Council Meeting Date: July 14, 2003 Agenda Item: 9(a)

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM
CITY OF SHORELINE, WASHINGTON

AGENDA TITLE: Response to Questions Raised Regarding the Adoption of
Ordinance 326: an Amendment to the Comprehensive Plan to
Define the Future ROW Needs of Aurora Avenue North in the
Central Shoreline Subarea (172" Street to 192™ Street)
DEPARTMENT: Planning and Development Services

PRESENTED BY: ' Tim Stewart, Director of Planning and Development Services

PROBLEM/ISSUE STATEMENT:

Council conducted a public hearing on June 9, 2003 to consider comments on proposed
Ordinance No. 326. At that time Councilmember Hansen moved to adopt the
Ordinance No. 326. Councilmember Gustafson seconded the motion. After Council
discussion, Councilmember Hansen moved to postpone action until July 14.
Councilmember Gustafson seconded the motion, which carried unanimously.

Ordinance 326 proposes to amend the Comprehensive Plan to define the future needs
of Aurora Avenue North in the Central Shoreline subarea from 172™ Street to 192™
Street. Several questions and concerns were raised during the public’s testimony and
the Council’'s discussion at the June 9, 2003 meeting. The purpose of this report is to
answer the questions raised on June 9" to assist Council in making a decision
regarding the proposed amendments. Please see Attachment A: Response Memo to
6/9/03 Questions Regarding Ordinance 326.

Note: For reference, the June 9, 2003 staff report may be found in Attachment B.

RECOMMENDATION

The Planning Commission and staff recommend that the Council adopt Ordinance No.
326 as amended by the Planning Commission, which amends the text of Land Use
Policy LU48 and adds a new Transportation policy T5.1 for the purposes of identifying
the future Right of Way needs of Aurora Avenue North from North 172" Street and
North 192" Street; and Exhibit B which adds a map figure to the Transportation
Element of the Comprehensive Plan based the attached folio of maps drafted at a scale
of 1 inch = 40 feet. '

Approved By: City Managei‘?y Attornev-/_%
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ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A: Response Memo to June 9, 2003 Questions Regarding Adoption of
Ordinance 326

Attachment B: June 9, 2003 City Council Staff Report on the Adoption of Ordinance No.
326
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ATTACHMENT A: Response
Memo
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City of Shoreline

17544 Midvale Avenue North
Shoreline, WA 98133-4921

(206) 546-1700 ¢ Fax (206) 546-2200

To: Shoreline City Council |

From: Tim Stewart, Planning Director

Re: Ordinance 326, Central Shoreline ROW
Date: June 11, 2003

At the City Council meeting of June 9, 2003, a number of questions were raised about
the proposed amendment to the Comprehensive Plan. The purpose of this memo is to
respond to those questlons

How would the businesses and property benefit if this amendment were adopted?

There are two primary benefits that would accrue to the businésses and property
owners in the Central Shoreline Area.

1. Uncertainty about the future Right of Way needs would be reduced. Property
owners and businesses could make future business plans that would have
less risk than exists today. Property owners and businesses on the west side
of Aurora could rest assured that major future takings are not planned for their
property; businesses and owners on the east side of Aurora could also make
mid and long term business plans.

2. The ten-foot front yard setback would be eliminated on the West Side of
Aurora pursuant to SMC 20.50.230 (1). On the East Side of Aurora property
would still be required to set back any new construction ten feet from the
existing property line.

Would adoption of this Plan amendment preclude an alternative design, such as

moving buses to Midvale?

No. This amendment would not preclude alternative designs unless the design required
right of way beyond that identified in this-amendment. For example, if the Interurban
Trail and the Aurora sidewalks were combined in a future project, resulting in a project
that requires less than the maximum, that project would be allowed. But, conversely, if
an additional turning lane was desired and needing right of way beyond that defined in
the Comprehensive Plan, the acquisition of the additional right of way would not be
permitted unless and until the Comprehensive Plan were amended.
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Why isn’t this a “taking” of private property?

The City will not acquire or use the property before the City buys or condemns the
property through the power of eminent domain. The property owner will contlnue to be
allowed to use the property rights enjoyed today.

But doesn’t a “cloud” come over the property?

If a “cloud” exists at all, it is the result of the public discussion about projects (Aurora,
Interurban, etc,) that might be built. That “cloud” exists today because of the
uncertainty of future right of way needs. Even if a property was sold now it would be
incumbent upon the seller to reveal the potential projects and the uncertainty of the
future right of way. The proposed amendment will help alleviate that uncertainty. In
addition, the full and fail market value of the property would need to be paid if the
property is taken for a public use. That value would be based upon comparable property
including property not contemplated for public use. Conversely, property owners can be
assured of where right of way acquisition will not need to occur.

Would adoption help or hinder the irhplementation of the vision established in the
Central Shoreline Subarea Plan?

Adoption of the Comprehensive Plan amendments would help the implementation of the
Central Shoreline Plan’s vision. Property owners on both sides of the street would know
what is happening and could make investment decisions accordingly. With the eastern
maximum right of way established it will allow the City to work with interested property
owners on possible vacation of Ronald Place and redevelopment of properties sooner
rather than later.

What is the City’s process for amending the Comprehensive Plan?

SMC 20.30.100 states that: “Any person may propose an amendment to the
Comprehensive Plan. The amendment(s) shall be considered by the City during the
annual review of the Comprehensive Plan.” This proposed amendment is the only
amendment resulting from the 2002 Annual Review.

Can the plan be amended outside of the Ahnual Review?

Yes. The plan can be amended any time for a subarea plan.

Could the redevelopment of the “wedge” occur before the Central Subarea Plan is
adopted?

Yes. A redevelopment proposal (including, perhaps a street vacation, use of Seattle City
Light ROW and new mixed use five story building) could occur today and could occur
following adoption of the ROW plan.

Could the City “land swap” for future ROW?

Yes. A “land swap” similar to the swap that occurred for the Sky Nursery Street vacation
could be possible in the Central Shoreline area.
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Has SEPA been completed?

Yes. A SEPA Determination of Nonsignificance was issued on April 10, 2003.

Is NEPA Required?

No. NEPA is not required for this Comprehensivé Plan amendment since this is not a
federal action. The NEPA process may be required for future project actions.

What would happen if the Comprehensive Plan amendment is delayed or not
adopted? '

Businesses and property owners on both sides of the street would remain uncertain
about the potential right of way needs of the City of Shoreline and property on both
sides of the street would continue to have a 10-foot front yard setback.
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ATTACHMENT B: June 9, 2003
City Council Staff Report on the
Adoption of Ordinance No. 326
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Council Meeting Date: June 9, 2003 Agenda item: 8(a)

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM
CITY OF SHORELINE, WASHINGTON

AGENDA TITLE: Conduct a Public Hearing and Adopt the Amendments to the
. Comprehensive Plan for the Purpose of Defining the Future Right
of Way Needs for Aurora Avenue North in the Central Shoreline
Area (177" Street to 192" Street)
DEPARTMENT: Planning and Development Services
PRESENTED BY: Timothy M. Stewart, AICP
: Director of Planning and Development Services

PROBLEM/ISSUE STATEMENT: ,

In September 2002, staff briefed Council on the Central Shoreline Subarea Plan and
presented environmental options. At that time, Council expressed a strong desire to
resolve issues regarding the future location of the Aurora Corridor right-of-way in the
Central Subarea. Since then, staff has focused on identifying the maximum potential
right-of-way width and location of the Aurora Corridor in the Central Subarea, and
developing a Comprehensive Plan amendment to adopt the identified right-of-way
needs into the Transportation Element.

FINANCIAL IMPACT:

The 2003 budget includes $75,000, which has been carried over from the 2002 budget,
associated with the Central Subarea. Of this amount, $43,200 has been used for right-
of-way surveying and mapping to produce the Central Subarea Future Right-of-Way
Needs Map used to develop the Comprehensive Plan Amendment. Remaining funds
will be utilized for any additional work on the Central Subarea Plan Report, printing,
publishing noticing, etc. No additional funding needs are anticipated.

RECOMMENDATION

The Planning Commission and staff recommend that the Council conduct a Public
Hearing on the proposed amendments to the Comprehensive Plan and adopt
Ordinance No. 326 as amended by the Planning Commission (Attachment A), Exhibit A
which amends the text of Land Use Policy LU48 and adds a new Transportation policy
T5.1 for the purposes of identifying the future Right of Way needs of Aurora Avenue
North from North 172" Street and North 192" Street; and Exhibit B which adds a map
figure to the Transportation Element of the Comprehensive Plan based on the attached
folio of maps drafted at a scale of 1 inch =40 feet.

| Approved By: City Mgnage@ity Aﬁorney:%_\%c)
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INTRODUCTION

The Central Subarea planning process was initiated in the fall of 2001. The 2001 work
effort included several coordination and outreach meetings, followed by a four-day
design charrette in early October. The consultant Lennertz, Coyle and Associates,
then refined the concepts and on March 5% and 6" of this year, a post-charrette check-
in with the community and demonstration site owners was held. The consultant then
developed the Preliminary Draft Central Shoreline Subarea Plan.

BACKGROUND

On April 15, 2002 the City Council and Planning Commission held a joint workshop to
discuss the Preliminary Draft Central Shoreline Subarea Plan. At that time, staff
discussed an adoption process similar to the North City Subarea Plan to include an
amendment to the Comprehensive Plan, an overlay district in the Development Code,
and the adoption of an environmental ordinance. The Council and Commission showed
general support for the direction of the plan, but thought the five-year vision may be too
ambitious, and asked for more input from the development community regarding the
draft development standards. The Council and Commission also discussed the
complexities of the Aurora Corridor and Interurban Trail projects.

- On September 3, 2002, the City Council considered options for moving forward with the
Central Subarea Plan. Council recognized the complexities associated with the Central
geographic area, and sought resolution for some of the largest policy decisions to be
made.

Since September, staff has revised the Preliminary Draft Central Shoreline Subarea
Plan to become a new document titled “Setting the Stage for Redevelopment in Central
Shoreline: Central Shoreline Subarea Plan Report” (Note: This report is available from
the City of Shoreline Planning and Development Services Department upon request
206-546-1811). This document is similar to a document produced for the North City
Subarea prior to the adoption of the North City Subarea Plan, and contains discussion
regarding redevelopment potential and transportation solutions for the Central Subarea.
The draft Central Development Standards are included as an appendix to this report, as
is the Central Subarea Future Right-of-Way (ROW) Needs Map.

Staff briefed the Council on the proposed strategy to delay the adoption of the Central
Subarea Plan and proceed with Comprehensive Plan amendments to define the future
ROW needs in the Central Subarea at the April 21% City Council meeting. Council
supported bringing this approach to the Pianning Commission for a public hearing.

The Planning Commission conducted a public hearing on the proposed amendments to
the Comprehensive Plan on May 15, 2003. Please see Attachment B: Draft May 15,
Planning Commission Minutes for a record of the hearing including a list of those
persons who testified. The Commission did not have sufficient time to formulate their
‘recommendation on May 15" and called for a Special Meeting on May 22™ to complete
its discussion and formulate a recommendation on the proposed amendments for
Council.
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On May 22, 2003, the Planning Commission unanimously recommended with an 8-0
vote adoption of Ordinance 326 with a few amendments to Exhibit B: Central Subarea
Right of Way Map. Please see Attachment C: Draft May 22, 2003 Planning
Commission minutes. These amendments edited folio map notes #1 and #3 and added
a new note. The new note was created in response to public testimony from the owners
of Aurora Rents, Mr. Steele, and Aurora Cold Storage and Exotic Meats, Russell
McCurdy. Mr. Steele and Mr. MacCurdy requested that proposed amendment not
preclude the consideration of vacating Ronald Place. By vacating Ronald Place, those
businesses located between Aurora Avenue North and Ronald Place may have the
opportunity to be relocated in basically the same location minus the needed right of way
on Aurora Avenue. In addition, changes were made to folio map grid #13. Please see
Attachment D: Planning Commission Amendments to Exhibit B Ordinance 326.
Attachment D shows the Planning Commission Amendments in legislative format.
Please also see Attachment E: Correspondence and Written Comments.

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT DEVELOPMENT AND REVIEW

Section 20.30.340 of the Development Code states that a Comprehensive Plan
amendment is “...a mechanism by which the City may modify the text or map of the
Comprehensive Plan in accordance with the provisions of the Growth Management Act,
in order to respond to changing circumstances or needs of the City, and to review the
Comprehensive Plan on a regular basis.” The Development Code Section 20.30.100
specifies that, “Any person may propose an amendment to the Comprehensive Plan.”
The City did not receive any applications to amend the Comprehensive Plan in 2002
from the public. Staff proposed three Comprehensive Plan amendments in 2002 in
response to changing needs of the City regarding the implementation of the Central
Shoreline Subarea plan.

A Comprehensive Plan Amendment may by approved by the City Council if it meets one

of the following Decision Criteria from Section 20.30.340 of the Development Code:

1. The amendment is consistent with the Growth Mahagement Act and not inconsistent
with the Countywide Planning Policies, and the other provisions of the
Comprehensive Plan and City policies; or

2. The amendment addresses changing circumstances, changing community values,
incorporates a subarea plan consistent with the Comprehensive Plan vision or
corrects information contained in the Comprehensive Plan; or :

3. The amendment will benefit the community as a whole, will not adversely affect
community facilities, the public health, safety or general welfare.

Although the proposed amendments meet all of the above criteria, the amendments
most directly address Criteria #2. It became evident to City Council, the Commission,
and staff through the development of the Central Shoreline Subarea Plan Report and
the ongoing design of the Aurora Corridor and Interurban Trail projects, that the
question of: “where will the Aurora Avenue and Interurban Trail projects” be located in
the Central Shoreline Subarea” needed to be answered in order to implement a
redevelopment plan such as the Central Shoreline Subarea Plan. The proposed
Comprehensive Plan amendments found in Attachment A attempt to address this need.
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ﬂ.TER_NATIVES ANALYSIS
> Adopt the Central Shoreline Plan

The Central Shoreline Subarea Plan Report presents ideas and concepts for
redevelopment and transportation solutions for the Central Subarea. The Plan Report
contains two appendices; Appendix A contains the Draft Development Standards for the
Central Subarea, and Appendix B contains the Central Subarea Future Right-of-Way
Needs Map. As previously stated in the “Background” section, the Council and
Commission showed general support for the direction of the plan, but thought the five-
year vision may be too ambitious. The Commission and Council also acknowledged
that the still undetermined geographic locations of the Aurora Corridor and Interurban
Trail projects in the Central Subarea could hinder the implementation of the Central
Shoreline Subarea plan. Therefore, the option of adopting the Central Shoreline
Subarea Plan is not recommended at this time. Staff recommends that first the Council
define the future Right of Way needs in the Central Subarea and then reconsider the
adoption of the Central Subarea Plan.

