved By: City Manager L_jz City Attorne
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EXHIBIT A

Commission Meeting Date: June 15, 2000

PLANNING COMMISSION FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATION
CITY OF SHORELINE, WASHINGTON

AGENDA TITLE: Highlands Townhomes - Rezone from Residential 6-units per acre
(R-6) to Contract Rezone at 514 North 150" Street

After reviewing and d:lscussmg the Highlands Townhomes proposal to rezone property
located at 514 North 150™ Street at a public hearing on June 15, 2000 and considering the
testimony and written comments presented, the Shoreline Planning Commission makes
the following Findings, Conclusions, and Recommendations to the Shoreline City
Council.

1. PROPOSAL '
The proposed reclassification of property located at 514 North 150" Street would rezone
the existing R-6 zone to a Contract Zone. The subject property consists of two parcels
located on the southwest corer of North 150" Street and Westminster Way North. The
rezone is necessary for the applicant to develop five units on the subject site. The
applicant proposes to construct a five unit attached townhouse development on the lots.

The application was submitted by Catherine Gilbert on March 31, 2000 and was
determined to be complete on April 14, 2000. The owners of the property are Catherine
and John Gilbert. A Mitigated Determination of Non Significance (MDNS) was issued
on May 17, 2000. The Contract zone proposed by the applicant complies with the
density guidelines for development in the Medium Density Residential land use
designation as stated in Shoreline’s Comprehensive Plan. Details of the proposal include:

A. Five attached two story townhomes with secured two car garages below each unit;

B. The footpnnt of the proposed buildings is 3,415 square feet, covering 20% of the lot

C. Total impervious surface, including the footprint of the building, the driveway, and
walkways is to cover 8,097 square feet, covering 47% of the lot;

D. Individual units, although still in the design stage, will be approximately 1,285 square
feet in area not including 598 square feet of secured garage space with two or three
bedrooms and two and a half baths;

E. Vehicular access accommodated by a 16 feet wide joint use driveway located on

North 150" Street;
9,029 square feet of open space and landscaped areas;

. The height of the townhomes will not exceed 32.5 feet above current grade of the

land;

H. Architectural elements, such as staggering the buildings, front porches on each unit,
pitched roofs, and the utilization of a mixture of exterior materials including wood
shingle and bevel siding;

I. Planned retention of five existing pine trees on the East side of the lots

Q™

50




J. A landscape plan that includes Chanticleer Pear trees, Newport Flowering Plum trees,
Katsura Trees, Vine Maples, Blue Spruce, a variety of evergreen and flowering
shrubs, and a variety of ground covers;

K. Properties to the North and West will be buffered from the development by the
proposed landscaping and the installation of a 6 feet high wooden fence around the
perimeter of the property;

L. Pedestrian access via walkways from the front porch of each umit to the proposed
sidewalk adjacent to the property on Westminster Way; and

M. Construct a 6 feet wide sidewalk with a four feet wide landscaped amenity zones
adjacent to the property on Westminster Way and North 150™ Street.

II. FINDINGS

1. SITE-

1.1 The subject property consists of two parcels totaling approximately 17,137 square
feet (.39 acres) in area.

1.2 One single-family house in poor condition is now located on the property. The
proposal requires demolition of this house.

1.3 There are several pines and Douglas fir trees located on the East Side of the
property.

1.4 The site is basically flat with an approximate grade change of 2%,

2. NEIGHBORHOOD

2.1 The subject property is in the Highland Terrace Neighborhood and adjacent to the
Westminster Triangle Neighborhood. -

2.2 The site is bounded by North 150" Street, which is classified as a residential street
and Westminster Way, which is classified as a principal arterial and fruck route.

2.3 Single family housing is located to the North, East, and West of the subject
property. Directly South of the subject property are an auto repair shop, an
insurance office, and apartments.

2.4 The subject property is located less than one half mile from regional businesses
(Central Market Complex) to the north and within a quarter mile of mixed
business and residential uses to the South.

3. COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

3.1  The Shoreline Comprehensive Plan has established a growth target of 1,600 —
2,400 new housing units during the 20-year planning period.

3.2 The Comprehensive Plan Land Use Designation Map identifies the subject parcels
as Medium Density Residential. Adjacent properties to the north along
Westminster Way and Fremont Avenue North are also designated as medium
density. Please refer to Exhibit D: Comprehensive Land Use Map.

33 The current residential density of 2.5 umits per acre indicates the site is
underutilized and is not consistent with the density goals of the Comprehensive
Plan. The Comprehensive Plan stipulates that R-8 or R-12 zoning is appropriate
for medium density residential areas. The permitted base density for Medium
Density Residential will not exceed 12 dwelling units per acre.
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4. ZONING

4.1

4.2

The designated zone for the subject property is Residential 6 units per acre (R-6).

The R-6 zone is not consistent with the Comprehensive Plan’s Medium Density
Residential land use designation.

Although a simple reclassification of the property could be allowed, a contract rezone is
desirable due to the ability to apply specific design restraints. The reclassification of the
zone to a Contract Rezone with residential 12 units per acre density would bring the
property into compliance with the Comprehensive Plan.

S. ISSUES

5.1

52

53

5.4

55

5.6

5.7

Density: A density of 12 units per acre would be created by the development of
this project. This density complies with the density goals specified for the
Residential Medium Density land use designation.
Stormwater control: In order to mitigate downstream impacts on the Boeing
Creek Subbasin associated with the construction of increased impervious surface
on this site, the project proponent shall construct stormwater management
improvements that are consistent with the Shoreline Comprehensive Plan and the
1998 King County Surface Water Design Manual. At a minimum, this measure
requires the applicant shall submit project plans and supporting calculations with
their application for a building permit that demonstrate Level 2 flow control for
the proposed development. The applicant shall also be required to comply with
the other core requirements in the 1998 King County Surface Water Design
Manual.
Architectural design elements: The applicant has provided schematic elevation
drawings of the proposed townhomes to show architectural elements that will be
incorporated in the design. The applicant may make minor changes to materials
and design.
Landscaping and tree retention: The applicant has provided a detailed landscaping
plan. The applicant has also denoted the retention of five pine trees along the East
side of the property adjacent to Westminster Way. The applicant may make minor
changes in the type and location of landscaping depicted in the plan. A
landscaping plan, stamped by a licensed landscaping archltect will be submitted
with the building permit.
Parking and pedestrian access: Off-street parking will be provided in two car
garages located below each townhome. The entrances to each garage will be
located on the West side (rear) of the units and accessed from North 150" Street
by a joint use driveway. Guests may park in front of the garages. Paved
walkways are shown on the site plan providing.pedestrian access from each
townhome to the proposed sidewalk on Westminster Way.
Street frontage mlprovements The standard 1mprovements to Westminster Way
and North 150" Street adjacent to the property shall include construction of a
concrete sidewalk that is a minimum of six-feet wide and a four-feet wide
landscape amenity zone between the curb and sidewalk. The landscaping strip
must include street trees chosen from the City’s approved street tree list. Project
plans demonstrating compliance with this condition shall be submitted as a
requirement for the building pemut
Adequacy of water and sewer services: An approved Certificate of Water
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Availability was received from the Shoreline Water Department. An approved
Certificate of Sewer Availability was received from the Shoreline Wastewater
Management District.

5.8  The applicant held a Neighborhood Meeting on March 31, 2000 after noticing
property owners located within 500 feet of the proposed development.
Approximately fifieen people attended. The applicant reported only supportive
comments about the project.

5.9 Traffic: According to the 5™ Edition of the Institute of Transportation Engineering

1ip (Generation Manual the osed townhome development would generate an
estimated 10.71 automobile trips on weekdays per unit or a total of 53.55
antomobile trips per weekday for the site,
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5.10

Public Comment Letters: Two letters were received during the public comment

period from Ginger Botham and Brad Hackett /Kyoung Weston.