> Define the Future Right of Way Needs for the Central Subarea
The staff recommended alternative is the adoption of amendments to the _
Comprehensive Plan to define the future Right of Way needs in the Central Shoreline
Subarea (See Attachment A). Attachment A entitled Ordinance No. 326 contains the
following: Exhibit A) text amendments to the Land Use and Transportation Elements of
the Comprehensive Plan that defines the northern and southern boundaries of the
'Central Subarea; and Exhibit B) Comprehensive Plan Figure T-8 - the Central Subarea
Future Right-of-Way Needs Maps, which define the maximum future width of Aurora
and identify the eastern and western Aurora right-of-way boundaries in the Central
Subarea. Figure T-8 is drafted at a scale of 1 inch = 300 feet and will be the figure
shown in the Comprehensive Plan if this amendment is adopted. However this figure is
based on a folio of maps that will serve as the “Official Central Subarea Future Right of
Way Needs Map” drafted at a scale of 1 inch = 40 feet. The purpose of adopting the
folio in addition to Figure T-8 is to provide a greater of specificity if it is needed.

Identifying the future ROW needs will provide some resolution to business owners and
allow them to move forward with their business plans.

STAKEHOLDERS

The stakeholders include:

"~ » Business owners/operators in the Central Shoreline Area: Staff hand delivered and
mailed potentially affected property and business owners in the Central Subarea
copies of the proposed Right of Way changes. One of the purposes of defining the
future ROW needs for the Central Area is to provide property and business owners -
with some certainty about the future of their property.

» Users of Aurora Avenue North: The City is planning for the redesign and
redevelopment of Aurora Avenue North. The future project and improvements will
require the acquisition of additional right of way in the Central Shoreline area. The

G:\CLERK\Staff reports\20031060803\Ord 326.doc

150




future projects will improve the safety for both pedestrians and motorists. The
projects are also aimed at improving traffic flow, improving economic development
potential, enhancing the livability of adjacent neighborhoods and supporting the
goals and vision for this corridor that the community has expressed since before
incorporation. '

The key dates associated with this process are:

Finalize the Draft Central Shoreline Subarea Plan Report January 2003
Prepare and Issue SEPA Checklist & Threshold Determination April 2003
Notify State Agencies of the Growth Management Act Action Aprit 2003
Comment Period and Public Hearings April/May 2003
Public Hearing at the Planning Commission - May 15, 2003
Special Meeting at the Planning Commission May 22, 2003 -
Central Shoreline Subarea Plan Adoption June 9, 2003
RECOMMENDATION

The Planning Commission and staff recommend that the Council conduct a Public:
Hearing on the proposed amendments to the Comprehensive Plan and adopt
Ordinance No. 326 as amended by the Planning Commission (Attachment A), Exhibit A
which amends the text of Land Use Policy LU48 and adds a new Transportation policy
T5.1 for the purposes of identifying the future Right of Way needs of Aurora Avenue
North from North 172" Street and North 192" Street; and Exhibit B which adds a map
figure to the Transportation Element of the Comprehensive Plan based the attached
folio of maps drafted at a scale of 1 inch =40 feet.

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A Ordinance No. 326 _
Attachment B Draft May 15, 2003 Planning Commission Minutes
Attachment C Planning Commission Amendment to Ordinance 326
Attachment D Draft May 22, 2003 Planning Commission Minutes
Attachment E Correspondence and Written Comments
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| 326

152




ORDINANCE NO. 326

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF SHORELINE, WASHINGTON
AMENDING THE LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION ELEMENTS OF
THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN; AND AMENDING ORDINANCE NO. 178
FOR THE PURPOSE OF DEFINING THE FUTURE RIGHT OF WAY
NEEDS FOR AURORA AVENUE NORTH IN THE CENTRAL SHORELINE
AREA (177™ STREET TO 192™° STREET)

WHEREAS, Shoreline’s ﬁrst Comprehensive Plan adopted on November 23, 1998 includes
Policy LU7 — “Ensure that the Shoreline City Council can amend the Comprehensive Plan once a
year, as established in the Growth Management Act, through an amendment process. ..”; and

WHEREAS, the City in accordance with the Washington State Growth Management Act
(GMA) RCW36.70A.130 which states “Each comprehensive land use plan and development
regulations shall be subject to continuing review and evaluation by the county or city that adopted
them” developed an annual Comprehensive Plan review process; and

WHEREAS, Comprehensive Plan amendments may be accepted from anyone at any time
with the processing deadline of December 31 the precedmg year for consideration in the following
year; and

WHEREAS, the City did not receive any Comprehenswe Plan amendment applications from
the public and three amendments were initiated by staff in 2002 for processing in 2003; and

WHEREAS, a public participation process was conducted to develop and review
amendments to the Comprehensive Plan as part of the annual review including:
> April 17, 2003 Planning Commission Briefing
> April 21, 2003 City Council Briefing
» May 15, 2003 Planning Commission Public Hearing
» May 22, 2003 Planning Commission Special Meeting
"> June 9, 2003 City Council Public Hearing

WHEREAS, a SEPA Determination of Nonsignificance was issued on April 10, 2003 in
reference to the proposed amendments to the Comprehensive Plan; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission recommended approval of the proposed amendments
at the May 22, 2003 Special Meeting; and

WHEREAS, the City Council conducted a Public Hearing on this Ordinance on June 9,
2003; and

WHEREAS, the proposed amendments were submitted to the State Department of
Community Development for comment pursuant WAC 365-195-820 and its comments were
received on May 5, 2003 and are favorable; and

WHEREAS, the Council finds that this ordinance complies with the adoption requirements
of the Growth Management Act, Chapter 36.70A. RCW; and
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WHEREAS the Council finds that the amendments adopted by this ordinance meet the
criteria in Title 20 for adoption of amendments to the Comprehensive Plan;

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

Section 1. Amend the Comprehensive Plan. The Shoreline Comprehensive Plan is
hereby amended as follows: -
a) Land Use and Transportation Elements as set forth in Exhibit A attached hereto and
» incorporated herein;
b) Figure T—8 Future Right of Way Needs for Central Subarea added as set forth in Exhibit B, the
Official Central Subarea Future Right of Way Needs Map, a copy of which has been filed
with the City Clerk and identified with the Clerk’s Receiving No. 2243.

Section 2. 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 pre-empted 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 3. Effective Date and Publication. A summéry of this ordinance consisting of

the title shall be published in the official newspaper and the ordinance shall take effect five days
after publication.

PASSED BY THE CITY COUNCIL ON JUNE 9, 2003.

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

Date of Publication: June 12, 2003
Effective Date: June 17, 2003
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ORDINANCE 326 EXHIBIT A
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN LAND USE ELEMENT
~ Policy LU 48: Ensure that street design and urban design in general is distinctive

in the eenter Central part of the Corridor, from 175" through-185% N 172™ Street
to N 192" Street. '

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT

Policy TS.1: Figure T-8 identifies the future right of way needs for the Central
Subarea.

156



a

0

‘CENTRAL SHORELINE
ROW MAP

.} Aurora Ave N
from N 172nd St
to N 182nd St

Ni182NDIST;

"N 180TH|ST,

Representation of Official
1" = 40" Central Shoreline

1

| ROW Map.

.l. This map identifles the maximum planned

|| fatare right-of-way for Aurors Ave N,

2, Privale property, inchuding land, bulldings and
businesses, shall be acquired in accordance with
federal, state and local law (please see City of
Shoreline Manual extitled; Aurora Corridor Resl

H Property Acquisition and Relocation Pollcy,

Procedures and Guidelines).

] 3. Public property sficeds for siveets, sidewalks,

trails and utBities should be coordinated, snd
consolidated and desjened to the

i exient feasible 1o mlvimize the §

| | of private property. (Plesse sce Memorandum of

Agrveement between Seattle City Light and the

|| Clty of Shoreline, 8-9-01).

4. Aerial Photography was flown in -

Augast, 1999,

5. Total ROW includes road, curb, gutter and
amenity zone. ’

6. There are deviations between tyx parcel lines
and ROW lines. ROW llnes are more accurate.
7. ROW surveyed during Spring of 2003,

8. Seattle Clty Light will need to retain 100 of
right-of-way ko the Central Shoreline Area. JoInt
use, rense or relocstion of sny part of this ROW
will require fature negotiations and sgreement .
before®any project action is Implemented.

P be vacated In the futur
rovided that the future Jand uses of the sbuttin
ublic rivate pr re setded an

d further that the access and clrculation

[ needs of (he abutti erty and i

N
“"%5 SHgé.mE
. B

f L) L St | T T T T 1

0 120 240 480 Feel
Date: 52712003

Filename: NewROWAwora_pagesz,_vS.mxd 14:18:38 AM

Légend

—--—= Planned Road ROW
- —-— Planned Total ROW
Existing ROW :

|::] Tax Parcel

bl
HNI180TH'S

S
i

S AURORATAVIN

3 A 2

N{175TH/ST:

EXHIBIUDE FIGURE T-8

CENTRAL SHORELINE
ROW MAP

Aurora Ave N
from N 182nd St
to N 192th St




N R i 4 £
£ : =
KN : 7 £
G Frowmmvnice s mn r prmom st T F3
‘74%\ N193RD'ST 3 ! ] 3
?@ N k § 3 3
L 4%y, % i ; °
L e 5 Pz
b2 S ... 2
a é" ) N192ND ST
) i
) 3
) i -
2 3 § o
e W — 3 ' AN —
#7 N190THST §v; i S N 190TH ST
- i
2 E-
T >
= 18 z o
iz 3 {
H 5 s
! ! i
3 N——
. QigeTH ST 1—5—-—-" B8TH ST { WigTH sr%
Qe N1BTHST 3 ! ]
i E] 1 4 ) i
HE ’ﬁ\; :15 = . B i
» 3 = g a & :
. ; =4 1S =: 5
s, i m i d g ;
"o, : B 2 B : H
%2, : . =z iz b <! l
v\_% N N E g F z, . 3
3 " ; 3 N i | ?
W ; b 3 : 3 i
) e N h "
S N 18STHST i TR ‘
g aan A TS wn e ] o B N s S
. E‘
H B:
4 ; =i
; : &
! AU, ol
s N1BaTH ST i ! ]
g 3 : zi
= H ; 2 =}
= ; ' i ;
: NABRD ST e .
It : o s y H-Sv-\ -
i i 3
L e B I i :
s, N 1BZNO.ST BRI i :
i ] : ‘
A ; ] : “iesTsT:
‘z : 9]0 -
& " B
i : N :
B s e Lol b ] G NIBOTHST
" ONIBTHST T TN TsoTHST T 3 — i
J TN T79THPL " : G !
i : : 3 3 - .
i : 3 i 5 :
: i i il H ;
o H 4 i2 g :
- NI NITOTHST, ...} ; i i i
i : i ;
' i = A
N 1787H ST o o . %
c = ;
= i 3 H
(=) = ;
o < H
%) ! .} See—. =
=] < = ¥ 0@”
[ \ z x &y
EIIRY | e % .
g = NI7GTHST - §
'_'I = ': 1
= iz N {75TH ST 1= ;
2 =z 55 2 wzEn
J >
B = ]
(=3
Z 2
z
gz
g .
. m
/5 N173RDST{3 y N
3 g / wf™
i 3 1 2 B
. i 2 w
T e = z N173RD ST
i Q
L7 5
- ——h -
- z N172ND §T
=

Central Shoreline
ROW Maps

0 155 310

1inch eqhals 400 feet

1

HORELINE

W =
City of Shoreline GIS,Cadaslral, bullding outlines,
topography is copyrighted by City of Seatts, 1998,
All righls-resarved.

No warrantles of any sorl, Including accuracy,
fitness, or merchantabllity, accompany this product.

name: canlral_shoreline_atlas.mxd 10:58:05 AM

Feet .
40

m%{z
(]

Date: 4/30/2003 ;

\S7A




CENTRAL SUBAREA

ROW MAP

Mup grid 1

Aurora Ave N

L. This sap ieailfies the maxinmom plamcd
Aurorn Ave N

fouore right-F-ray for Ao
chudiog land, hoilfings sad
Mcquiredis unumnun

Aied: Aurora Corridor Res)
nd Relacaton ey,

‘. aviations berwara tax parcel lnes
120 ROW ines. ROW ines are mara accarate
ROW sarveyed duriug Spring of 2003,

1

eanle Clo L il aed o e
ral Shorefiac Area, Jl‘nl

..m..,pu f thls ROW

future band uyes of
eublie s pri re fe
provided further 1hai the peves;
needyof the and

Vench squals 43 fen
o v aQFem

Fliaame: Aurors ROW_vimvd 1104139 AM
Dacer 2772003

Legend

j = Existing ROW
= Planned Road ROW
Planned Total ROW

l:] Tax Parcel Boundary




§ consetigatcd

ROW MAP
Map grid 2
Aurora AveN

Thit mep id entifies the myr[mum plas
N,

cul Law (plexte sea City of
tirted: Aurers Corridor Rea)
ad Relacsilon Policy.
Y] Procedures 10d Guidekines),
3. Public property aseds for streesy, sidewaiks,
eralis and utilliies thould e coordinated, smd

muninun exteat featible s miaimize e seguisition
of private property. (Please see Memaraadum of
Agreement broween Seamie ity Light 30d e
i City of Shoreting, 39011
& Aerhal Photography was flewn ln
Avgust, 1999,
3. Vetal ROW Inclndes raad, curd, guiter tnd
amesity zaae.
bas between \ax pareel Gnes

7. ROW surveyed during

&, Seaqile Clry Light whi need 1 resain t00° of

right-ofway In she Central Sherellae Ares. Jaint

e, revse or relocutkan of any part of this ROW

il require future acgonistions and sgreement

befure any project actian Is kmplemenied.
d 2, Ronatg Place may be vacuted In ¢

1 mch gquats & fos
» © e

Fltenamnc: Awrare_ROW_v|0.may (1:08:54 AM
Oate: MK

— Existing ROW
=== Planned Road ROW
« === Planned Total ROW

: |:| Tax Parcel Boundary




CENTRAL SUBAREA
ROW MAP

Map grid 3

Aurora Ave N

1. This msp Meatifies the musimum plasacd
ure right of way for Aurora Ave N

Yuslacsses,

entitled: Aurora Corrider
Propesty Acgolsithm and Relocation Fellcy,
Procedores 304 Guidellsesl
N 3 Public property needa fae streeas, sidewais,
Bl traits and aitliies shuwtd be conrdinnied, oné
asalldated snd disipued o the

)
mazinmm exfent feasible to mtaimizethe acquisi]

| of private property. Please see Mrmorandum of
Agroemnt betweta Seatile City Light 2ad the
City of Shareline, 5-9-01)1

Aeclal Phategrapby was flowa (a

Awgus, 1999,
-] & Totwd ROW tactuscs eonet, curt, puttcr and

wnenlly oot

& Thereare devistlous browees taz parcd Uncs
ROW fincs. ROW lines wre more sccurate.
1. ROW surveyed doring Spring of 268).

4. Satue Clty Light will need

right-oFnay In the Ceatral Shoreli

wie, reuse of relocution of any part

will spresment

© retale 108 of

before aay praject actian s e plemented.
9. Ramaid Phace may be vacuisd jo fhe luture,
Eevieds
ks ang
ergvdeg fgreh
[rroTid

— Existing ROW

lon.

Shatihe furure Inad wisa o 1he atviline
 arivaic precerty are sottled and
(grther \hay he aocon aad circlation

===== Planned Road ROW
¥ « ~ - = Planned Total ROW




CENTRAL SUBAREA
ROW MAP

Map grid 4

Aurora AveN .

L, This mop identlfics the mpsimum planncd
o future right-afway Ror Aurora AveN.
|3

X dusiacsses. shalh b¢ scquired in secordunce widh
(ederal, stare and loca law {pteate see Chiy of
catitied) Avrora Cortider Real

perty. ¢ Mem
Agrecnent betwees Seantle City Light nad Lhe
Clty of Sworellne, §-9-01).

Acrial Photography was ewn In

August, 1939,
& Tousl ROW fncludes rond, corb, gutter and
amenity mae.

&, Thore are deviations betweea tan parcel lues
and ROW Unsa, ROV lines are twore accuraic,
7. ROW swrveyed durlag Spriog of200),

& Seaule Cly Light wif meed s rctoia 109 of
Hohiak h h

Place may bu vacsted in the fyture,
hat the future land uges of

grivalg oropervy pre yetried pp:
furhir.

rhat Abe agctt and cirec]
8 sbu !H‘ Lropevly and the pul

v 2 20 Foal
Flreare: Autors_ROW, v10,m3d 11:0012 AM

e == Planned Total ROW

]:I Tax Parcel Boundary
R E Sl




| CENTRAL SUBAREA
ROW MAP
Map grid §
Aurors Ave N

1. Thls evap Meadlfics the peaximaen plaswed
fature right-of. way for Aurars Ave N,
2. Pelvate property, lixchatin
busimesaeg, shal) ied [ accwe
Gederal, state awd 1o w {phease see City of
Shoreline Manwal eqtilied: Aurora Corridor Real
Property Aequlsitien sod Redacation Pokicy,
Proceduccs 18d Guidelines).
3 Pubilc preperty aeeds for rireets, sidewalks,

3 traitr and utliths shouM be cerdinated, sad

i

conselidated 548 drylpned 1o the
mubaum atend lﬂ;ll!lﬂl minlmlee the scquishion
Pl 1

eat becween Seanle Clty Light and the
Clty of Shoreilne, #9-41).
& Agrial Photography wis Newn la
Avgust, 1999,
5. Tora ROW Inciudes rosd, cur, guiter and
.| ameaity zone.
Y & There are deviations benwesn Lax parcel Fines
d ROW lacs, ROW llacs sre more accarate.

elain 100" of
ine Area. Jolat
y paTh of this ROW
ons onent

ed
ind usey of the shutlisy

Sl

N 40 Fomt

Filename: Asrers_ROW,_vilnaed | E:09:17 AM(
Onte: 22372003

e Existing ROW
«==== Planned Road ROW
¢ == Planned Total ROW

£ |:] Tax Parcel Boundary




] CENTRAL SUBAREA

ROW MAP
Map grid 6
Aurora Ave N

T map enifies tho oo planacd
Totore right-+£ way for Aurors A

perty Acyuisitian and Relocatlon Pallcy,
Pracedures and Guidellaes).

3, Public propesty neads for streets. sidewalky,

trsils and widikies iouid be uunﬂ-uu. )
consolidated 5

maxlmum extent fealble 1o n(lnhni lgitlon
of pm-u Breperty. {Phease see Mezmor:

Agreemeat between Scanbe Cliy Light

clry ol Shordiine, 19011

. Aeshl muunp'w wag fgwn in

Augusi, 1999,
- 1 5, Tousl ROW incledes cund, curts, uiter and

aeealty woe
Tasreare devations perveca s parul G
) no\n Tas. ROW liac

OW jarveyed durla

: ¢ Spriof sF2D3.
s s:.ukcuy uanxwmnuduum. 100 of

eight-stmay is the Ceatrat Sharulint Area, Jalnt
a5 e s cdocan of sty ardo{ 151y ROW
il reqelee fulurs segotiations sad agreement

] ldcuwpnjmmhnuluplmmu.
3, Rensld spcated [g th

arevided

Yy
b ars zeftied
provided

o the poblic vy engt,

[ i ] 40 Fomt.
Pltnamer Avrers ROW 7101 12:09:51 AN

e V31200

7 d
o Legen

—— Existing ROW

¥ ===== Planned Road ROW

» = += Planned Total ROW




.| CENTRAL SUBAREA
.| ROW MAP
Map grid 7
Aurorz Ave N

i
federal, state and Local baw {please see Clty of
Shareline Mtanyal exthiledy Aurors Corridor Real
Property Acqulsirion and Relocatien Palicy.
Procedures and Goldellnes).

L Publlc prepesty noeds fos sirens, sidewalus,

oraili sad cGlises sheuld be coovdinated, snd

consoiidsied 104 designed fo the

N masimum exvent faulble to miobnlze the scquishilon
N of private property. (Picase see Memorandam af

Agretmeat betwesn Seatile City Light acd tbe

City of Shoreliae, §-901).

« Acrint Phategraphy was ftovwm la

Augmt, 1999,

S. Tola) ROW Inchwicr read, cor, gulter and

paroat ines

8, Scattle Gity Light witl need ta retals 16 of
right-ofomay in the Cantral Sharelise Ares Jolat
use, revse of relocation of say part of 1hls ROW
1~ | will require fture negotlarlons and ageeement
." 1| defore any pesject action It impleamenied:
»| 2..Boneld Place mav be vaceied in jbe foture,
fpture tand u; 1
fvs ave geqtied sad
Il

an
A ‘and (he prbtie 2

11nch suaty 8 Fect -

¢ 0 40 Fast

Filessmri Avrora_ROW_v10um1d 1:10:05 AN
N Datar 212003 |

8

w— Existing ROW
====« Planned Road ROW
+ =+ = Planned Total ROW

; l:l Tax Parcel Boundary
'




CENTRAL SUBAREA
ROW MAP

Map grid 8 -
Aurorz Ave N

1 1. This map tdenrins the pusnimure pronnsd
fature righl-of-way for Ansers Ave N.
3

| bisinesses, sualt be acqoieed bn accorduace wit
federal, srute 30d facsd Inw (please ses Clly of
anal engitied: A

Propaty Acqelaitien 3ud Rebocation Paficy,

Pracedures aad Gulddlinasl.

=13, Public preperty seeds fer nreets, sidewsli,
tralis and w

proparty. (Plrast
- rween Seatile City Light asd the
Clty of Sworeina, 8-9:01
& Acrial Phuiography was flows ln

Augus, 1599,
5 Tornl ROW Iacteder rond, curt, gutter sad
* | amenlty zone. .
§. Toereare devlations beteea tac parce Unes
+| s0d ROW laer, ROW tines are more accarate,
. ROW surveyed during Sprisg of 2003,
.| & Seactla City Light whi ced vo retale 100" of
sighi-oseay is the Centra) Shornllae Arca, Jolmi
Ua, etwse or relocatio of any partof thls ROW
~| iR requlre fatwre negatiations and agrecment
baforeany proctscton S mplemente.
2.

s of the spufts Y 1

1ok quaty 0 el -@‘

L w 40 Fout

Flirsime: Aerers_ROW _rl0.msd | ;i AWM
Dafe ¥117200)

A

===== Planned Road ROW
==+ = Planned Total ROW
I:] Tax Parcel Boundary

L P




CENTRAL SUBAREA
ROW MAP

Map grid 9

Aurora Ave N

This map Idestifas the maimom plsaned
urere right-of-way far Auraes Ave N.
L Privata greperty, including tang, belidiags ang
Biglngaser, shall Ba scquised bn scorrdance with
federal, stawx end Jocal taw pleste e Ciey of

M tanual entitled: Avevry Corvidor Resl
4 Fropery Acquisicion aad Relncation Poliey,
Precedures and Gulddines).

eom

Gty of Shoreline, &-901).

4. Awrlal Photography was flowa In

Avpwit, a3

S, Tatal ROW inclates rond, curb, puiter and

amenlty woe.

& There are deviasions berweea tex parcel lines
104 ROW lines. ROW Mnes are more necursee.

. 12001

s Cley Light it (2 Tecaln 1007 of
rghiof-way In the Cretra) Shovefiae Area, Jolsy
sk, cxore ¥ relacativs of poy part of 1kl ROW
- § will require fature negotindions 2ad sgry

before sy project acthon s lmplemeaied.
§ n € fotus
geblic and privel a o
pruvided farther thag the n
nesiinelthe abutin

further thaf the arcett god cirgolagion.
e abutting proocriy wnd the publls sca met,

° ®w » 4 Fest
Flleasme: Aurors_AOW_v(0mmed 11:10:33 AN
Oate: V1773003

L

1 Legend
m— Existing ROW

5] ===== Planned Road ROW
* = -« Planned Total ROW

|:| Tax Parcel Boundary .




CENTRAL SUBAREA
ROW MAP

Map grid 10

Aurora Ave N

] L This map idenifles che masimum plamwed

fatureright-cf-way for Aurory Ave N,

L Private property, lacluding lad. bulidlngs snd

businrsses, 1hall b4 acquired iw sceardasce wits

fefarsL siste and focal baw (ploase see Cly of

Sherclioe Manual entliled: Avrorz Corridor Resl

Property Acqulsidan and Relocation Pelicy.

Procedures and Gulddine).

3. Publlc prepesty needs for wreets, sidewslics,
wrsits and oulliles should be coordinated, sad

3§ sensofidated

af privale property. (Plrase se¢ Mox
Apreenient between Seaitla Clty Light 3ad
/| City of Sherdline, 89013
d L Acrlal Photography was figwn in
August, 1999,
3. Total ROW hcludes rosd, cusb, putrer snd
amenicy wone, .
{. There ars devistions Derwien L1 paree Tines
sod ROW Tllaex, ROW sines are more accurate.
3 rveyed durlag Spring of 2001
8. Scatils City Light wit meed 1o reusin 100" of
sight-of-way in the Cantral Shorelias Ares. Jolas
.| ve.rewser relocstlen of wny part af (bl ROV

Wefore say project sction Uimplemeared.

1102 oy 40 fevt -%
H
v

2 40 Foat

Fllcanme: Aorors_ROW_vi0.med $1:30:49 AN
Oater SA7200)

Legend

— Existing ROW
===== Planned Road ROW
v =+« Planned Total ROW




ROW MAP
Map grid 11
Aurora Ave N’

1. ThEs map (deatifics tbe mavimam plesmd
¢ cight-of-way (ot Aurora Ave N,

i
1, Privatz property, l, bulidiag
b chall be acquired In scrordance:

Avgust, 1999,
. Tolal ROW inghudes road, curb, guiter pad

ARty SRt
€. There are deviations teiwetn tax prred ey

-of-way in the Ceatral S linc Ares. Joiat
docallen of any part of this ROW

project sctloa bt (mpleented.
8

w2 % Fom

ol 1):31:03 AM
Deter S212003

Fleasme: Anraes_ROW_vitm

) = Existing ROW
w=w== Planned Road ROW
* == Planned Total ROW

g :I Tax Parcel Boundary

-




L

CENTRAL SUBAREA
ROW MAP

Map grid 12

Aurora Ave N

1. Tois map idetifag the ng-lgug plavaed
fatuve right-atoray for Aersra Ave N,

L Privasz, pnm ing tand, bulidings snd
Bustnesses, sh) *ﬂ"h accordvuce with
Federal, pate aud hocal Inw (please see City of
Shaceine Ma entitted: Anrars Corrider Ranl
Preperty Acquisiden and Retscation Peiicy,
Procedures snd Culdeliacs),

3. Public property meeds for suremts, sidewatks,
Truls and utdilies shor cosrdinaied, snd
conslidaud ug desigoed o the

‘pﬂvm 1y. (Plesse s Menroraadun of
Amm ‘Serwees Sesttle Clry Light ead the
Cliy of Shoreline, 59013

4, Aerisl Phatography was Dawnts

1253,
5. Toud ROW lncludes raad, curs, gutier 9nd

S amenity tone

& There sre devisGens between tax pared Uaes
and ROW finres. ROW ines are move aceurste,
3 ROW smrveyed during Speing o1 200,
ernle Cty Ught will e 1o et [44° a1
rlgm-al-lny n the Central Shorefias Avea. Jolnt
relocation

R regalee ulure egoinons and  egrtomems
hrmmy project actisn ls kmplea.

w2 40 Fest

Flienamen Aurors _ROW _vi0.med |
D

=~===w Planned Road ROW

fl < =« = Planned Total ROW
: [: Tax Parcel Boundary




CENTRAL SUBAREA

ROW MAP
Map grid 13
Aurora Ave N

1. Tis map idemifies the yximam planaed
Geurerighvafmsy fr Awara Ave .

Cestmetes el B acquired In aecardsaca'wich

fedoral, state snd bacal aw {pleare sae Chy of

Suorline Mavoal eutltied: Aurora Carvidor Resl
Property Acquisirion and Relscation Palicy,

Pracedores and Guldetines).

3. Public preperty needs for streets, sidewalis.

Il e ot el e courlatet, st

i

sty fxitt reulnhumlnlnin e sequisiton

T private property. (Please s¢ Memars:

Agreeaenl betwien Seattis cny Lightand 'S

Clty of Shereline, 45810

& Aerial Photography s e (a

STam ‘a0 Inttudes road. curb. gotier and

amenity

6. There are deviacions betwran tax parcel fhoes

and ROW llncs. ROW Haes aré mors accurats.