Summary of Public Comment

Issue

Addressed by
Code or Conditions

Staff Response

The placement of the Notice of
Application Sign was too high to
reach fliers

N/A

Staff placed a second sign on the property on level
ground '

Width of roadway is not adequate
at 16 feet

Code

According to the 1993 King County Road Standards
Chapter 3: 3.01 Driveways (3}(2) A joint use driveway
tract may be used to serve two parcels. The minimum
width of the tract (not paved driveway) shall be 20 feet.
Residential driveway width is required to be a minimum
of 10’to a maximurn of 20°. Therefore, the proposed 16
feet of paved driveway is adequate.

Length of driveway does not meet
Code

Code

Since the proposed development is using a joint use
driveway for access, the required linear 20 feet of
driveway is measured from the garage entrance to the
street property line on North 150 Street along the
centerline of the driveway to the entrance of the garage.
‘The measurements indicate there is at least 20 feet of
driveway between the garages & the street property line.

Will the _units be for sale or rent?

N/A

The applicant has not determined this aspect of the
project. This information is not part of the City of
Shoreline’s review for the Reclassification of Property.

A private roadway into a 5-unit
proiect requires a sidewalk on one
side of the private road.

Code

According to the 1993 King County Road Standards
Chapter 3: 3.01 Driveways (3)(2) “A joint use driveway
tract may be used to serve two parcels...”, therefore the
access to this development is not considered a private
roadway. Joint use driveways do not require the
construction of a sidewalk on one side.

Concern  about controlling the
erosion of the embankment on the
NE comer of the lot

Code

According to Chapter 16.82 of the King County
Integrated Code, which presently governs grading in the
City of Shoreline, Section 16.82.100 states (A) “No slope
of cut and fill surfaces shall be steeper than is safe for the
intended use and shall not exceed two horizontal to one
vertical, unless otherwise approved by the director.”” In
addition Section 16.82 (B) Erosion Control states “(a)ll
disturbed areas including faces of cuts and fill siopes
shall be prepared and maintained to control erosion...”

Opposed to multi family
development in a single family
neighborhooed

Code

The Development Code states that a reclassification of
property must be consistent with the Comprehensive
Plan. The Comprehensive Plan states that a Residential
12 units per acre zoning designation, which permits
townhouse development, is appropriate for these parcels.
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IH. CONCLUSIONS

1. The proposed rezone to permit the development of this project is in conformance with
the Shoreline Comprehensive Plan and the Washington State Growth Management

- Act. ) '

2. The proposed development is an appropriate land use for the subject property
providing a transition between the neighborhood businesses and offices located to the
South of the property and the residential land uses bordering the subject property on
the North, East, and West. The architectural design elements proposed as part of this
development are consistent with the character of the nei ghborhood.

3. The proposal will provide adequate water, sewer, and stormwater service to the new
townhomes and will not depreciate the level of service provided to abutting
properties.

4. The proposed development will assist the City of Shoreline in meeting its housing
production targets as established by King County to meet its obligation under the
Growth Management Act.

5. The proposal will provide amenities (e.g., pen space, landscaping, pedestrian
facilities) that will ensure compatibility with neighborhood land uses. ' .

6. The Contract Zoning Agreement will provide certainty about what will be developed

on the site.

IV. RECOMMENDATION

The Planning Commission recommends that the Reclassification of Property (Contract
Rezone) be approved subject to the Concomitant Rezone Agreement and conditions
described in Atiachment A. )

ATTACHMENTS _
Attachment A: Conditions
Attachment B: SEPA Threshold Determination
Attachment C: Site Plan
Attachment D: Landscape Plan
Attachment E: Building Elevations
Attachment F: Draft Minutes of the June 15, 2000 Public Hearing

ol L

Marlit-Gabbert, Planming Commission Chair Déte
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Attachment A

CONDITIONS OF CONCOMITANT REZONE AGREEMENT
AND COVENANT RUNNING WITH THE LAND
Contract Zone No. CZ-00-01

The rezone of the property is subject to the conditions recited herein as follow:

1.

This Contract Rezone Agreement must be ratiﬁed by all parties and recorded against the
properties in order to be a valid agreement.

The total number of dwelling units permitted shall be five (5).

3. The project shall comply with all mitigation measures as specified in the Mitigated

Determination of Non-Significance (MDNS), Attachment B.

The project shall be constructed according to the architectural design shown on the building
elevation plans, Attachment ITI, with allowances for minor changes to materials and desi gn.

The project shall be constructed according to the site design shown on the site plan,
Attachment IV, with allowance for minor changes and shall comply with the Shoreline
Municipal Code Chapters 18.12, 18.14, and 18.18.

The project shall be constructed according to the Landscape Plan, Attachment V with
allowances for minor changes to materials and design and shall comply with the Shoreline
Municipal Code Chapter 18.16: Development of Standards — Landscaping and Water Use.

Fencing located in the front yard setback shall be a maximum of 3 % feet high based on the

standards in the Development Code adopted by City Council on June 12, 2000.

Stormwater management for the site shall meet the standards in the Development Code

adopted by City Council on June 12, 2000
Verify with the Shoreline Fire Department the adequacy of the proposed access to

accommodate emergency vehicles and make adjustments to the site plan if necessary to
ensure adequate emergency access.
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ATTACHMENT B

SHORFI INE - Planning and Development Services
. o _ 17544 Midvale Avenue N,
' Shoreline, WA 9813349
_ o : L (206) 546-1811 0Fax_(_206)546-37§:
SEPA THRESHOLD MITIGATED DETERMINATION OF NONSIGNIFICANCE (MDNS)

RECLASSIFICATION OF PROPERTY FROM-R:6 TO CONTRACT ZONE
DEVELOPMENT OF FIVE ATTACHED TOWNHOMES

Date of Issuance May 17, 2000 |

Applicant: - John Gilbert Construction

Project Number:  2000-000519 -

Parcel Number: 951110009408 and 951110-008905

Location of Proposal: 514 North 150* Street |
Description of Construct a 5-unit attached townhouse development, which wil]
Proposal; include two car garages located below each two story unit, a common

open space area, stormwater management improvements, sidewalk
and frontage improvements, and associated ing, One single
family home will be demolished to accommodate this project. .
- Project area is approxim ately 17,137 square feet (.39 acres )
Residential, 6 Dwelling Units/Acre (R-6) :
Proposed Zoning: Contract Zone (CZ): Residential, 12 Dwelling Units/Acre (R-12) with
Contracted Conditions :

Medium Density Residential -~ 7 to 12 Dwelling Units/Acre

Current Zoning: -

Comprehensive Plan;

THRESHOLD DETERMINATION: Mitigated Determination of Nonsignificance (MDNS)
The City of Shoreline has determined that the proposal, as modified by the required mitigation
measures, will not have a probable significant adverse impact on the environment and fhat an '
environmental impact statement is not required under RCW 43.21C.030(2)(G). This decision was
made after review of the environmental checklist, preliminary site plans, conceptual building
elevations, public comment letters, and other information on file with the lead agency. This
information is available to the public upon request at no charge.

MITIGATION MEASURES: _ _ : '

The following mitigation measures and conditions are required to clarify and change the proposal in
- accordance with WAC 197-11-350: : :

L. Pedestrian Safety and Aesthetics - E o

In order to mitigate adverse impacts to pedestrian safety and aesthetics associated with this
proposal, the project proponent shall construct frontage improvements along the portion of

Westminster Way abutting the site that are consistent with the ‘Shoreline Comprehcnsivc Plan.
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Improvements shail include construction of a concrete sidewalk that is a minimum of six feet wide

and a four-foot wide landscape amenity zone with appropriate plantings between the sidewalk and
the vehicle travel lane. Project plans demonitrating compliance with this condition shall be
submitted as a requirement for the bulldmg pcnmt. T _

2. Stormwater Management | : o :
In order to mitigate downstream impacts on the Boeirig Creek Subbasin associated with the

construction of increased impervious surface on this site, the project proponent shall construct

stormwater management improvements that are consistent with the Shoreline Comprehensive Plan

and the 1998 King County Surface Water Design Manual. At a minimum, the applicant shall

submit project plans and supporting calculations with their application for 2 building permit that.
demonstrate Level 2 flow control for the proposed development. The applicant shall also be

required to comply with the other core requirements in the 1998 King County Surface Water Design

PUBLIC COMMENT AND APPEAL INFORNIATION

The optional DNS process in WAC 197-11-355 is being used. There is no comment period for this
MDNS (WAC 197-11-355(a)). A Notice of Application (NOA) was issued for this project on April
19,2000. The NOA stated that the lead agency intended to issue an MDNS for this project and
identified proposed mitigation measures. The comment period for the NOA closed on May 4, 2000.
Please see the information provided below regarding a public hearing on this proposal.”

‘This SEPA threshold determination may bé appealed within 21 calendar days of the date of

issuance. Appeals of SEPA threshold determination must be received by the City Clerk’s

" Office at 17544 Midvale Avenue North, Shoreline, WA 98133 by 5:00 p.m. on June 6, 2000.

Appeals must include a fee of $350.00 and must comply with the requirements of S.M.C. 16.45.030
and Resolution 130, Exhibit A, Section 7. '

The Shoreline Planning Commission will hold 2

Thursday, June 15, 2000 at 7:00 p.1t. in the Board Room, Shoreline Conference Ceanter,
18560 First Avenue N.E., Shoreline,

Washington. The public hearing is being held to consider
public comments on this proposal. All interested persons are encouraged to attend the public
hearing and may provide written and/or oral testimony at this hearing. For questions about this -
proposal, please contact Rachael Markle at 206.546.6778, or write to Planning and Development
Services, City of Shoreline, 17544 Midvale Avenue N., Shoreline, WA 98133. - '

public hearing on this proposal on

%WM | ‘5//4;{/00

Eﬁabe Snedeker - 7" Date
SEPA Responsible Official ' : :

Planning and Development Services
City of Shoreline
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II1. CONCLUSIONS

1.

The proposed rezone to permit the development of this project is in conformance with
the Shoreline Comprehensive Plan and the Washington State Growth Management
Act. '

The proposed development is an appropriate land use for the subject property
providing a transition between the neighborhood businesses and offices located to the
South of the property and the residential land uses bordering the subject property on
the North, East, and West. The architectural design elements proposed as part of this
development are consistent with the character of the neighborhood.

The proposal will provide adequate water, sewer, and stormwater service to the new
townhomes and will not depreciate the level of service provided to abutting
properties.

The proposed development will assist the City of Shoreline in meeting its housing
production targets as established by King County to meet its obligation under the
Growth Management Act.

The proposal will provide amenities (e.g., open space, landscaping, pedestrian
facilities) that will ensure compatibility with neighborhood land uses.

The Contract Zoning Agreement will provide certainty about what will be developed
on the site.

1V. RECOMMENDATION

The Planning Commission recommends that the Reclassification of Property (Contract
Rezone) be approved subject to the Concomitant Rezone Agreement and conditions
described in Attachment A.

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A: Conditions

Attachment B: SEPA Threshold Determination

Attachment C: Site Plan

Attachment D: Landscape Plan

Attachment E: Building Elevations

Attachment F: Draft Minutes of the June 15, 2000 Public Hearing

Marlin Gabbert, Planning Commission Chair Date
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ATTACHMENT C
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CITY OF SHORELINE

SHORELINE PLANNING COMMISSION
SUMMARY MINUTES OF REGULAR MEETING

June 15, 2000 Shoreline Conference Center
7:00 P.M._ o _ . _ Board Room

PRESENT STAFF PRESENT

Chair Gabbert Tim Stewart, Director, Planning & Development Services

Vice Chair McAuliffe Kk McKinley, Planning Manager, Planning & Development Services
Commissioner Monroe Rachael Markle, Senior Planner, Planning & Development Services
Commussioner Doering Jeff Thomas, Planner, Planning & Development Services
Commuissioner Maloney Ian Sievers, City Attorney

Commissioner Doennebrink

Commissioner Harris

Commissioner Marx (arrived at 7:01)
Commissioner McClelland

1. CALL TO ORDER

The regular meeting was called to order at 7:00 p.m. by Chair Gabbert, who presided.

2. ROLL CALL

Upon roll call by the Commission Clerk, the following Commissioners were present: Chair Gabbert,
Vice Chair McAuliffe, Commissioners Doering, Monroe, Maloney, Harris, Doennebrink and

McClelland. Commissioner Marx arrived at the meeting at 7:01 p.m.

3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA

The agenda was amended as follows:
@ Move litem 8a (Public Hearing) to Item 6.

o Move Item 6 (Reports to the Commissioners) to Item 7.
a Move ltem 7 (Staff Reports) to Item 8
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Add Ttem 7a~—A report by Commissioner Monroe regarding the recent meeting he attended with
Bob Deis and Tim Stewart. ‘

Add Item 7b—A letter from Concerned Citizens of Shoreline regarding a meeting.

Add Item 7c—Recognition of Past Planning Commission Chairs.

Add Item 10a—Phase Il Zoning Map.

Add Item 10b—Overlay Districts in North City.

OO0 oo

4. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

5. PUBLIC COMMENT

Walt Hagen, 71T North 193" Street, said that he represents the group “Concerned Citizens for
Shoreline.” He distributed two letters that were provided to the Council at their last meeting expressing
their concerns related to the design of the Aurora Corridor. When analyzing Alternative 2, which was
the City Council’s preference, the group did not find any relief of traffic congestion or improvement in
the traffic flow in the east and west directions. He provided the group’s analysis outlining their ideas for
improving the traffic flow on Aurora.

6. PUBLIC HEARING

6a. Type-C Action: Contract Rezone of Property Located at 514 North 150 Street (Highiands
Townhomes)

Chair Gabbert reminded the Commissioners of the rules regarding the Appearance of Fairness and the
public hearing procedures.

THE PUBLIC HEARING WAS OPENED.

There were no ex parte declarations made by any of the Commissioners. There was no one in the
audience who challenged any Commissioner’s participation in the hearing.

Ms. Markle presented the staff report that was provided to the Commission prior to the meeting and
affirmed to tell the truth. She said the proposal before the Commission is the reclassification of property
located at 514 North 150® Street at the intersection of Westminster Way. The applicant has requested
that the property be rezoned from R-6 to a contract rezone to allow for the construction of a 5-unit
attached development on two parcels totaling approximately 17,126 square feet. Each unit would be two
stories with secured, two-car garages below. Access would be provided from a joint-use driveway from
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North 150" Street. The units would face Westminster Way and include porches with walkways leading
to the proposed frontage improvements.

Ms. Markle said the current zoning of R-6 is not in compliance with the City’s adopted Comprehensive
Plan land use designation of medium density. The Comprehensive Plan states that appropriate zones for
medium density are either R-8 or R-12. By rezoning the property as the applicant has requested, the
zoning would be brought into compliance with the Comprehensive Plan.

Ms. Markle pointed out that the applicant has requested a contract rezone instead of a straight rezone to
R-12 for the purpose of providing assurance to the public of the scale and design of the development that
will occur on the site. Should the rezone be approved, the applicant would be bound by a concomitant
agreement to build as specified on the plans that are approved. Upon completion of a SEPA review
process, a Mitigated Determination of Non-Significance was issued, and two mitigation measures
regarding pedestrian safety and aesthetics and stormwater management were established and
incorporated into the recommended conditions of approval. Issues raised in the comment letters
received from the public were addressed in the staff report using the Shoreline Municipal Code and the
1993 King County Road Standards.