D S o

A Seawte Clty Light will need to ralaln 100° of H

righl-of-way In Lhe Cemtral Shoreine Area. Jolat H

i, ceuge of ralocation of sny part of thls ROW -

wlit requlre fe{ure negotiations and agrevrast

Before say groject sction Ls mplemesied, :
o ay be v

2.Byrald Placa may bevacated fu (he fufurs,
preyied thel the fahrrg land
g et ragsrs sH S

ngsdxof e gbntting praperty an, .

ok oqust &0 o .@.

w » 4 Fout

Filensme: Aurars_ROW_vidamsd 1:10:38 AM
Dats: $2712003

— Existing ROW
==wwe Planned Road ROW
* == Planned Total ROW

; [:] Tax Parcel Boundary




CENTRAL SUBAREA
ROW MAP

Map grid 14

Aurors Ave N

dentifes the magimon planned
) fanuee cghicofoey for Aurire Ave .

shah ba nequired In aecordence with

eLies,
fadorat, e1ate and bocal baw (plense son Clty of
Manual entitled: Aurers Corridor Resl
then and tas Pelley.

s rond. rurb, gutter ang

There are devistlons betweon e parcel lnes
ond ROW Rest, ROW Unes are more sccurate.

whlf require futurs negsTatiens and agreemseat
Eefare any project action s implemunted.
2. Runald Blare mat be vacaied fn the futaee,

®emmm Existing ROW
===== Planned Road ROW
*=+= Planned Total ROW

l:] Tax Parcel Boundary

R




N forure rigs-ofemay for Auvora AveN.

CENTRAL SUBAREA

ROW MAP
Map grid 15
Aurora Ave N

B 1. this map emifies 1hs mayimum phanuea

o 2cquired in sccordance with
i
L

3. Public propesty neads for streets, idewstks,
tralis sod wtiliiles shoald be coordinated, and
<ol =] 8 I

A s tha

muzkaum escent feasibl te mlcinize the sequtsisien

(Please e "
Agerement batwees Seantie Chy Lighs sad the
Clry of Shorcline, 8.9.0H,
€ Atrial Photegeaphy was flewn in
August 1999,
& Tutel ROW faciudes read, curd, gutterand -
armeoley zese.
& Twere are deslations between tax paree Unes
3nd ROV lncs. ROW Haes are more necacute.

e
beidre su,
] 9, Renk

° w » WFe

FRename: Aurors_HOW_viomd 11k AM |.
Catr: 5712500

-

| m—Existing ROW
| =w=== Planned Road ROW
«= ¢~ Planned Total ROW

[:I Tax Parcet Boundary

B 3




CENTRAL SUBAREA

Aurora Ave N

1. This map (dentlfien che poaybmeny planncd
t-0f-wwy for Aurern Ave N
1. Privaie property. Including tand, beildings ysd
basiesses, shall be 3cquired in accartance wilh
£] fedarat, state and tocad Luw tplesys soe City of
reting Manus! eatitled: Aursey Corridor R
Property Acqulsitien and Nelocaties
Frocederes

m
of peivate property. (Picasa sz« Memaraoduns af
| Apraemeat betwee Seattte City Light snd the
* | Ciey of Shwrettuc, 8-9.00).
4. Aerial Photography wax fiowm In
An;

ROW faciudes read, furb, goirer sad

caly moee.
6. There ace devistions between tx parcel Gnes
ad ROW Ouee. ROW Unes are more acturate.
. ROW surveyed during Speing.
£ Searite Ciey Light wiil need to rerala 108" of
So:

Legend

m———Existing ROW

===== Planned Road ROW
"]+ =+=Pianned Total ROW
[ Tax Parcel Boundary




#l CENTRAL SUBAREA
=] ROW MAP
& Map grid 17
Aurora Ave N

. Thly mep dantifles (e murlmyrn plazacd
ture ightfmay for AveN,

X
Buslocsses, shell be acquired bn accordance wih
Toeal |

&
of private propesty. (Please see Memorandum of
Agretstent berweea Seatthe Cley Light and the
lne, 6-9-01)
tography was flows In.

ROW Includus resd, corb, gutcer and
7] smealty 200e.

§. Thercare deviations betmeen tax parcel Unes
204 ROW lines. ROW iats are moreaceuric.
7. ROW surveyed during Spriag of 200).
&, Searge City Light will necd 1 rctaia 100" af
vight-of-wy bo tht Ceatrul Shareline Area. Jolnt
i reuse o7 relecation of sny pert af thls ROW

ect actlon is louplemented.
o A253ed In the Arture,
i

Q W » 40 Femt

Rllenymas Aurers ROW_vidmxd
[

smmma Existing ROW
=~==== Planned Road ROW
s=«= Planned Total ROW

: [::] Tax Parcel Boundary




ATTACHMENT B: DRAFT MAY 15,
2003 PLANNING COMMISSION
| . MINUTES

175



These Minutes Subject to

June 5 Approval

CITY OF SHORELINE

SHORELINE PLANNING COMMISSION
SUMMARY MINUTES OF REGULAR MEETING

May 15, 2003 _ Shoreline Conference Center
70PM. . _ Board Room

PRESENT STAFF PRESENT

Chair Doennebrink Tim Stewart, Director, Planning & Development Services

Vice Chair Harris Rachael Markle-Oleson, Senior Planner, Planning & Development Svcs
Commissioner Gabbert Andrea Spencer, Planner, Planning & Development Services
Commissioner Kuboi Kirk McKinley, Aurora & Interurban Trail Project Mgr, Public Works
Commissioner Sands Lanie Curry, Planning Commission Clerk '

Commissioner McClelland

ABSENT
Commissioner Doering
Commissioner MacCully
Commissioner Piro

1. CALL TO ORDER

The regular meeting was called to order at 7:00 p.m. by Chair Doennebrink.

2. ROLL CALL

Upon roll call by the Commission Clerk, the following Commissioners were present: Chair
Doennebrink, Vice Chair Harris, Commissioners Kuboi, Gabbert, Sands and McClelland.
Commissioners Doering, MacCully and Piro were excused.

3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA

Chair Doennebrink suggested, and the remainder of the Commission agreed, that the Planning
Commission should deliberate after each public hearing.

The remainder of the agenda was accepted as proposed.
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4. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

S. GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT

There was no one in the audience who desired to address the Commission during this portion of the
meeting.

6.1 LEGISLATIVE PUBLIC HEARING TO FORMULATE A RECOMMENDATOIN ON THE
NORTH 188" STREET VACATION

Chair Doennebrink reviewed the rules and procedures for the public hearing.

Andrea Spencer reviewed the staff report for the application to vacate the North 188" Street right-of-
way, between Seattle City Light and Midvale Avenue North. She explained that street vacations must be
reviewed under the four criteria listed in the Development Code. She displayed a map on the overhead
projector to identify the subject property, as well as surrounding properties. She noted that Sky Nursery
owns the single-family residential homes located to the north, as well as the property that is just north of
the street vacation. She said the intent is that sometime in the future, Sky Nursery will redevelop. The
purpose of making the street vacation application is to facilitate this expansion. = -

Ms. Spencer reviewed the following criteria that the Commission must consider before making a

recommendation for approval;

o That the vacation won’t be detrimental to properties in the immediate vicinity. She said that
while the properties are located in an existing single-family residential zone, the right-of-way is
unimproved and not really used for access. As long as the houses remain on the property, the right-
of-way would be retained in its existing condition. If Sky Nursery were to expand, they would take
access from Midvale Avenue North, If the application were approved, the property would be
transferred from City to private ownership. She concluded that there appears to be no detrimental
effects associated with the street vacation,

¢ That the dedication should not be part of a long-range plan. She said that if the City had any
long-range plans for development in this area, it would be important that they not give up the right-
of-way. She referred to Map 15, which shows that none of the subject right-of-way area is under
consideration as part of the Central Sub Area Plan, She added that the City staff has coordinated
with all the utility companies. Since they will maintain access easements over the area, their future

plans would not be affected.

Shoreline Planning Commission Minutes
May 15,2003 Page2
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¢ That the vacation is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. She advised that the entire area has
been identified in the Comprehensive Plan as a mixed use. If the right-of-way is vacated, the
redevelopment of the Sky Nursery site would be facilitated and the vision of mixed-use development
could come into play.

* That there are no adverse impacts on historical or cultural resources or any impacts on critical
areas. She referred to the map and noted that no critical areas are located on the site, which is very
flat. There are also no known historical resources in the area. "

Ms. Spencer said staff suggests that the Planning Commission recommend approval of the street
vacation. She referred to the details regarding staff’s recommendation for how the property should be
exchanged. Staff is suggesting that, instead of the City accepting payment for the parcel, they should do
a right-of-way exchange. When the site redevelops, the City would still have adequate right-of-way on
Midvale Avenue North to facilitate the City’s transportation system. She said that, in the past, a
dedication was done, and staff is recommending that this dedication be continued both to the south and
to the north so that the City has the full, typical right-of-way width of 30 feet from the centerline.
- Currently there is only 20 feet from the centerline to the property.

Again, Ms. Spencer said staff recommends approval of the street vacation and the option of taking the
right-of-way trade instead of payment or working another deal for a fair exchange of property. She noted
that, currently, Sky Nursery uses the Seattle City Light right-of-way for parking as well as storage of
landscaping supplies. Some of these uses would be moved to the parcel to the north.

Commissioner McClelland inquired if an easement for public utilities would preclude the property
owner from being able to develop over the land. Ms. Spencer answered that there are some preliminary
proposals that identify the property as parking area and access, which would be an allowed use.

Commissioner Kuboi requested that staff explain how the real estate valuation of the property is done.
Ms. Spencer said that a preliminary report from the appraiser indicates that the subject property is worth
about $220,000. This is based on comparable property within the City (commercial value as well as
proximity to Aurora Avenue).

THERE WAS NO ONE IN THE AUDIENCE WHO DESIRED TO SPEAK DURING THE PUBLIC
HEARING. THEREFORE, THE PUBLIC HEARING WAS CLOSED.

Commissioner Kuboi inquired if the staff considered the inclusion of a condition that would require Sky
Nursery to be the developer as opposed to selling the property to another owner at a price that is much
higher than the property would originally have been worth without the vacation. He said that approval
of the street vacation would result in a consolidated parcel that is worth more than two separate parcels.
There is an implied assumption that Sky Nursery would develop the site, but that is not explicitly listed
in the conditions.

Shoreline Planning Commission Minutes
May 15,2003 Page 3
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- Commissioner Kuboi said that if the property has been appraised at $220,000, it seems that the City
should get at least that much in return, if not more, because the overall value of the combined parcels is
going to be more than the current value of the separated parcels. He did not feel it would be
inappropriate for the City to get more than $220,000 and share in the benefit of the higher economic
value of one larger parcel instead of two smaller ones.

Ms. Spencer said that is why staff is recommending that the City receive dedications in lieu of true
payment. If the site does redevelop, they already have the right-of-way to help that happen. The City
would be getting something very valuable in return (a full, dedicated right-of-way). Commissioner
Kuboi agreed, but pointed out that the City has 10,528.40 sq. fi. of property versus Sky Nursery’s
8103.18 sq. ft. He questioned if the City would receive some monetary compensation for the difference.

Commissioner Kuboi again inquired if the staff and Commission should be concerned about the future
development plan for the combined parcels. Mr. Stewart agreed that it is very important that the City
consider this issue, but the Commission should keep in mind that the City wants to encourage lot
consolidation and redevelopment in the commercial areas. Economic development is one of the top City
Council goals, and by allowing for the consolidation of smaller parcels into larger parcels, the City
would provide significantly more redevelopment opportunities. This, in turn, would expand the tax
base. He expressed his opinion that the City should encourage this type of activity to facilitate business
investment and expansion. Regarding actual values of the properties, Mr. Stewart advised that the City
is fairly well constrained by State law. If there are differences between the land areas, there would have
to be some compensation on a per square foot basis. He concluded that staff feels the proposal is
appropriate and would allow a private business to develop a long-term plan for expansion. Sky Nursery
is currently working on a redevelopment proposal, and the City staff is encouraging this effort.

Commissioner Gabbert said he would be in favor of the proposal, subject to the City being compensated
for the difference in the land swap. He recalled that the City currently has an agreement with Seattle
City Light for the trail. He questioned how the trail would be developed, and how it would be impacted
. by Sky Nursery’s parking. Mr. McKinley answered that staff has not significantly analyzed how the trail
would fit within the mile and a half section between 192™ and 175" Streets. However, there has been
some dialogue with Sky Nursery about including the trail in with their development plans. If Sky
Nursery decides to redevelop prior to the City being able to obtain funding, go through the
environmental process and come up with a plan for the trail, the City would work with them to make
sure accommodations for the trail are made.

Commissioner Gabbert said Sky Nursery might be losing something in the transition as they move into
the trail project because of access and parking. Depending upon how it is done, it could end up
providing an enhancement, as well. He said he assumes that most the parking would be relocated onto
their site. Mr. McKinley said it is too early to tell. Their plans show a lot of the parking going north of
the street vacation, but they still want to keep the arrangement with Seattle City Light to use a part of
their property for parking,
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Vice Chair Harris said he does not believe that Sky Nursery can continue their operation without more
space once the Interurban Trail is developed. If the City wants Sky Nursery to remain in their current

location, they will need to accommodate their needs as best they can. Commissioner McClelland agreed.

While the street would be vacated, the easement down the middle would require a break in the

development, Even though Sky Nursery would be adding land to each of their parcels, the easement
restriction would impact the value, as well.

Commissioner Kuboi said he supports giving Sky Nursery the flexibility to create a better business. He
said that Mr. Stewart’s answer to his question made him feel much more comfortable that all of the
issues have been considered, and he now feels comfortable supporting the request.

Vice Chair Harris inquired if the City has the ‘ability to take right-of-way without paying for it if it is
deemed necessary when a development permit is issued. Mr, Stewart answered that this would be
possible on certain types of permits. But he is not sure whether Sky Nursery would ever apply for the
type of permit that would allow the City to require dedication of the right-of-way. Vice Chair Harris
clarified that he is not in favor of the City taking right-of-way without remuneration, although it is a
possibility.