Ms. Markle concluded that the proposed project is in conformance with the Shoreline Comprehensive
Plan and the Washington State Growth Management Act. The proposal provides amenities such as open
space, landscaping and pedestrian facilities to this neighborhood and would act as a transition area
between neighborhood business to the south and the single-family homes bordering the subject property.
She advised that staff recommends approval of the reclassification of the subject property from R-6 to a
contract rezone subject to the conditions noted and based on the Findings of Fact and Conclusions.

Comumussioner Doennebrink inquired if the driveway for the proposed development would be in the
same location as the existing driveway. Ms. Markle answered that it is proposed to come off of North
150" Street, and would be required to meet all of the code standards. Commissioner Doennebrink
expressed concern about the safety of allowing a driveway to be located so close to the intersection at
Westminster Street. Ms. Markle said that after preliminary review, this driveway location was found
acceptable by the engineering staff.

Commussioner Doennebrink inquired if any trees would be removed. Ms. Markle said that a few trees
would be removed. Commissioner Doennebrink inquired if the bank would be lowered. Ms. Markle
said that there cannot be more than a 2/1 slope, so the bank would either have to be graded or some type
of rockery or wall would have to be constructed. These i 1issues could be worked out as part of the
building permit phase.

Commissioner Doering questioned the location of the playground, and inquired whether it would be
open to the public and who would maintain it. Ms. Markle replied that the playground would be
maintained by the homeowners as a private playground.
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Commissioner Monroe suggested that it would be helpful to the Commission if topographical maps were
provided as part of the staff report,

Commissioner McClelland agreed with Commissioner Doennebrink’s concerns regarding the driveway
location and traffic on Westminster. At this time North 150 Street is used as a cut through for people
going from Dayton to Westminster in both directions. She questioned whether the transportation staff
specifically reviewed the use of North 150" Street for access. Ms. Markle explained that this issue
would be addressed during the building permit phase, and all aspects of project would have to meet the
current code standards. She noted that preliminary review has indicated that the location of the driveway
would be acceptable.

Vice Chair McAuliffe requested that staff explain why the applicant has proposed a contract rezone
instead of a straight rezone. Ms. Markle responded that the applicant wanted to provide assurance as to
the type of development that would be provided on the site. With a contract rezone, the applicant
provides information as to the location and type of development as well as the landscaping that would
occur on the site. Ms. Markle added that R-12 zoning would allow five units on the subject property, as
well.

Catherine Gilbert, applicant, 23485 Timber Lane, Woodway, affirmed that her testimony would be the
truth. She explained that after discussions with City staff, she and her husband opted to propose a
contract rezone so that they could provide more detailed development plans to the City and the
surrounding property owners. They would like to have the support of both the staff and the public.
They are known for their quality work and desire to see the project through to fortuity. They recognize
that this area has a lot of potential.

Ms. Gilbert indicated that the playground proposed on the site would be a private open space supported
and maintained by the property owners. She also stated that they have completed a lot of research on
behalf of this project, and they are aware of the issues surrounding the location of the driveway and the
slope of the bank.

Vice-Chair McAuliffe inquired if the units would be sold or rented. Ms. Gilbert answered that this is a
financial decision that will be made after the applicants have gone through the permitting process. It
could be a mixture of both. The end product will be a high-caliber, five-unit residential project with
staggered design. The target population is professionals with one or two-person households. The living
area will be about 1,300 square feet, and the garage and storage space will be about 600 square feet.

Commissioner McClelland inquired if there would be two floors above the garage. Ms. Gilbert said that
there would be two floors above the garage, but the buildings would not exceed the maximum height
limit. She referred to the elevation drawings that depict both the first and second floor of each units.
The garage would be below the street elevation.
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Commuissioner McClelland inquired who would be responsible for the development once it is completed.
Ms. Gilbert assured the Commission that whether the units are rented or sold, the applicant will insure
that the person in charge will be responsible. Chair Gabbert cautioned that the issue of whether the units
will be sold or rented is not germane to the rezone proposal and should not be discussed further.

The Commission continued to discuss the elevation of the proposed units. Chair Gabbert clarified that
from the street, the units will appear as two stories, but on the driveway side, the units will be three
stories to accommodate the garage. Ms. Gilbert referenced a map showing the south and east elevations
of the proposed development (Page 24 of the Staff Report).

Vice-Chair McAuliffe inquired if each individual unit would be responsible for placing their garbage out
on the street. Ms. Gilbert answered affirmatively. There would be no covered garbage space along the
street. Garbage will be stored in the individual garages until the pick up day.

Ms. Gilbert reassured the neighbors that this type of development would have a positive impact to their
neighborhood. A lot of very nice landscaping would be provided on the site. She added that they have
already held one neighborhood mecting and they will probably hold another neighborhood meeting in
the future.

Brad Hackett and Kyoung Weston, 15021 Westminster Way North, affirmed to tell the truth. Mr.
Hackett referred to a letter they submitted to the City regarding the issue. He said they are not opposed
to the development of the property, but they are concerned about the quality of tenants that will live in
the units if they are rented. They would not be as concerned if the units were owner-occupied. He said
he is also concerned about the erosion of the bank along Westminster, and requested that a rockery be
required. He also inquired how far towards Westminster Street the six-foot fence would extend.

Ms. Gilbert clarified that the steep embankment is the right-of-way and these concerns should be
addressed towards the City. The area between the property line and the street is not owned by the
applicant. The fencing would only go to the subject property line. She clarified that they intend to
retain as many of the trees as possible. However, the City staff has indicated that a few trees present a
danger and should be taken down. There is a substantial landscape buffer between the subject property
and the property owner to the north. The survey markers are in place already and they are significantly
back from the grade that has been a subject of concern. Specific solutions to the erosion problem would
be addressed during the design and permitting process.

Ms. Gilbert pointed out that there are many single-family homes in the area, and they are currently being
rented. Even if the units are sold to individual property owners, there is no guarantee that the units
would not be rented out for various reasons. Again, Chair Gabbert cautioned that the Commission
should not be considering the issue of whether the units would be rental or owner-occupied.

Chair Gabbert suggested that if a citizen has a concem regarding the erosion of the bank or about the
possibility of the proposed development impacting an adjacent property, they should direct their
questions to the staff so that they can be considered as part of the building permit review. Ms. Markle
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pointed out that one of the building permit conditions that not more than a 2:1 be maintained. If it is not,
then a rockery or some other type of erosion control would have to be placed on the slope.

Mary Jo Heller, 14804 North Park Avenue North (the Westminster Triangle Neighborhood), affirmed
that her testimony would be the truth. She said her neighborhood is concemed about the steep
embankment and the possibility of erosion. The neighborhood’s other concern is the issue of ingress
and egress and the number of cars that would be accessing the subject property. If there are five units,
then there is a potential for 25 cars. Lastly, she asked that the next neighborhood meeting be held at a
reasonable time so that working people could attend.

Ms. Gilbert clarified that two-car garages would be provided for each unit, with additional space in the
driveway for two additional cars to park. In addition, there is also parking space near the playground
area. Ms. Gilbert said that the last neighborhood meeting was very positive, and she wished Ms, Heller
could have been there. She said that the Highland Terrace, Highlands and Westminster neighborhoods
are all invited to attend the neighborhood meetings.

Ms. Heller said that as a whole, she understands the concern for density. The neighborhood feels that
this is a good project if the concerns are addressed. The potential for 25 cars must be considered. The
property can accommodate the proposed number of units if the traffic issues can be mitigated.

THE PUBLIC PORTION OF THE HEARING WAS CLOSED.

Commissioner Harris expressed his opinion that the project is attractively designed and fits in with the
other townhouse development that is in this area. As far as density, if the zoning ts not changed then
two large homes could be built on the lot, each with accessory dwelling units. The total number of
bedrooms would probably be equal to that of five townthomes. He said he is familiar with the Gilbert’s
townhome development in Richmond Beach, and it is first class.

Commissioner Doering agreed that the project is very aftractive. She said she is hoping that there will
- less traffic than some fear because of the development’s close proximity to public transportation and
other amenities.

Commussioner Doennebrink agreed with Commissioners Doering and Harris. He said his only concermn
1s regarding traffic.

Vice Chair McAuliffe said he ltkes the project as proposed, and he hopes that they do sell them as
condominiums. It will be a very attractive addition to the City of Shoreline.

Commissioner McClelland agreed with the Commissioners who have previously spoken. However, she
is concerned about the number of trips coming from that single driveway onto a very small street on a
daily basis. This should be carefully considered. She said she does not have a concern with the density
that is being proposed, and if the units are high-end rental units, then perhaps the neighborhood concemn
is not a major factor.
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Commussioner Maloney inquired if all of the concerns in Ginger Botham’s letter have been addressed in
the proposal. Ms. Markle said that to the best of her knowledge they have been addressed in the staff
report. Commissioner Maloney inquired if it is the staff’s opinion that Ms. Botham’s observations are
inaccurate. Ms. Markle answered affirmatively. Commissioner Maloney said Ms. Botham has given a
great deal of information to the Commission in the past, and he has often felt that she was befter
informed than he on some issues. Therefore, he is reluctant to think that all of her issues are inaccurate.
Ms. Markle said that she reviewed Ms. Botham’s issues with several other staff members to make sure
that they were addressed adequately.

Commissioner Maloney said he is concerned about the garbage trucks, mail trucks, etc. all servicing
these units from North 150™ Street. This issue needs to be fully addressed. He pointed out that there is
totally inadequate turn around space for garbage trucks or any type of emergency vehicle to enter the
driveway. While he feels that the proposed project is attractive, he would be more comfortable with four
units instead of five.

Commissioner Monroe said he is also concerned about the large amount of impervious surface proposed
for the property. The City already has a major flooding problem. Even with all of the mitigation
Shoreline is requiring from developers, the problem only seems to be getting worse. He questioned if
there are any provisions for draining the below grade garages during heavy storms.

Chair Gabbert said he agrees with the other Commissioners that the proposal appears to be a quality
project. The site is being used well, but he agreed that the turn around space may be inadequate. He
also agreed that there could be a traffic problem on North 150™ Street.

Commissioner Marx referred to the required six-foot fence, which needs to be only 3% feet for that area
that is within the front yard setback as indicated in the recently approved Development Code. Ms.
Markle pointed out that this requirement is not applicable to the application because it was submitted
prior to approval of the Development Code. If the Commission wishes to include this as a condition,
they must do so through a formal action.

e

Commissioner McClelland inquired if the area identified as a playground is required by the code. Ms.
Markle answered that there is a requirement for open space, but this is in excess of that requirement.
Commissioner Mc¢Clelland pointed out that the site plan could be adjusted to provide more turn around
space by decreasing the size of the play area. Ms. Markle agreed that is a possibility.
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The Commission discussed an amendment to the motion to require that there be adequate space on the
site to accommodate service vehicles of all types and that they be able to turn around on site. The
Commission acknowledged that it is not within their purview to change a site plan, but they could
suggest a convenient way for utility vehicles to get access to the site. Perhaps this could be worked out
by the applicant and staff. If a car can come in and go out of the driveway at the same time, the traffic
flow would be improved.

Vice Chair McAuliffe said that he lives in the Highland Terrace Neighborhood. He noted that garbage
trucks come very early in the morning, and he did not feel that they would present a problem. He
suggested that if the Fire Department approves the turn around space identified on the site plan, there is
no need for the Commission to require that change.

The Commission recommended that City staff work out a solution to the traffic congestion on North
150" Street. They agreed that if the driveway were changed so that cars could ingress and egress at the
same time, the access situation would be improved. They also agreed that the number of trips and the
possible impacts on North 150” Street shouid be identified. Ms. Markle clarified that the Commission is
requesting that the impacts of traffic and the findings be attached to the report from the Planning
Commission to the City Council. The Commission concurred and added that this information should
identify the current uses on North 150" Street and the impacts that the new development would have on
the current situation.

Mr. McKinley responded that 16 feet is adequate for the driveway to allow two cars to get in and out.
As City staff reviews the final design, they will have the vision clearance triangle checked to make sure
that cars going in and out would have a good view of Westminster. He clarified that staff would prefer
that the access to this development be from North 150" Street instead of Westminster.

THE MOTION WAS:
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7. REPORTS OF COMMISSIONERS

Commissioner Doennebrink said that a few weeks ago when he visited the King County Library he
noticed that the Growth Management Commission was conducting a Housing Focus Group. He visited
the meeting and found some interesting information regarding Growth Management. At his request,
they sent him copies of this information which he distributed to each of the Commissioners.

7a. A Report by Commissioner Monroe on Recent Meeting with Staff

Commissioner Monroe reported that Chair Gabbert, Commissioner Maloney and he met with the City
Manager, the Planning Director and the Assistant City Manager. At that time, the three Commissioners
asked that all land use issues in the City come before the Commission for review. They also felt that
there was a need for a better process for the staff, Council and Commission to communicate with each
other to avoid misinterpretations in the future. Third, the Commission would like to be highly involved
in the development of the work program for the Planning Staff as it impacts the Commission. He
reported that the meeting was an effective exchange of information.

Vice Chair McAuliffe said he believes that the rest of the Commissioners should have been informed of
the meeting and invited to participate.

Chair Gabbert agreed that in the future Commissioners should inform the remainder of the Commission
when representing the Commission in discussions with other parties. However, the intent of the meeting
was to provide an opportunity for those who have been on the Commission several years to discuss some
misconceptions and contentions that have existed for quite some time.

Commussioner Doering asked that the three Commissioners provide feedback regarding the result of the
meeting and how they intend to accomplish the goal of better communication. Mr. Stewart advised that
this issue would be discussed later in the agenda regarding the upcoming joint Commission/Council
meeting.

Tb. Letter from Concerned Citizens of Shoreline

Chair Gabbert reported that he received a letter from the Concerned Citizens of Shoreline regarding the
possibility of the Commission getting together with the group for breakfast. The purpose of the meeting
1s to allow the group the opportunity to meet the newly seated Commissioners and for a mutual
exchange of ideas.

Commissioners Maloney and Doering volunteered to participate as a subcommittee for this meeting.
Chair Gabbert cautioned that a Commission subcommittee can only discuss planning issues in general,
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and cannot talk about site-specific issues. He requested that staff provide each Commissioner with a
copy of the rules governing subcommittee meetings.

Te. Recognition of Past Planning Commission Chairs

Chair Gabbert noted that past Commission chairs have not been recognized by the Commission.
Commusstoner Maloney volunteered to head the chair recognition subcommittee.

8. STAFF REPORTS

8a. Comprehensive Plan Amendment Process Update

Mr. Thomas said that amending the Comprehensive Plan has been discussed by the Commission at two
previous meetings. Staff has been working to put together a packet of information to present to the
Commission at one of the meetings in July. Once an amendment package is put together and the review
has been completed, staff will begin to advertise for proposed amendments in the fall, with the deadline
near the end of the year. The actual first amendment cycle will take place starting in J anuary 2001.

Mr. Thomas pointed out some pages in the Comprehensive Plan and Chapter 3 of the new Development
Code which the Commission can review to get a better idea of how this process will work and what they
can expect. Page 22 of the Comprehensive Plan describes how the plan was implemented. The second
paragraph specifically references the State’s Growth Management Act requirement to amend the
Comprehensive Plan no more than once a year. Also, Page 62 of the Development Code provides
criteria for amending the Comprehensive Plan.

Commissioner Monroe inquired if there is a state mandated deadline for completing the amendments.
Mr. Thomas answered that staff would like to have the amendment cycle for 2001 started as soon as
possible. There is a State mandate to have a major review completed by September of 2002.
Commissioner Monroe noted that in both the Comprehensive Plan and the Development Code, the City
has run up against deadlines that require a significant number of meetings within a short time period. He
questioned if it is possible to adapt the schedule so that does not happen again.