COMMISSIONER GABBERT MOVED THAT THE COMMISSION ACCEPT OPTION 2 OF THE
STAFF’S RECOMMENDATION. VICE CHAIR HARRIS SECONDED THE MOTION. THE
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

6.2 LEGISLATIVE PUBLIC_HEARING TO FORMULATE A RECOMMENDATION ON
FUTURE RIGHT-OF-WAY NEEDS FOR AURORA AVENUE NORTH IN THE CENTRAL
SHORELINE AREA

Chair Doennebrink reviewed the rules and procedures for the public hearing.

Mr. Stewart presented the staff report. He explained that this project was started in the fall of 2001 and
has gone through a rigorous public review process, a design charette, numerous public meetings and a
- hearing, and a second review by the community. He said the issue before the Commission is a critical
decision about the establishment of the future public right-of-way needs in the Central Shoreline area.
This decision needs to be made before any of the vision or the substance of the plan can be developed in
greater detail. He explained that the Central Shoreline Planning Process generated a development vision
for the area, but the vision has always been fuzzy because the staff has not been sure about what the
right-of-way needs would be. In particularly, he said the question has arisen about whether the future
- right-of-way needs for Aurora Avenue should be on the east side, the west side, or split between the two.
The proposal before the Commission at this time resolves this question by proposing that the future
- right-of-way needs be established on the east side of the Aurora Avenue right-of-way.

Mr. Stewart advised that one of the major reasons for the staff’s recommendation is that there is already -
an additional 100 feet of publicly right-of-way on the east side, which is owned by Seattle City Light.
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As the staff considered minimizing the impact to private property, that additional public right-of-way
was the reason why the east side made more sense. This would limit the taking of private property that
might be required in the future.

Mr. Stewart referred to the folio of maps that were included in the staff report to illustrate how the right-
of-way needs would be identified in the Comprehensive Plan. He referred to Map 5 (right-of-way at
175" and Aurora), and noted that there are a number of lines on the map. The dark lines identify the
existing rights-of-way. The short dashed lines indicate the planned road rights-of-way based upon the
best information they have on the worst-case scenario. The dot-dash-dot lines are the planned future
rights-of-way, including the amenity zones such as sidewalk, curb, etc. These lines are also based upon
the worst-case scenario.

Mr. Stewart referred to the boxes at the top right corner of each map, which contain a series of very
important notes. He emphasized that the notes are critical to the plan. Note 1 identifies the planned
future rights-of-way for Aurora Avenue North. Note 2 states that private property, including land,
buildings and businesses, shall be acquired in accordance with federal, state and local law. It then
references the City of Shoreline’s manual titled “Aurora Corridor Real Property Acquisition and
Relocation Policy Procedures and Guidelines.” Note 3 states that public property needs for streets,
sidewalks, trails and utilities should be coordinated and consolidated to the maximum extent feasible to
minimize the acquisition of private property. Note 4 references the date of the aerial photograph, and
Note 5 states that the total right-of-way includes road, curb, gutter and amenity zones. Note 6 provides
an acknowledgement that there are deviations between the tax property lines and the right-of-way lines.
It also notes that the right-of-way lines are more accurate. Note 7 references the date of the right-of-way
survey, which was just completed. Note 8 references the future use of the Seattle City Light right-of-
way, including those building that might now be located in the right-of-way and are on short-term leases.
It states that Seattle City Light will need to retain 100 feet of right-of-way in the Central Shoreline Area.
It also states that joint use, reuse or relocation of any part of the right-of-way would require future -
negotiations and agreement before any project action could be implemented. He explained that before
any project action to take property or use or reuse property in the Seattle City Light right-of-way
(including the construction of the Interurban Trail) a detailed agreement with Seattle City Light would be
required. He referred to the agreement that Top Foods reached with Seattle City Light south of 175%, .
which demonstrates how this provision would work, where the trail might be located, how the trail might
be constructed, and how the private property owner obtained a long-term lease to utilize the balance of
the land for parking.

Mr. Stewart said the reason staff is only recommending adoption of the exhibits at this time is because
the community voiced their concern that the City was not ready to adopt the Central Shoreline Plan. The
public has indicated that they feel it is too soon to adopt the plan because there are uncertainties about
which way the right-of-way would go. The public also expressed their opinion that the development
regulations were premature. The staff listened to the public comments.

Mr. Stewart said it is important to understand that the proposal does not construct anything. It does not
take any land or condemn any property. It does not force any relocation of property that is identified in
the future right-of-way needs.
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What it does do is very well articulated in the State of Washington’s review of the proposal. A letter
from the Washington State Office of Community Development stated that “the proposed amendments to
the land use and transportation elements of Shoreline’s Comprehensive Plan and attached map clearly
identify where additional right-of-way is needed on Aurora Avenue to redevelop in the Central Shoreline
Corridor. Providing certainty about the location of future public investment should assist owners and
potential owners of adjacent properties to decide when and where to make their own redevelopment
investments.”

Mr. Stewart explained that the process that was followed for the Central Shoreline Plan included a
finalization of the plan report in January of 2003. In April of 2003 the staff prepared and issued a SEPA
checklist and a threshold determination of non-signiﬁcance The comment and public hearing process is
taking place in April and May, and the issue is scheduled on the City Council agenda for June 9, 2003,

Staff has forwarded copies of the folio to approximately 85 land and business owners in the Central
Shoreline area. Every property owner and business owner received a copy of the document, and staff
asked that comments and questions be forwarded to them by April 19. The staff then submitted a second
folio of documents with better aerial photographs. They again asked for comments to be submitted.
" During the past month, he said he has talked to four property owners. In addition, the Commission has
received two letters. Exhibit 1 is a letter from Rick Stephens, Chairman of the Shoreline Merchants
Association. Exhibit 2 is a letter from Larry Steele, Aurora Rents,

In response to the two letters, Mr, Stewart advised that the plan would provide certainty to the property
owners, the business owners, the City, and future public agencies as to the City’s intent for the long-term
future of the corridor. The most frequently asked question he has received is related to when the City
expects the changes to occur. He answered that the changes will probably take place within a six to ten-
year time frame. It might be as soon as four years, but that would be very optimistic. It could be as long
as 20 years or it might never happen.

Commissioner Gabbert requested that staff familiarize the Commissioners as to what the Shoreline
Aurora Corridor Real Property Acquisition and Relocation Policy Procedures and Guidelines says. Mr.
McKinley said the manual was adopted by the City Council about 2% years ago. It details the process
the City would go through as they build the Aurora Project and deal with the property owners. For the
most part, it reiterates the federal and state process, which is generally very favorable and fair. Mr.
Stewart added that, generally speaking, when the City condemns property because they are unsuccessful
in reaching negotiations with the property owner, the contested item is usually related to the value of the
propeérty. There is a formal legal procedure for the private property owner and the government agency to
go through so that the issues can be resolved by the courts. :

Commissioner Gabbert asked that Mr. Stewart explain why most of the property taking is identified for
the east side of Aurora. Mr. Stewart emphasized that the maps show the worst case in terms of the
future public needs. He noted that a significant amount of property on the east is currently owned by a
public agency and many of the buildings are on very short-term leases. With the exception of the Aurora
Rents property, most of the buildings on the east are fairly old and values may be lower than some of the
properties on the west. Commissioner Gabbert clarified his use of the word taking.
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The properties are not being taken, the property owners would be compensated. Mr. Stewart added that
the properties would be taken with just compensation, as allowed by the United States Constitution.

Chair Doennebrink referred to Note 6 located in the upper right-hand corner of each of the maps. This -
note states that there are deviations between tax parcel lines and right-of-way lines and the right-of-way
lines are more accurate. He explained that when the lands were subdivided there was no GIS system to
identify property lines. As a result, when the parcel lines were overlaid onto the aerials there are
distortions. There were also potential location errors on how the lines were originally drawn. The new
right-of-way lines have recently been surveyed in great detail, and therefore, are the more accurate. As
the City acquires more accurate information from surveys; they will adjust the parcel lines on the maps.
He said staff feels it is important to declare the discrepancies to eliminate confusion in the future. When
differences occur between a tax parcel line and a right-of-way line, the right-of-way line would be
considered the more accurate. -

Chair Doennebrink suggested that the term “planned right-of-way” be changed to “maximum planned
right-of-way.” The Commission concurred.

Mr. McKinley explained that the southern cross section provides for a standard, single left turn lane.
Because they have not gone through the environmental process for the actual project itself, they used
what the current code requires (a 12-foot sidewalk with a 112-foot cross section) for design purposes.
Where there are dual left turn lanes, the cross section adds another 12 feet to identify the maximum
worst case scenario. He said the engineers looked at the length of turning queues at the two intersections
to make sure that the needed length was accommodated. '

Chair Doennebrink referred to the upper left hand corner of Map 6. He said it appears that the plan is for
this road to go through. Mr. Stewart said staff believes the City should reserve the right for future access
at that point, and this would involve the future use of the Seattle City Light right-of-way as well as
Ronald Place.

Chair Doennebrink referred to Map 11 and said it appears that 183™ and Midvale would become a street
intersection, Mr. Stewart said that no changes are proposed for 183", The change would occur on 182™
to the South on Seattle City Light right-of-way.

Next, Chair Doennebrink referred to Map 14 and said it appears that North 185™ Street would be
widened. Mr. Stewart agreed that is the intent. He said one of the issues that has been a cause of
uncertainty for the redevelopment of the Gateway site, which was a target site in the Central Shoreline
Plan, has always been the type of additional right-of-way that might be needed along 185™, Map 14
identifies the potential future need.

Commissioner Sands referred to Map 13 and noted that the Aurora Avenue and Midvale Avenue rights-
of-way have been marked off. However, the property in between is still owned by Seattle City Light.
Using Map 13, Mr. McKinley clarified the location of the existing Seattle City Light right-of-way.,
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Chair Doennebrink referred to Map 17 and said the lines actually continue past 192™ Street. Mr.
Stev%art said these lines were provided for illustrative purposes only. The limit for the Aurora Project is
192" Street.

In answer to Commissioner Kuboi’s request for clarification, Mr. Stewart explained that the
Comprehensive Plan amendment would be the folio of maps. A one-page summary of the folio of maps
would be included in the Comprehensive Plan Documents, and the maps would provide the legal
descriptions. He said this same technique was used for amending the zoning and Comprehensive Plan
Maps. Legally, the Commission would be recommending adoption of the folio of maps as a .
Comprehensive Plan amendment. But only the single page summary would be published.

Commissioner Gabbert inquired how the 100-foot right-of-way maintained by Seattle City Light would
be reflected on the maps. Mr. Stewart said this point would need to be negotiated with Seattle City Light
before any project action could occur. That is why Note 8 is so important, Seattle City Light would
have objected to the amendment without assurances that the City would work this issue out with them.
'He emphasized that the City has no authority to require them to vacate or move any of their rlght-of-way
The agreement must be voluntary and considered on a case-by-case basis.

Commissioner McCellelland inquired if Seattle City Light has a minimum width requirement for their
right-of-way that is located under the power lines. Mr. Stewart answered that Seattle City Light
currently retains ownership of 100 feet of right-of-way, and they have made it clear that they will need to
end up with 100 feet when the project is completed.

Commissioner McClelland referred to Map 5 and noted the narrow strip of property between Aurora
Avenue and Ronald Place, which appears to be about 100 feet at its widest point. She clarified that the
right-of-way is not the width of that strip of property. It is the 100 feet that goes along Aurora Avenue.
She summarized that all of the changes shown on Map 5 (dot and dot-dash-dot lines) would remain on
Seattle City Light property. Mr. Stewart said that is not the case. He said the property encroachments to
' the east of Aurora are on private property. The right-of-way is on the east side of Ronald Place.

Commissioner Sands referred to Map 4, which identifies the Top Foods right-of-way. He noted that Top
Foods did not build on the Midvale Avenue North right-of-way. Instead, they built on the Seattle City
Light right-of-way. He summarized that Top Foods reached an arrangement with Seattle City Light as to
where the bicycle trail might go through their property. He said the only place that Seattle City Light
might have to move their easement is further north where Aurora Avenue cuts in. Mr. Stewart answered
that they would probably not have to ask Seattle City Light to move their easement. He pointed out that
the Seattle City Light right-of-way runs up the middle of Midvale Avenue, so the westerly travel lane of
Midvale Avenue is not a public street. During the dlscussmns and negotiations it is hkely that Seattle
City Light will want to resolve that dilemma.

Mr. Stewart emphasized that if and when the maps are finally adopted, the City will know what the
future right-of-way needs for this area will be. Right now, there is a 10-foot required setback for any
development on a road where the road right-of-way has not been established. Once the right-of-way is
established, the 10-foot setback would be eliminated on both sides of the street.
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In effect, all the properties on the west side of the right-of-way would have 10 more feet of development
value, and all the properties on the east side would no longer be required to provide for a 10- foot
setback. This would add value to all of the properties in the area.

Mr. Stewart clarified that the document is a formal proposal to the Commission as a Comprehensive
Plan amendment. If adopted by the City Council, it would then become a legal document the City staff
would use to make other determinations, including whether or not the front yard setback could be
reduced to zero. Without a legal document, the 10-foot reduction could not occur. Commissioner Kuboi
clarified that if, during further review of the maps, it were deemed that the dot-dash-dot line needs to
move, this would still be possible. Mr. Stewart agreed and said that as project based actions come
forward, staff expects the projects to be required to provide a much greater level of detail before
decisions can be implemented. In some cases an additional environmental review could be required. He
emphasized that the plan does not implement anything. It does not acquire property, authorize the
combination of any property, etc. Its purpose is to identify the future intent so that people can make
investments.

Mr. Stewart explained that there would be two methods for changing the map lines in the future. The
first could occur if a project were to come in at less than the maximum development allowed. The other
method would involve a Comprehensive Plan amendment process.

If the maps denote that the formal right-of-way is the maximum right-of-way required, Commissioner
Kuboi questioned if this would constrain the City’s ability to go beyond that in the future if determined
necessary. Mr. Stewart advised that changing the term used to identify the dash-dot-dash line on the
maps to “Maximum Planned Total Right-of-Way” would be consistent. However, he said it would
constrain the City’s ability to go beyond what is identified in the plan. He explained that if a project
would come in beyond the right-of-way line, it would not be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan
and a map amendment would be required to make the project consistent. He concluded that the maps are
intended to identify the maximum right-of-way requirements, and clarification of this would be
appropriate.