8h. North City Design Charette

Ms. Markle reminded the Commission about the North City Design Charette kickoff that will be held
June 20-23, 2000. She noted that each Commissioner should have received an invitation.

Se. Phase I of Development Code Adoption

Ms. Markle announced that Phase II of the Development Code was adopted by the City Council on June
12, 2000 with only minor revisions. Copies will be provided to the Commissioners as soon as they are
available.
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Mr. Stewart reviewed the following issues that were raised by the Council:

0 Bonus Floor for Mixed-Use Development. There were some technical changes made that
would require that those floors be set back eight feet in all directions and not just from the street
face.

a Single-Family Design Standards. The Council adopted the Commission’s recommendation to
not include single-family design standards, but there was an extensive debate about how the City
could provide massing and bulking requirements to help preserve neighborhood character. This
1ssue was referred back to the Commission for further review.

0 Open Space Requirement for Multi-Family Development. There were a number of questions
regarding the calculation of slope and some of the other requirements. One particular issue was
the multiple use of stormwater detention cells. The Council adopted the provision recommended
by the Commission that there could be 50 percent of the stormwater detention area used for open
space in certain appropriate situations.

Q Setback Betweem Multi-Family and Single-Family Development. The Council discussed
whether or not the setbacks should be decreased from the current code setback of 20 feet to 15
feet. He recalled that at the same time the setback was decreased the height limit was decreased
from 60 to 35 feet. After further review, they adopted the Commission’s recommendation as
proposed.

0 Fence Requirements. The Council held two debates on this issue. One was regarding the
limitation of 3%/ feet for a fence in the front yard. The second was related to the requirement that
fences be modulated on private roads. The Council ended up adopting the Commission’s
recommendation.

a Hobby Kennels. The Council increased the number of unaltered dogs and cats allowed from
three to four.

Mr. Stewart reported that the Development Code goes into effect June 21, 2000. Staffis in the process
of developing a clean copy that includes all of the amendments made by the City Council. Once this is
published, it will be distributed.

8d. Dinner with the City Counncil

Ms. Markle reported that a dinner for the Commission and City Council has been scheduled for July 24,
2000 at 6:00 p.m. in the Highlander Room. She asked that the Commission inform her of any agenda
items they would like to discuss at the dinner meeting.

8e. Short Course on Planning

Ms. Markle reported that the Short Course on Planning is scheduled for July 17, 2000 starting at 6:00
p.m. She noted that more information would come to the Commission regarding this meeting.
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Ms. Markle announced that Lanie Curry will be the new Commission Clerk and is currently training for
the position. She will also be the primary contact for correspondence to and from the Commissioners.

9, UNFINISHED BUSINESS
There was no unfinished business.

10. NEW BUSINESS

10a. Phase III Zoning Map

Chair Gabbert pointed out that the City has adopted a Development Code and a Comprehensive Plan,
but they do not have a zoning map. Property owners are required to go through the rezone process
before they can use the property as it is designated in the Comprehensive Plan.

Mr. Stewart said the City does have a zoning map, but when compared to the Comprehensive Plan land

use map there are some areas that are not consistent. The City’s challenge for the near future will be to

review the Comprehensive Plan and the Zoning Map to identify and correct the inconsistencies. In the

meantime, any property owner who feels that a current zone should be changed to conform with the

Comprehensive Plan can go through the legislative process to have the zoning amended. Mr. Stewart

said there will also be an opportunity for the Commission to review both documents and revisit some of
the issues that were unsettled during the Comprehensive Plan adoption.

Commissioner McClelland said that the Commission was told during the public hearing that the City has
a goal to increase the number of housing units from between 1,600 to 2,400. She said it would be
interesting to know if the changes in the residential housing regulations actually facilitate more housing,
and if so, how much more. Mr. Stewart agreed that this is a critical question and will become even more
important when the 2000 census data is released. The state will provide King County with a population
projection, and the County will have to accommodate that population growth by determining the number
of new dwelling units that must be allocated throughout the County. The 1,600 to 2,400 unit figure that
was adopted in the Comprehensive Plan in 1998 may have to be adjusted. Staff will consider the
existing infrastructure and determine the appropriate opportunities for growth. But they must also
consider the realistic constraints that prevent land from being developed as a more intense use. He noted
that some of the new elements of the Development Code are very friendly to intensive development that
is in scale with the neighborhood (i.e. accessory dwelling units, cottage housing, multi-family residential
housing in commercial districts, and opportunities for quality development through the sub area
planning process).

Mr. McKinley clarified that the City is required to monitor the amount of developable land. - A report
will be available soon and will provide a summary of how they have done over the past two years. Mr.
Stewart agreed that they need to diligently monitor their production of housing and consider why they
are or are not succeeding in their efforts.
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10b. Overlay Districts

Chair Gabbert reminded the Commission that North City is developing an overlay district as funded by
the City. He questioned how soon the City could start working on neighborhood overlay districts. Mr.
Stewart answered that the subarea planning process recognizes that Shoreline is a diverse community
with diverse neighborhoods. In order to accommodate that diversity, the City needs to consider the
physical limitations and opportunities of each of the geographic areas. The North City overlay process
is a major redevelopment project, and this same type of thing can be done in other economic
development targets throughout the City. But the residential subarea plans can be much simpler, and
neighborhoods can identify specific issues that are relevant to their particular neighborhood. Staff is
very interested in discussing this issue further with the Commission in workshop sessions.

11. AGENDA FOR NEXT MEETING

Ms. Markle said that a public hearing will be held on July 6, 2000 for the Commission to review the
siting of telecommunication facilities in the right-of-way. The draft ordinance will be included in the
Commission’s packet for review. This is a legislative action.

Commissioner Harris asked that he be excused from the July 6, 2000 meeting.

12. ADJOURNMENT

The meeting was adjourned at 9:25 p.m.

Marlin J. Gabbert Suzanne M. Kumik
Chair, Planning Commission Clerk, Planning Commission
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Zoning District Designations

N
T 514 North 150" Street
NTS

ZONING KEY:

R-4 Residential — 4 Units/Acre

R-6 Residential — 6 Units/Acre

R-12 | Residential — 12 Units/Acre

R-18 | Residential — 18 Units/Acre

R-4% | Residential — 48 Units/Acre

RB Regional Business

NB Neighborhood Business

O Office
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EXHIBIT B
LEGAL DESCRIPTION -

Lot(s) 5 and 6, Block 2, Woodcrest Addition to King County, Washington,
according to the plat thereof, recorded in Volume 35 or Piats, Page(s) 42,
records of King County, Washington. Except the West 90 feet of said Lots 5 and

6. Situate in the County of King, State of Washington.
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Exhibit C

ORDINANCE NO. 241

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF SHORELINE, WASHINGTON
AMENDING THE CITY’S ZONING MAP TO CHANGE THE ZONING
OF TWO PARCELS LOCATED AT 514 NORTH 150™ STREET FROM
R-6 TO CONTRACT ZONE #CZ-00-01 SUBJECT TO RESTRICTIVE
COVENANTS '

WHEREAS, the subject property, located on the north side of North 150® Street at 514
North 150™ Street, are designated on the Comprehensive Plan Map as Medium Density Residential;
and

WHEREAS, owners of the property have applied to rezone the above property from R-6 to a
Contract Zone. The Planning Commission considered the application for zone change at a public
hearing on June 15, 2000, and has recommended approval as subject to a concomitant zoning
agreement as a covenant restricting the uses and setting conditions of development as specified in
this Contract Zone and Concomitant Zoning Agreement #CZ-00-01; and

WHEREAS, a Mitigated Determination of Non-Significance has been issued for the
proposal pursuant to the State Environmental Policy Act; and

WHEREAS, the City Council concurs with the Findings and Recommendation of the
Planning Commission and determined that the proposed amendment and Concomitant Zoning
Agreement should be approved to provide residential development to accommodate growth
consistent with the State of Washington Growth Management Act (RCW Ch. 36.70A);

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

Section 1.  Findings. The Planning Commission’s Findings and Recommendation to
approve the rezone of the parcels, more fully described and depicted in Exhibit A, attached hereto,
are hereby adopted.