Commissioner McClelland requested that staff provide an overview of how they anticipate activity along
Aurora Avenue to unfold over the next several years, Mr. Stewart answered that his best guess is that
the high degree of uncertainty that has existed on the west side of Aurora Avenue would be removed.
There would be no impediment at all to any reinvestment decision on these properties at any time. All of
the property owners on the west side would get an additional 10 feet of frontage that they currently do
not have development rights to. On the east side, he anticipates the potential for investment on the
property that is outside of the future lines. The property that is clearly delineated as “not for public use”
is free, and there would be no reason for investment to be discouraged. However, issues of concern arise
on properties that have shown that there may be future right-of-way needs. In those cases, the pnvate
business owners would have time to make decisions about their future.
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Mr, Stewart said that if a building permit application were submitted for development in a future right-
of-way area, the applicant would have the legal right to continue to do what they want with their
property. The City may, at some point, want to look at a future advanced acquisition fund to purchase
these properties as they become available. However, this would be done on a voluntary basis.

Rick Stephens, 18005 Aurora Ave N, said he would be speaking on behalf of the Shoreline Merchant’s

“Association. He said that he attended the Central Shoreline Sub Area Plan Charette that was held over a
four-day period. However, during the charette, the public was not allowed to discuss the Aurora Avenue
right-of-way. The plans were designed to try to prevent the elimination of private businesses or
property. He said that one result of the charette was the relocation of the bus line from Aurora Avenue
.to Midvale to allow businesses in the wedge to retain their property and stay in business.

Mr. Stephens asked that the Central Shoreline Map revisions not be considered at this time because there
has been no public appraisal of the plan. No public meetings were held with the landlords and/or
business owners to discuss the right-of-way issues. The original maps that were sent to these individuals
were inaccurate, the photos were bad, and they did not receive their new maps until two weeks ago. In
addition, Mr. Stephens pointed out that no environmental impact statement was prepared for the maps,
using real numbers from real businesses in the area. Also, no study was done on the cumulative impacts
of the increased right-of-way to businesses, neighborhoods and the natural environment. He concluded
that the Aurora Avenue right-of-way requirements should be studied, discussed and signed off in a
public meeting and then implemented for the entire three miles of roadway rather than one little section.

Mr. Stephens said the right-of-way revisions ignore the Central Shoreline Sub Area Plan. They condemn
property owners to no future use or sale of their properties. The revisions should not be made without a
full and open public process and a NEPA Environmental Impact Statement. Just cause for taking of a
person’s private property at the cost at the time the City wishes to acquire it is not viable. These
properties are the future of the business owners in the area. Allowing the City to take the property after
ten years is just not right.

Mr. Stephens said that implementing the changes in the Comprehensive Plan is counterproductive. The
property owners would be unable to make changes or adjustments because the Comprehensive Plan
would require the exact right-of-way width and alignment identified on the maps. Also, all impact
studies would be bypassed once the maps become part of the Comprehensive Plan. He concluded that
in order for Aurora to be viable, they need to implement the plan first, and then work out the right-of-
way issues with the business owners who own the properties. He said that, once again, this appears to be
a back door approach of forcing a plan on the citizens and business owners that they do not want. He
urged the Commission to recommend that the City return to the drawing board on the right-of-way
requirements for Aurora Avenue.

Larry Steele, Aurora Rents, 17244 Aurora Ave N, proposed that the plan consider the vacation of -
Ronald Place North south of 175" Street, as long as access to the properties can be satisfied. He referred
to Map 4 and identified the location of his property and its proximity to Ronald Place and the Seattle
City Light right-of-way. Mr. Steele said the proximity of Ronald Place North and the new light that was
just put in at Midvale Avenue is very close.
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~ He said he is worried about traffic flow into his business. Again, he proposed that the Commission
consider the vacation of Ronald Place North. By doing so, there would be an opportunity to give him
additional property on Ronald Place North if it becomes necessary to take some of his property on
Aurora Avenue, With realignment of property lines and working with Haggen’s (Top Foods) he could
remain whole. He said he may have to move the facility to a different location on the property, but his
understanding is the City would help him do this if necessary

Mr. Steele said that if the Ronald Place North vacation is approved, he asked that the Commission also
consider the realignment of Ronald Place North with Midvale Avenue. He recalled that the staff’s
proposal is to tie Ronald Place North into the traffic light at Haggen’s and Midvale Avenue. He
suggested that redirecting the traffic and the bus lane would not only benefit his business, but the
businesses further down because no bus lane would be required on Aurora Avenue..

If his proposal to vacate a portion of Ronald Place North is not approved, Mr. Steele asked that the
Commission consider leaving the properties south of 175" Avenue out of current proposal because there
are so many issues that need to be considered. He said the right-of-way, as proposed, would take up
. about 13,000 square feet of his building and put him out of business.

~ Russell McCurdy, Aurora Cold Storage and Exotic Meats, 17532 Aurora Ave N, said he is opposed to
the proposed right-of-way alignment. He feels the plan is too extravagant. The huge taking proposed
from the west into the east is baséd on 12-foot sidewalks with amenity zones and a 15-foot median. This

- results in an increase to the right-of-way relief that the citizens and the business community have fought
for and still believes is the alternative to the City’s plan. The alternative would have 6 to 8-foot
sidewalks and left turn lanes with safety islands, and it would allow businesses to be maintained.

Mr. McCurdy said that because the economy is struggling now, there is a need for additional tax revenue
for schools rather than acquiring properties to accommodate the increased right-of-way. He said that if
he believed his business was in the way of progress, he would leave. But if his business is being
eliminated to provide four additional feet of right-of-way on each side and a median, he is opposed. He
questioned whether this money would be better spent on infrastructure. He urged the Commission to
take a hard look at exactly where the right-of-way lines should be drawn. If the proposed lines are set in
the Comprehensive Plan, the City Council would have the right to condemn his property, as well as other
business properties along Aurora Avenue. The City needs to approach the improvements to Aurora
Avenue with a more realistic proposal that does not take so many businesses that would like to stay.

Mr. McCurdy said that he supports the amendment pr g)osed by Mr. Steele, and asked that it be extended
to include the businesses that are located North of 175" Avenue.

Randy Ferrell, Ferrell Penning Inc., 17510 Aurora Ave N, suggested that the process appears
backwards. He said, in his opinion, alternative road designs should be created, and the environmental
impacts should be studied. He urged the City to also take into account the socioeconomic impacts,
which a NEPA Environmental Impact Statement requires that, unfortunately, the State Environmental
Impact Statement does not. This type of study would help to determine how many businesses or jobs
would be lost or gained from the project, as well as the tax impacts on the City.
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He said that this review needs to be completed before the rights-of-way are established. It might turn out
that the proposed design is the best, but the NEPA process would help the Commission and City Council
make a decision.

Mr. Ferrell said that if the Commission forwards the proposed plan to the City Council with a
recommendation of approval, they would be setting the stage for the City to require the largest rights-of-
way. He encouraged the Commission to recommend against the proposal to the City Council.

Edsel Hammond, 18541 Burke Ave N, said that while he is not a business owner on Aurora Avenue, he
can sympathize with them. He said it is up to the Commission to put some sense into the chaos that is
going on. If they recommend approval of the plan, then the taxpayers will suffer the consequences. The
City is planning on a lot of future development, and they are talking about bond issues to pay for the
projects on Aurora. When bonding is used, tax exemptions are given to the buildings, and only the land
is taxed. That means that the citizens will have to pay the taxes on businesses that are on the developed
properties. He urged the Commission to deny the plan and send the staff back to the drawing board to
come up with a plan that has narrower sidewalks and roadway. He said it is up to the Commissioners to
think about the impacts to the fellow citizens.

Yeronica Loistl, 1153 North 165" Street, said she is not a business owner in Shoreline, but she has
lived just one block east of Aurora Avenue since 1971. She said one of her goals is to support the local
merchants. She said the residents understand that something significant is going on with the Aurora
Corridor. While they may not be as up to date as the business owners, they are very uneasy and are
starting to ask questions. She said the comments she has been hearing in her neighborhood are not very
positive. When the staff talks to the business owners along Aurora, they should consider that the
community supports the businesses, as well. She recalled that a whole lot was said about
accommodations for Sky Nursery in the previous public hearing, yet the businesses in the area from
175" up do not appear to be as important. She suggested that all the businesses be treated with equal
consideration.

Ms. Loistl recalled that Mr. Stewart previously stated that the maps show “worst case scenario.” She
said she sees this worst case scenario cutting the existing buildings right in half. She said she would like
to know what the best case scenario would be. If the best case scenario is that some parking would be
lost, this parking can be replaced when the Interurban Trail is constructed.

Dan Mann, 17920 Stone Ave N, said that while he owns a business along Aurora Avenue, it is not in
the impacted area. He said he has participated in the Aurora Avenue proceedings for quite some time,
and was a member of the original Comprehensive Plan Citizens Advisory Panel, which dealt with
Aurora Avenue specifically. Mr. Mann said that if Bill Monroe were still on the Commission, he would
tell the Commission that the original Planning Commission was “back doored” on the Aurora Avenue
Plan. They were not presented with all the data, and the issue was presented as a sort of “non-binding
vote.” Little did they know what they gave birth to because it has never since been brought back, and
there have never been adequate hearings before the Commission. Mr, Mann said the proposal that is
being considered now is very similar in that it is an attempt to corrupt the Comprehensive Plan process
in a very subtle way, without going through any of the adequate safeguards.

DRAFT _

Shoreline Planning Commission Minutes
May 15,2003 Page 13

188




Mr. Mann said he would agree with staff that there has been a public process, but the public process
produced an entirely different result than the document before the Commission for consideration. He
referred to Page 14 of the Central Shoreline Sub Area Plan Report, which lists all of the public meetings
that were held. However, the opening sentence states that the Central Shoreline Charette was a
collaborative and open public design workshop held at the Ronald United Methodist Church. While the
charette was a good event with a good result, that result is not consistent with the document before the
Commission for consideration. The citizen design was morphed behind closed doors and used as a tool
to enable predatory urban renewal.

Mr. Mann said the Central Shoreline Plan included keeping the wedge between 175™ and 177", which
has now been right-of-wayed out of existence in the proposed right-of-way plan. The businesses located
within the wedge have been there for many years, and he encouraged the Commission to look at the plan
as more than just lines on paper. He said the 25-year vision identified in the Central Shoreline Plan
states that the wedge would be redeveloped with storefronts facing Ronald Place. The brick road would
be vacated for traffic, but would remain in place as part of the Interurban Trail. Also, the sidewalk width
“was reduced on the east side of Aurora Avenue because of the Interurban Trail right behind the wedge.

Mr. Mann said the proposed right-of-way plan condemns property based on a design, which includes
room for two, 12-foot sidewalks adjacent to a 100-foot right-of-way trail. He said this does not make
any sense now and it didn’t make sense when the Central Shoreline Plan was put together by
professional designers. Mr. Mann encouraged the Commission to defer judgment on the right-of-way
plan until they have had time to review the support material that will shed more light on this huge
decision. He urged them not to make the same mistake as the previous Planning Commission when they
rubberstamped an Aurora Plan that has now become a real albatross for the City.

David Anderson, 1108 NE 200%™ Street, said he has a PhD in Toxicology, a Bachelors Degree in
Zoology, and a Masters Degree in Fisheries. He said he has concerns both as a citizen and as an
environmentalist. He said he has worked with Metro for a number of years on dealing with odor and
other problems associated with sewers. While he has not been previously involved in the public process
for this issue, he proposed that the trees on the sidewalks be moved away from the street to the other side
of the sidewalk on private property. That change alone would add about 10,000 square feet of real estate
back on the tax roll. It would also remove the visual barrier to seeing people who are trying to cross the
street. Planting the trees next to the street would increase the biological load that goes into the sewer
every fall by a large amount, and this could be reduced substantially if the trees were moved to the other

~ side.

Mr. Anderson pointed out that two, 12-foot sidewalks is excessive. However, he noted that the master
plan is only a suggestion. He concluded that the major reason for choosing the east side of the Seattle
City Light right-of-way is not clear in the document presented. He said the map does not clearly identify
this right-of-way in some of the most important areas. If they are going to make a serious decision to
create a legal document, it is important that the issues are clear.
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Walt Hagen, 711 North 193" Street, said that the right-of-way document does not represent the plans
that were discussed as part of the Central Shoreline Sub Area Plan charette. It represents the City’s
intent, and not the citizen’s intent. It puts the properties along Aurora Avenue in limbo for ten to
twenty-five years. : '

Mr. Hagen inquired why the City staff is proposing to place a four-year-old map into the current
Comprehensive Plan as a legal document. The map should be accurate to today’s view. He questioned
regarding the location of the survey monument that was used to establish the right-of-way lines. He
suggested that the lines are not tied to anything, nor are they controlled, and before any right-of-way
lines are considered for Aurora Avenue, the Commission must insist upon a proper NEPA process. He
noted that Aurora Avenue is part of the national transportation system of highways (State Route 99). It
is not “Main Street USA” as Shoreline’s City staff would like to call it.

Mr. Hagen said his primary concemn is the neighborhoods. He said the Commission must insist that
before any right-of-way lines are established and cast in concrete in the Comprehensive Plan, the full
NEPA requirements are carried out and the cumulative impacts on 15t Northeast, the Interurban Trail,
Aurora Avenue, and all of the neighborhood streets must be considered. He pointed out that the
neighborhood streets would have to accommodate the traffic that comes off of Aurora Avenue. He
emphasized that the capacity on Aurora Avenue would not be increased by any of the plans. He
concluded that the proposed right-of-way plan is not a good proposal, and the citizens would like another
chance to review the plan and provide comments.

Diana Stephens, 18005 Aurora Ave N, said she would be speaking for herself, as well as Dr. Eric
Carlson, who has a business on Firlands Way. He had to leave early, unfortunately. She said it is
important for the Commission to know that the proposed document was not provided to any of the
businesses located on Firlands Way. A lot of customers accessing these businesses from northbound
Aurora Avenue and westbound on 185" Street, and the proposed plan would close those two access
points. The progosal does not provide any rationale for closing the road. The customers will have to
turn left on 185™ and then turn on to Linden heading North. This pushes business traffic out onto a
neighborhood street, and there does not appear to be a reason for this change.

Ms. Stephens said it is important for the Commission to take into account that Seattle City Light is
collecting rent for all the businesses that are leasing space from them. Seattle City Light is having a
difficult time financially, and they will expect to receive the same amount of money that they are now.
The City cannot expect them to get rid of businesses without being compensated for the loss of revenue,
yet this issue has not been addressed. She urged the Commission not to approve the plan because it
needs a lot more study.

THE PUBLIC HEARING WAS CLOSED.

Commissioner Gabbert requested that Mr, Stewart address the questions and issues that were raised by
the public. He asked if the proposed plan reflects the narrowing of the street as a result of moving the
bus lane over to Midvale Avenue. Mr. Stewart answered that the proposed plan does not do anything
with the bus line. The plan establishes a worst case scenario for future right-of-way needs.
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If some consolidation of the public rights-of-way can be made, there may be an opportunity to reduce the
line and make some adjustments. That is not part of the proposal, but is a possible outcome. However,
discussions with Metro have not been encouraging based on their operational needs. The proposed plan
would not preclude or prevent negotiations with Metro from coming into fruition in the future.

Commissioner Gabbert inquired how much the staff referred to the Central Shoreline Sub Area Plan as
they created the right-of-way plan. Mr. Stewart said the future right-of-way plan would become an
appendix to the Central Shoreline Sub Area Plan. The staff is not suggesting that the report, itself,
should be formally adopted, but only that the amendment to the appendix be adopted.- The right-of-way
plan is an outgrowth of the process, and staff thinks it is the first and necessary step that needs to be
taken before the Central Shoreline Sub Area Plan can be formalized.

Mr. Stewart explained that the project is following the required environmental review procedures, as
advised by the City’s legal counsel. If at some point and NEPA (National Environmental Policy Act)
process is required for a future project, it would be implemented at that time. The current project is
following the SEPA (State Environmental Policy Act) process. The City has issued a determination of
non-significance, which is appealable following action by the City Council on the amendment.

Commissioner Gabbert referred to the taking of privately owned properties along Aurora Avenue. He
said that if the City does take this property, the property owners should receive just compensation and
still be allowed to stay in the area. Mr, Stewart referred to Mr. Stephen’s letter in which he stated that
no future use of his property would be allowed and that the plan would condemn his property. Other
speakers have also made statements regarding condemnation or taking of propeity or somehow limiting
or diminishing the current value of the property. Mr. Stewart emphasized that these statements are not
true. The plan establishes a plan for the long-term right-of-way needs. If and when the City moves
forward with the project to utilize or take that property, then just compensation would need to be
provided to the property owners. This has been established clearly in the note on the plan having to do
with the policies and procedures that would be followed in that regard. Until the project moves forward,
the owners are free to enjoy and use their property and develop or redevelop as they see fit.

Mr. Stewart referred to Mr. Steele’s issue regarding the vacation of Ronald Place. He referred to Map 4,
and suggested than an additional Note 9 should be added to read, “Ronald Place North, from 175" Street
south to Aurora Avenue might be vacated, provided that the access and circulation needs of the abutting
property and the public are satisfied.” Mr. Stewart said this note would mean that the vacation might
occur along the eastern property line of Aurora Rents, and all or a portion of it might become available
for future redevelopment if the abutting property needs and the needs of the public for circulation can be -
preserved, Mr. Stewart said the reason this makes sense south of 175™ but not north is that an agreement
with Seattle City Light on the future long-range land use of their right-of-way south of 175" has been
reached with Top Foods. Ronald Place to the North of 175® Street is a different situation because there
is no agreement with Seattle City Light on the future use of their right-of-way. Once they know how the
trail will fit in, there may be an opportunity for a similar arrangement on Ronald Place to the north.
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Commissioner Sands suggested that Note 9, as proposed by Mr. Stewart, could apply to Ronald Place
north of 175™, as well, with the additional caveat that not only must the public needs and ability to
access their property be satisfied, but that an appropriate arrangement with Seattle City Light would also
be required for the vacation of Ronald Place north of 175", Mr. Stewart said this would be possible, but
he suggested that they require that not only the access and circulation needs of the abutting property
owners and the public be preserved, but also that the proper use of the land be settled satisfactorily.

The Commission discussed whether or not they would be ready to make a recommendation on the
proposed plan now, or if they would need to continue their discussion to a future meeting, Mr. Stewart
advised that the City Council will begin their budget and Capital Improvement Project deliberations on
. June 16", and staff was hoping to get the right-of-way plan tentatively scheduled on their June 9
agenda. If the Commission decides to continue their discussions, he suggested that they do so at a
special meeting so that the issue can move forward as quickly as possible. The Commission agreed to
extend the meeting to 9:45 p.m. to give the Commissioners an opportunity to present their questions to
the staff.

Conimissioner Kuboi suggested that the Commissioners submit their questions to the staff, Staff could
consolidate their responses and present them at the next meeting. Chair Doennebrink agreed, but
suggested that questions related to issues raised by the public should be brought forward while the public
is stlll present. Commissioner Kuboi agreed.

Vice Chair Harris inquired why the City is considering the right-of-way needs for only that portion of
Aurora Avenue that is part of the Central Shoreline Sub Area Plan instead of the entire three mile length
of Aurora Avenue that is located in Shoreline. Mr. Stewart said the limits of the sub area study were
identified in 2001, and staff has focused on this area for the Comprehensive Plan amendment. The issue
of cumulative impacts and whether the entire corridor should have been studied is the subject of the
current lawsuit. Therefore, he cannot provide further comment at this time. Vice Chair Harris said
because Aurora Avenue is a continual highway, it should be considered as such.

Chair Doennebrink referred to Ms. Loistl’s question regarding what would be considered the best case
scenario for rights-of-way on Aurora Avenue. He suggested that best case could be interpreted many
different ways, including doing nothing at all. Mr. Stewart agreed.

Chair Doennebrink referred to Mr. Anderson’s comment that the Seattle City Light right-of-way is not
always clear on the maps. He questioned if staff could make this line more visible. Mr. Stewart
answered that the public rights-of-way are all identified by dark black lines, but they do not indicate
which public entity owns each one. If this information were to be included, a new map production
would need to be completed. Regarding the age of the maps, Mr. Stewart explained that the underlying
aerial photographs are from 1999, but they have been rectified so they do not show the building slants
that were included on the earlier maps. The aerial maps that were provided to the Commission are the
best available without spending a significant amount of money. - Commissioner McClelland suggested
that it would be helpful for the staff to display the maps on the overhead projector, using a colored pencil
to identify the Seattle City Light right-of-way. Mr. Stewart agreed this would help to clear up much of
the confusion.
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Commissioner Sands said he realizes that the lines on the map represent a worst case scenatio, but once
the lines are approved on an official document, there would become a need, at some point, to make the
lines real. He said he is concerned that the City stay true to the charette and the plans that the
community was heavily involved in. At this time, he is not clear as to whether or not the right-of-way
lines on the proposed maps are somehow different than what was identified in the Central Shoreline Sub
Area Plan. He said he understands the business owners’ concern about approving a formal document
identifying right-of-way lines without some legislative comments provided to indicate the intent and
purpose of the right-of-way maps. It should be clear that the City wants to follow through with what was
identified at the charette. Mr. Stewart said that is the purpose of the notes provided in the boxes in the
upper right corner of each map. If there are better ways of expressing the intent, clarification can be
provided as a note to the map. He agreed that clarification could be provided to indicate that the right-
of-way lines identified on the maps are the maximum, and that they are intended to facilitate the Central
Shoreline Sub Area Plan Report.

Commissioner Sands suggested that if the City is able to reach an agreement with Metro to remove the
‘bus lanes from Aurora Avenue there would be no need to have the maximum right-of-way. The same
would be true if the sidewalks do not have to be as wide. This intention could also be clearly stated in
the notes. Mr. Stewart said that is the intent of Note 3. If the trail and sidewalk could be consolidated,
the project right-of-way lines would be less than the maximum.

Commissioner McClelland suggested that staff come up with a method for showing how the right-of-
way proposal supports the Central Shoreline Sub Area Plan. This would enable to the Commission to
determine whether or not the two documents are consistent. She said it is important that the
Commission not dismiss the personal investment people have in owning either property or a business in
this area, She inquired how many property owners would be affected by the proposed maps. Mr.
Stewart answered that staff could provide the Commissioners with a list of both property owners and
businesses that were provided copies of the document. The total of the two groups is approximately 85.

7. REPORTS OF COMMITTEES AND COMMISSIONERS

Vice Chair Harris reported that he represented the Commission at the last City Council meeting
regarding the critical areas amendment. The City Council discussed the amendment at their workshop,
but no formal action has been taken yet. He said the Mayor thanked the Commission for their efforts.

8. UNFINISHED BUSINESS

Commissioner Kuboi said the Aurora Avenue topic has a lot of issues and questions associated with it.
He suggested that the Commissioners forward their questions to the staff before the next meeting so that
staff can respond in writing. He said his fear is that they will talk a lot at the next meeting, and still not
be all that much closer to coming to a conclusion. He questioned how the Commission’s collective
thoughts could be organized to enable them to reach a consensus.
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Mr. Stewart said he has taken notes of the comments received from the public and the Commission. He
suggested that if Commissioners have any additional comments to add, they should contact Ms. Markle.
Staff would then try to provide answers to their questions. Commissioner Kuboi suggested that staff
provide a written summary of all of the Commission comments prior to the next meeting. Mr. Stewart
said staff would attempt to get the best information to the Commission in the earliest form, but this
would depend upon when the special meeting is scheduled and when the Commissioners submit their
additional questions.

Mr. Stephens asked that the compilation of Commission questions and staff responses also be provided
to the Shoreline Merchant’s Association prior to the next meeting.

The Commission and staff discussed p0551b1e special meeting dates. Staff was directed to work out the
details and notify the Commissioners.

9. NEW BUSINESS

There was no new business scheduled on the agenda.
10. AGENDA FOR NEXT MEETING

Ms. Markle advised that a public hearing on a special use permit application by Parker’s for
intensification of a gambling use is tentatively scheduled on the June 5 agenda.

11. ADJOURNMENT

The meeting was adjourned at 9:55 p.m.

Brian Doennebrink Lanie Curry
Chair, Planning Commission Clerk, Planning Commission
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These Minutes Subject to

June 4 Approval

CITY OF SHORELINE

SHORELINE PLANNING COMMISSION
- SUMMARY MINUTES OF SPECIAL MEETING

May 22, 2003 Shoreline Conference Center
7:00PM. - Board Room '
PRESENT - STAFF PRESENT

Chair Doennebrink Tim Stewart, Director, Planning & Development Services
Commissioner Piro Rachael Markle-Oleson, Senior Planner, Planning & Development Services
Commissioner Gabbert Kirk McKinley, Aurora and Interurban Project Manager; Public Works
Commissioner Kuboi Lanie Curry, Planning Commission Clerk

Commissioner Sands
Commissioner McClelland
Commissioner Doering
Commissioner MacCully

ABSENT
Vice Chair Harris

1. CALL TO ORDER

The special meeting was called to order at 7:00 p.m. by Chair Doennebrink.

2. ROLL CALL

Upon roll call by the Commission Clerk, the following Commissioners were present: Chair
Doennebrink, Commissioners Doering, Kuboi, MacCully, Piro, McClelland, Gabbert and Sands. Vice
Chair Harris was absent,

3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA

COMMISSIONER GABBERT MOVED THAT THE COMMISSION APPROVE THE AGENDA AS
PRESENTED. COMMISSIONER MACCULLY SECONDED THE MOTION. THE MOTION
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
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4. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
Approval of the minutes from May 15, 2003 was postponed to the June 4, 2003 meeting.

5. PUBLIC COMMENT

There was no one in the audience who desired to address the Commission during this portion of the
meeting.

6. REPORTS OF COMMISSIONERS

None of the Commissioners provided reports during this portion of the meeting,
7. STAFF REPORTS

There. were no new items for the staff to report on.

8. UNFINISHED BUSINESS

a. Continuation of Legislative Public Hearing to Formulate a Recommendation on Future
Right-of-Way Needs for Aurora Avenue North in the Central Shoreline Area

Mr. Stewart referred the Commission to the memorandum that was provided by staff related to the
proposed amendment to the Comprehensive Plan to identify the Central Shoreline right-of-way needs.
The purpose of the memorandum was to respond to the comments, questions and issues that had been
raised at the public hearing on May 15, 2003, in addition to comments raised by Commissioner Kuboi
since the public hearing. : '

Mr. Stewart said that staff recdmmends that the following language be added to each of the maps in the
folio as Note 9:

“Ronald Place may be vacated in the future, provided that the future land uses of the abutting
public and private property are settled and provided further that the access and circulation
needs of the abutting property and the public are met.”

Mr. Stewart said that staff is recommending that Map Grid 13 also be changed to address the access
issue at Firlands Way. Staff proposes that the Northwest Corner of 185" and Aurora Avenue North be
revised to show that the “planned total right-of-way” would be the same as the existing right-of-way
along Firlands Way North, the west side of Aurora Avenue North and the north side of North 185"
Street west of Aurora Avenue. Mr. Stewart noted that the dashed lines showing the future right-of-way
are actually less than the current right-of-way lines, and the land would become surplus property.
Therefore, staff recommends that the -existing right-of-way lines be retained until the access issues at
Firlands Way are resolved.
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Mr, Stewart advised that he also responded to a number of other issues in his memorandum, and said he
would be happy to provide further information. He referred to an additional letter that was received by
the City after the public hearing from Rick Stephens, Chairman of the Shoreline Merchants Association.
Since this is a legislative matter, he suggested that it would be appropriate for the Commission to include
it in their consideration.

The Commission agreed that Mr. Stewart should briefly review each of the responses that he provided in
his memorandum.

Mr. Stewart said that at the public hearing on May 15", there were some comments made about the
sidewalk widths and the configuration of the amenity zone. A question arose as to whether the
Comprehensive Plan amendment would establish or change the design of the future Aurora Project. He
clarified that the amendment would not establish the design detail of any project. It merely sets the
worst-case right-of-way needs for Aurora Avenue North. It is not a project action and does not establish
the details of project design. The specific design and environmental impacts of any improvement project
would be determined as part of the project. This Central Shoreline Plan does require that public property
needs for streets, sidewalks, trails and other utilities should be coordinated and consolidated, to the
maximum extent feasible, to minimize the acquisition of private property. He added that it is important
to identify the worst possible right-of-way scenario, and then potentially consolidate and minimize the
right-of-way zones where appropriate.

Mr. Stewart said that another question raised at the last meeting was whether or not the adoption of the
proposal would prohibit the future use of any private property and make the property uinmarketable. Mr.
Stewart answered that it would not. -He explained that all private property owners would continue to
enjoy all of the rights vested in their property. Any government that “takes” private property for a public
use must pay the owner the “full and fair” market value of the propetty.