Section 2.  Amendment to Zoning Map. The official zoning map of the City of Shoreline
adopted by Ordinance No. 11, is hereby amended to change the zoning classification of that certain
property described and depicted 1n Exhibit B attached hereto, from R-6 to Contract Rezone #CZ-00-
(1 subject to the Concomitant Zoning Agreement attached hereto as Exhibit C, which covenant is

- Incorporated herein as part of this ordinance by reference, and all uses of the property rezoned by
this ordinance shall be in strict conformity with the provisions of the concomitant zoning agreement.
Nothing in this ordinance or the concomitant zoning agreement attached hereto shall limit the
Shoreline City Council from amending, modifying, or terminating the land use designation adopted
by this ordinance.

Section 3. Severability. If any provision of this ordinance or the application of a
provision to any person or circumstance, is declared invalid, then the remainder of this Covenant, or
the application of such provision to other persons or circumstances, shall not be affected.
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Section4.  Effective Date and Reversion. This ordinance shall go into effect five days
after passage, publication of the title as a summary of this ordinance and the proper execution and
recording of the Concomitant Zoning Agreement attached hereto as Exhibit “C™; provided, that if
such Agreement is not executed and recorded within thirty days from the date of final passage of this
ordinance, this ordinance shall become void and not go into effect. If a complete building
application for development of the property rezoned by this ordinance is not filed within three (3)
years of the effective date of this ordinance, or owners of all interest in the property file a written
request, the property shall revert to an R-6 land use designation or such other default land use
designation as may hereafter be adopted by the City Council.

PASSED BY THE CITY COUNCIL ON JULY 10, 2000.

Mayor Scott Jepsen
ATTEST: APPROVED AS TO FORM:
Sharon Mattioli, CMC Ian Sievers
City Clerk City Attorney

Date of Publication: July 13, 2000
Effective Date: July 18, 2000
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Exhibit D

CONCOMITANT REZONE AGREEMENT AND COVENANT RUNNING WITH THE LAND

Contract Zone No. CZ-00-01

This Concomitant Rezone Agreement and Covenant (hereinafter “Covenant”) dated
» 2000, by and between the City of Shoreline, Washington, a municipal
corporation (hereinafter “City”), and John and Catherine Gilbert (hereinafter “Owners”).

RECITALS
A Owners are the owners of real property located in King County legally described as:

Lots 5 and 6, Block 2, Woodcrest Addition to King County, Washington,
according to the plat thereof, recorded in Volume 35 of Plats, Pages 42, records of
King County , Washington. Except the West 90 feet of said lots 5 and 6. Situate
in the County of King, State of Washington.

(Hereafter described as “Property”).

B. Owner has applied to rezone the Property from its current zoning, R-6, to Contract Zone,
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan adopted by the City pursuant to the Growth
Management Act (RCW Ch.36.70A).

C. The City has conditionally approved the rezone application provided the Property is
developed under conditions and limitations, which shall be considered as a qualification
to the City’s zoning designation.

NOW THEREFORE, the City and Owners agree as follows:
1. Title. Owners are the sole and exclusive owners of the Property described above.

2. Covenant, Owners covenant and agree, on behalf of themselves and their successors and
assigns, that during the entire period that the Property is zoned CZ-00-01, the Property will
be developed only in accordance with this Covenant and subject to the conditions provided
herein. The Owners specifically agree that this Covenant touches, concems, enhances,
benefits and runs with the Property.

3. Uses. The Owners or their successors may construct five (5) attached townhomes on the
Property subject to the conditions recited in Attachment A, incorporated herein by reference.

4. Binding Effect. This Covenant shall remain in full force and effect, and be binding upon the
Owners and their successors and assigns until 1) amended, modified or terminated by an
ordinance adopted by the Shoreline City Council, 2) Owners fail to file a complete building
permit application within three (3) years of the effective date of recording this covenant, or 3)
Owners of all interest in the property file a written declaration with the City that they wish
the Property to revert to a R-6 land use designation or such other default zoning as may have
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Exhibit D

been adopted by the City Council for the Property subsequent to this agreement. Obligations
contained herein shall be enforceable against all such successors and assigns.

5. Filing. A copy of this covenant will be filed for record with the King County Records and
Elections Division.

6. Remedies. Violations of this Covenant shall be enforced by the City according to
enforcement procedures applicable to zoning code violations.

7. Attorney Fees. In the event that legal action is commenced to enforce or interpret any
revision of this Covenant, including any appeal thereof, the substantially prevailing party shall be
entitled to its costs including reasonable attorney’s fees.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have executed this Covenant as of the date first above

written.
OWNER(s) CITY OF SHORELINE
John Gilbert Bob Deis, City Manager
Catherine Gilbert

APPROVED AS TO FORM

Ian Sievers, City Attomey
STATE OF WASHINGTON )

} ss.

COUNTY OF KING )
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I certify that I know or have satisfactory evidence that John Gilbert and Catherine Gilbert
appeared before me, and said person acknowledged that he signed this instrument and
acknowledged it to be the free and voluntary act of such party for the uses and purposes
mentioned in this instrument.

DATED:
By:
Notary Public in and for the State of Washington
residing at .
My commission expires
- STATE OF WASHINGTON )
) ss.
COUNTY OF KING )

I certify that I know or have satisfactory evidence that Bob Deis appeared before me, and
said person acknowledged that he signed this instrument and acknowledged it as the City
Manager of City of Shoreline to be the free and voluntary act of such party for the uses and
purposes mentioned in this instrument.

DATED:

By:

Notary Public in and for the State of Washington
residing at .
My Commission expires
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Councit Meeting Date: July 10, 2000 Agenda ltem: 8(b)

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM
CITY OF SHORELINE, WASHINGTON

AGENDA TITLE: Update on Recommended Skate Park Location at Paramount
School Park
DEPARTMENT: Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services

PRESENTED BY: Wendy Barry, Director

TI NCIL R

The Paramount School Park has been identified as the preferred site for the City’s skate
park. The purpose of this report is to update your Council on the skate park location at
Paramount School Park recommended by the Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services
(PRCS) Advisory Committee and staff.

The City of Shoreline has engaged MaclLeod Reckord consulting firm to provide design
services for the Paramount School Park Improvements and the skate park. Phase One
of the Paramount School Park Improvement Project will include ballfield improvements
inside the path area, a restroom, frontage improvements, parking improvements on the
west side of the park, existing path improvements, and relocation of the existing play
area. |t will not include the spray pool, basketball court, passive picnic areas, tot play
areas, the backstop on the north field, or the parking on the east side of the park.

input from the community and design team identified possible locations for placement of
a skate park at Paramount School Park and design criteria was discussed by the PRCS
Advisory Committee earlier this year.

Four possible sites for the skate park were identified by the consultants, including two in
the north section of the park, one near the restroom on the west side of the park, and
one on the east side of the park. See Attachment A: Paramount School Park Master
Plan with Recommended Skate Park Location. The design consultants then developed
schematic drawings for each location illustrating the spatial relationships of the skate
park to other amenities and a list of pros and cons related for each possible location.
The PRCS Advisory Committee reviewed this information at their meeting on June 22.

After evaluating the design criteria, pros and cons, and discussion of the north, east and
west options, the PRCS Advisory Committee recommends the skate park be located in
the northernmost section of the park, where the existing north parking lot is located.
The location is noted on Attachment A: Paramount School Park Master Plan with
Recommended Skate Park Location. They expressed strong support for a design that
would be more linear in nature, stretching along the eastern portion of the north.
boundary of the park. This would accomplish several design objectives. The skate park
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would be located outside of the adjacent playfield’s foul ball territory with sufficient
space designed as a buffer between the skate park and the walking path. It would also
be more visible from outside the park. The skate park design could tie into the existing
plaza at the north end of the park, allowing an appropriate gathering place for viewing
and skaters. The topography in this north zone is more conducive to the grade changes
that might be used in the skate park design. Until the preliminary design is developed,
cost estimates are not available to compare the various locations. At this time, there
are no known conditions that would lead staff or consultants to project significant
differences in cost between the sites. Also, according to School District staff, this
location would be less likely to conflict with a future school building as well,

The PRCS Advisory Committee stressed this recommendation is based on their desire
to provide a high-quality facility that the community will be proud of and meets the
community needs.

Upon review by your Council, the siting process wilt be completed. The public design
meetings will then begin. The Project Manager has been collecting names of interested
stakeholders, skaters, and others to participate in the design effort that could take place
this summer or early fall. Construction timelines will be identified when more specific
site information is finalized.

The skate park will be included in the bid for the Paramount Park School improvements.,
Funding for this project has been obtained from the General Capital Fund and
incorporated into the 2000-2005 Capital Improvement Program (CIP). The City's
General Capital Fund provides $1,364,000 in funding to construct the skate park and
complete Phase One of the Master Plan approved for Paramount Schoo! Park
Improvements.

RECOMMENDATION

No formal Council action is required. Staff is seeking Council consensus on the
recommended location of the skate park.

Approved By: City Manager LB City Attorney QILA
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BACKGROUND / ANALYSI!S

After an extensive siting process, Paramount School Park was identified as the
preferred site for the City of Shoreline skate park. On November 1, 1999 the School
Board approved the City of Shoreline’s Master Plan for Paramount School Park. On
May 15, 2000 the Shoreline School Board gave their approval to include a skate park in
the approved master plan for Paramount School Park. The School Board's approval
was contingent upon the School Board reviewing the final design and the City of
Shoreline’s agreement to remove the skate park at City expense if Shoreline School
District redevelops Paramount School Park for educational program purposes. On June
19, your Council gave your consensus to accept the conditions of approval proposed by
the Shoreline School District.

Siting criteria were discussed by the Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services (PRCS)
Advisory Committee earlier this year. The criteria are listed here for your reference.

Age/Skill Location Other impacis
Intermediate to young Place away from homes Concerns about impacts to
Separate the skill levels Separate from path drainage

Family oriented Ease of access Lessen impacts to passive
Types of wheels Protect perimeter plantings areas

The City of Shoreline has engaged MacLeod Reckord consulting firm to provide design
services for Phase One of the Paramount School Park Improvements and the skate
park. Phase One of the Paramount School Park improvement Project will include
ballfield improvements inside the path area, a restroom, frontage improvements, parking
improvements on the west side of the park, improvements to the existing path, and
relocation of the existing play area. It will not include the spray pool, basketball court,
passive picnic areas, tot play areas, the backstop on the north field, or the parking on
the east side of the park.

Input from the community and design team identified possible locations for placement of
a skate park at Paramount School Park.

P i mmittee Revi

The consultant team provided schematic drawings for each location to illustrate the
spatial relationships and developed the following lists of pros and cons for each
location. In addition, the Shoreline School District provided information on possible
building locations, square footage requirements and orientation. This information was
considered and discussed by the PRCS Advisory Committee on June 22.

Staff recommended that the PRCS Advisory Committee eliminate the east and west
locations and focus on the best placement of the skate park in the north section of the
park. The sites in the east and west sides of the park are the closest to adjacent
neighbors and pose the most probability of negative impacts on the neighbors. The
sites in the northernmost section of the park offer topography that is conducive to
construction of this type of facility and are located farthest away from neighbors. There
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are grade changes in this section of the park that can potentially be used in the design
of the skate park. The following are the pros and cons for each location.

ATI
W i near 8%

Pros:

¢ Moderate natural change in grade.
* No large existing trees affected.
« Away from potential future schoo! building footprint.

Cons:

Close proximity to residences and quiet street

Restriction on size due to surrounding activities, parking and poweriine easement.

Close proximity to children’s play areas and picnic shelter.

Restricts parking on west side of site — requires expansion of parking on east side to

compensate.

» Potential spiflover of skateboarding activity into parking lot across sidewalk/parking
access path,

» Visibility from arterial limited by restroom/picnic shelter, slope, and distance from

155" Street.

LOCATIONB/C
N ide of near N " Sir,

There are not significant differences in the impacts of locations B and C. Each location
would have a different spatial orientation to other planned features in the park.
However, the pros and cons are similar for each location.

Pros:

» Moderate to significant natural change in grade.
» Separation from residences by arterial street and change in grade.
¢ Located away from children’s play areas.

Gons:

Well established existing tree(s) potentially affected.
Potential conflict with basketball and north access path — fence or railing required
between

» Visibility from arterial limited by north slope and low branches on mature trees —
selective pruning required.
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LOCATION D__East side of park on 10" Ave. N.E.

Pros:

¢ Significant natural change in grade.
o Separation from other activities, including children’s play.
» No large existing trees affected.

Cons:

Close proximity to residences and residential street.

Potential interference with existing underground utilities.

Potential spillover of skateboarding activity into parking lot.

Visiﬁility from arteriai street somewhat limited by east slope and distance from
155" St.

PRCS Advisory Committee Analysis and Recommendation

After evaluating the design criteria, pros and cons, and discussion of the north, east and
west options, the PRCS Advisory Committee recommends the skate park be located in
the northernmost section of the park, stretching along the east portion of the north
boundary of the park. This would place a large portion of the skate park where the
existing north parking lot is located. They did not support locations C and B.
Specifically, they expressed concern that there would not be enough visibility and the
features were being placed too close together, potentially diminishing the visitor's
experience. Instead, the Committee recommends the site slightly east of site B, a
location that had been designated for a future basketball court.

The PRCS Advisory Committee expressed strong support for a design that would be
more linear in nature stretching along east portion of the north boundary of the park
because it would accomplish several design objectives. The skate park would be visible
from outside the park enhancing security and emergency response. It would be located
outside of the adjacent playfield’s foul ball territory with sufficient space designed as a
buffer between the skate park and the walking path. The skate park design could tie into
the existing plaza at the north end of the park allowing an appropriate gathering place
for skaters and viewing. According to School District staff, if there were a need at some
point in the future to build a school, a 52,000 square foot building would be the typical
size. The PRCS Advisory Committee reviewed what a 52,000 block would look like on
the site and came to consensus that any future school building would likely displace the
north playfield. The skate park placed along the north boundary of the park would be
less likely to conflict with a future school building as well.

The PRCS Advisory Committee recognized this location displaces the basketball court
ptanned for Phase Two of the Master Plan for Paramount Park. However, they also
noted that the community has actively requested a skate park for several years and that
the skate park was a much higher priority than a basketball court for the following
reasons. There are several basketball courts in the community at schools; churches
and in many backyards, and there has not been any similar community action or
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request for more basketball courts. As a result, the PRCS Advisory Committee voted
unanimously to recommend eliminating the basketball court from Phase Two of the
Paramount Park School Master Plan. The PRCS Advisory Committee places a high
priority on designing a skate park that will be high quality and meet community needs.

Next Steps

Upon review by your Council, the siting process will be completed. The public design
meetings will then begin. The Project Manager has been coliecting names of interested
stakeholders, skaters, and others to participate in the design effort that could take place
this summer or early fall. Construction timelines will be identified when more specific
site information is finalized.

RECOMMENDATION

No formal Council action is required. Staif is seeking Council consensus on the location
of the skate park,

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A: Paramount School Park Master Plan with Recommended Skate Park
Location
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