Commissioner Kuboi questioned if the City would be exposing themselves to lawsuits from property
owners who claim that their property values have dropped and they are unable to do what they want to
do with the property as a result of the new right-of-way lines. Mr. Stewart answered that the City
Attorney has reviewed the proposed amendment, as well as the memorandum from staff dated May 21,

2003, and has approved both.

Commissioner MacCully referred to the issue of “taking.” He said he is clear about the process used for
taking an entire parcel, but he is less clear about the process that would be used when only a portion of
~ the property is being taken. If only a portion of the property is taken and the property becomes unusable

for its current purpose, what would the City do? Mr. Stewart said he is not familiar with Washington
State practices on this matter. But in other places in the country, there is a very strong legal precedent
- that if a City leaves an economically unviable remnant of the parcel, they would take the entire parcel.
That would probably be the rule in this situation.

Commissioner Gabbert inquired what would happen if improvements are made on a parcel and then the
City decides to take a small portion of the land that cuts into the improvements previously made, leaving
the structure no longer viable. Would the City compensate the property owner for the improvements?
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Mr. Stewart answered that there are very detailed formulas used to establish how much damage has
occurred and what the fair market value for the damage is. Oftentimes, this is negotiated on a case-by-
case basis. If a “taking” is unavoidable, then the City must compensate by offering the full and fair
market value.

Commissioner Sands inquired if a similar process of redrawing the rights-of-way was used for the
portion of the Aurora Project that is located further south. Mr. Stewart answered that it was not. He
added that the rights-of-way on the south are generally wider than the rights-of-way in the central area,
so the need for establishing the maximum right-of-way was less.

Mr. McKinley said that with the South Aurora Project, a little over a half an acre would be taken to
accommodate the right-of-way for the whole mile. Most of the right-of-way in this area is already 110
feet wide. He said that the “takings” in the south averaged about six inches to one foot in width on
either side. He said that the property owners would be compensated for these takings when they occur.

Mr. Stewart advised that concerns were raised previously that the process appears to be backwards.
Some have suggested that every question about every possible design of every alternative should be
answered before the amendment is approved. Mr. Stewart said staff disagrees with that position. He
reminded the Commission that the Washington State Office of Community Development has said that
the proposed amendment “should assist owners and potential owners of adjacent properties to decide
when and where to make their own redevelopment investments.” Mr. Stewart further explained that
attempting to answer every question about every alternative at this stage of the planning process would
cause inaction and preservation of status quo, an outcome that is not consistent with the City of
Shoreline’s Comprehensive Plan.

Mr. Stewart recalled that questions have also been raised about the National Environmental Protection
Act (NEPA) process. He explained that concurrent compliance with NEPA is not required for this
Comprehensive Plan amendment since it is not a federal action. However, the NEPA process may be
required for future project actions. He further explained that a locally funded project within the future
right-of-way would not require a NEPA review, but a federally funded project within the right-of-way
would. He pointed out that Highway 99 is a State Highway, but improvements might be undertaken
using either federal or non-federal funds.

Next, Mr. Stewart said there were questions raised about economic impact, cumulative impact and
logical termini. He explained that as a non-project action, these issues do not apply to the proposed
amendments. He noted that these comments were also raised as part of the 145™ through 165" Streets
section of the Aurora Project, but they were satisfactorily answered in the final State Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) and the pending NEPA Finding of No Significant Impact.

Commissioner McClelland suggested that since economic impacts are a significant concern, perhaps it
would be appropriate for the Commission to be reminded of the comments that were provided in the
Environmental Impact Statement. Mr. Stewart said the EIS clearly states that no analysis of economic
impact is required. However, if the NEPA process were required for a future project action, an analysis
of economic impact would be conducted.
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The same would true for cumulative impact and logibal termini. He summarized that staff believes these
issues have been adequately addressed, and the analysis, for the proposed amendments, is not required.
He noted that the EIS process for the first phase of the Aurora Project identified a positive economic
impact.

Mr, Stewart said that several questions were raised about Metro’s current position on moving buses off
Aurora in the central area and onto Midvale Avenue. He explained that during the Central Shoreline
process there were substantial discussions between the City and Metro regarding the possibility.
However, Metro does not currently support any proposal that would divert buses off Aurora. Staff does
not know if this policy will change in the future, and there might be other ways of addressing the issue.

Chair Doennebrink inquired if the potential vacation of the southern portion of Ronald Place and the
wedge would end any possibility for diverting the buses to Midvale Avenue. Mr. Stewart replied that
the way Note 9 has been crafted, the circulation needs of the public must be met. This would include the
potential for any transit service that would serve the public. There would be some potential for land
trade associated with the vacation, as well as utilization of some of the access points through the Top
Foods parking lot.

Mr. Stewart recalled that numerous questions were raised about how the project would be funded. He
said it is important to note that the proposed Comprehensive Plan amendment is not a project. All future
projects (Aurora, Interurban Trail, advanced land acquisitions, etc.) would be funded through the City’s
Capital Improvement Plan, which identifies sources and uses of funds.

Mr. Stewart said another question raised by the public was related to the legal appeal process for the
Comprehensive Plan amendment. He explained that the amendment of the Comprehensive Plan is a
legislative decision of the City Council. Therefore, no administrative appeals are provided for in the
Shoreline Municipal Code. Appeals may be filed with the Central Growth Management Hearings Board.

Mr. Stewart said the question of how an appendix to the Central Area Plan can be ado j)ted before the
Central Area Plan is adopted was raised in a letter from Mr. Stephens dated May 22", Mr. Stewart
explained that the appendix is the Comprehensive Plan amendment and may be adopted independently
from the plan.

Mr. Stewart said that contrary to Mr. Stephen’s comment, he did not make a statement alleging that the
public defined the right-of-way requirements. However, he did state that the public articulated the need
to define rights-of-way during the Central Shoreline Planning process. He said there was great
confusion during the process as to which side of the road would be taken. There was also concern that if
all of the takings occurred on the west side, then land use in the west would be much different than if all
the takings took place on the east. They heard over and over again during the Central Shoreline Planning
process that the City needed to make a decision on which side of the road would be taken.

Mr. Stewart said that Mr. Stephens alleges that the public has been completely left out of the process of
defining the right-of-way needs. However, staff believes that the public has been continually involved in
the process. The public hearing last week is evidence of this involvement.
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Mr. Stewart said that Mr. Stephens also questioned whether or not the Comprehensive Plan amendment
would become a requirement. He answered that the amendment, including all of the detailed notes with
all of the qualifiers, would become a requirement unless the plan is amended in the future, He explained
that if there is a need to acquire right-of-way on the west side or beyond the lines on the east side, a
Comprehensive Plan amendment would be required, and the public would be notified and allowed to
participate in a public hearing process.

COMMISSIONER MCCLELLAND MOVED THAT THE COMMISSION FORWARD A
RECOMMENDATION OF APPROVAL OF THE AMENDMENT TO THE COMPREHENSIVE
PLAN TO INCLUDE THE APPENDIX OF THE RIGHT-OF-WAY MAPS TO THE CITY COUNCIL.
COMMISSIONER MACCULLY SECONDED THE MOTION.

Commissioner McClelland said that she is a land use planner by trade, and she trusts the process that
was used in this situation. In order to keep the Aurora Project and the Central Shoreline Project moving,
it is appropriate to send a recommendation to the City Council to amend the Comprehensive Plan. She
said she recognizes that there are still some needs that must be met, one of which is some sense of -
certainty, In coming to her conclusion, she said she spent Tuesday walking the east side of Aurora
Avenue between 175th and 185" Streets, with a map in hand and a list of business and property owners.
She said she found a lot of information that she had been unable to learn otherwise.

Commissioner McClelland emphasized that the environment along Aurora Avenue is very complex,
She learned, after visiting with the property and business owners in the area, that there are many
misconceptions and misunderstandings about what is being proposed. She also learned a lot about the
people who would be impacted. The City is on the verge of asking people who have operated businesses
in the area for the past 30 to 40 years to move. Some of these businesses might not be able to relocate in
Shoreline, such as Les Schwab and Olympic Boat. The proposed plan would result in a huge change,
and one of the senses she gets in talking with tenants and business owners, is that once the maps have
been revealed, whatever is going to happen, regardless of the timeframe, the mindset will already be
engaged and the value of the land will reflect the new right-of-way lines. They will be doing more than
just moving property owners to new locations. They could end up eradicating some of these businesses.
She said she is extremely troubled by the amount of change that they are about to cause to happen. For
that reason, the waiting and not knowing must be diminished, and they need to either move forward with
the project or not. People need to know what will happen to their properties and businesses as soon as
possible. :

Commissioner McClelland emphasized that it is important to keep the economic results of the project in
mind. The City will be losing tax revenue from these properties. As aggressive as the City is being with
the Central Shoreline Project, they need to be equally aggressive with relocating and keeping business in
Shoreline. That should be their number one objective. To that extent, she said she is happy to make the
motion to get on with the process and then start doing the work that needs to be done.

Commissioner Piro said that while they are only talking about a piece of the Aurora Corridor Plan at this
time, he inquired if the City staff has become involved in helping businesses to relocate and find new
viable opportunities within the City.
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Mr. Stewart agreed that the major challenge of both the City and the businesses in the area is related to
uncertainty. Staff has struggled with a number of private developers along the corridor when they have
~ asked to expand their businesses. The first question that must be answered is where the future right-of-
way is located. Once the lines are established, there will be a high degree of certainty, and people will
be able to make investments, consolidate property, submit development proposals or relocate and find
new opportunities for their businesses. : '

Mr. Stewart said it is important to keep in mind that the plan will not likely result in a project for at least
four years and may be as long as six to seven years away. At this time, there is no construction money
identified in the six-year Capital Improvement Plan for the project. This leaves opportunities for
additional review. ' '

Mr. Stewart said there are a number of businesses that, hopefully, the City can help relocate elsewhere in
Shoreline. Many of these businesses are located in buildings that have 30-day leases, which is very short
term. These businesses, even in the best of situations, would not be able to undertake a great deal of
capital investment.

Commissioner McClelland recalled that one of the letters the Commission received from the public
suggested that it appears the City is excited about the expansion of Sky Nursery because they have a
plan. The City staff also appears to have embraced Mr. Steele because he has a plan. But in between
Aurora Rents and Sky Nursery there are people who either don’t have a plan or don’t know they need a
plan. The lease arrangements should not be an issue. If a business has been located on a site for a
number of years, they should be considered an established business and the location must be considered
viable.

Commissioner Doering said that she visited with the merchants along Aurora Avenue about four years
ago as a member of the task force. The same issues and disinterest were voiced by the property and
business owners at that time. She agreed that a decision must be made by the City so that the property
and business owners can plan for their future. While she enjoys the businesses that are located in this
area, it is also important that there be sufficient right-of-way to make the area safe for the public. She
said that in addition to talking to the businesses, she also spoke with senior citizens and parents with
children who do not feel they can cross the streets safely in this area. They need to have representation
as well. Commissioner Doering expressed her opinion that there are certain risks associated with having
a business. There are assumptions that are made when business owners choose to locate a business, and
they must assume those risks. Growth in the Seattle area is one of them,

Commissioner Doering said that she listened to the tapes from the May 15" public hearing and she
would like to respond to a few of the questions raised by the public. The first was related to school
funding and restructuring the budget. She suggested that they need to stick with the issues. Aurora
Avenue is tired and worn out and needs to be fixed. They can’t fix their schools by not fixing Aurora
Avenue. The other issue was a comment made by Mr. Mann that if Bill Monroe were present he would
be able to tell the Commission that the original Planning Commission was back-doored on the Aurora
Avenue Plan. She said that is simply not true. She attended two public hearings as a member of the task
force, and the Commissioners were invited to attend their meetings and talk to the task force one-on-one.
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They did not take advantage of any of these opportunities. She emphasized that the Planning
Commission was fully informed of the plan five years ago, and they chose not to respond.

Commissioner Gabbert said he is in favor of identifying the right-of-lines on the maps and moving
forward, but he is also concerned about some of the issues that have been raised by the public. However,
. even though the Commissioners are concerned, he said he does not think the issue of relocation and
restoration is within the purview of the Commission.

Commissioner Gabbert inquired what certainty the landowners would have that land swaps, similar to
what was done with Sky Nursery, would be allowed. He suggestéd that this issue needs to be addressed.
He also asked that the staff address the issues surrounding the two changes recommended by staff.

Mr. Stewart reviewed that staff is recommending that Note 9, related to Ronald Place, be added to each
of the map grids. They are also recommending that that Grid Map 13 be changed to address issues
related to access to Firlands Way. Staff recommends that both of these be included in the adoption of
the Comprehensive Plan amendments.

COMMISSIONER MCCLELLAND CLARIFIED THAT HER MOTION TO RECOMMEND
APPROVAL OF THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT WOULD INCLUDE THE TWO
CHANGES RECOMMENDED BY STAFF IN THE MEMORANDUM DATED MAY 21, 2003,

In regard to Commissioner Gabbert’s question about certainty of making arrangements to trade land, etc.
Mr. Stewart said these issues would be addressed when project actions are proposed in the future. He
reminded the Commission that Note 8 states that “Seattle City Light will need to retain 100 feet of right-
of-way in the Central Shoreline area. Joint use, reuse or relocation of any part of this right-of-way will
require future negotiations and agreement before any project action is implemented.” Mr. Stewart
clarified that if the City wants to utilize some of Seattle City Light’s right-of-way that would require
either the relocation of a business or demolition of property, an agreement between the City and Seattle
City Light would be required. A joint use to put the trail on the right-of-way would also be subject to
agreement, as would any trade or transfer of land or long-term lease of land. He said the reason that Top
Foods was so successful south of 175" Street is that the developer reached an agreement with Seattle
City Light on the future use of the right-of-way. Staff anticipates that there will be other opportunities
for properties north of 175" to do the same. But unless there is an agreement of all parties, there are no
guarantees. This plan sets the stage for future negotiations.

Commissioner McClelland pointed out that not only does Seattle City Light own the right-of-way
property, they also own some of the buildings. She inquired if Seattle City Light has estimated the
impact the proposed amendments could have on their right-of-way stream. Mr. Stewart said that Seattle
City Light was engaged in an extensive debate and negotiation during the Central Shoreline Planning
process, and these discussions continue. The staff is optimistic that, as the project matures over the next
three to five years, they will be able to reach an agreement on the use of the public’s right-of-way. He
said that whether the right-of-way is owned by the City or by Seattle City Light, the important thing to
remember is that it is all owned by the public. As a public entity, the City should use all their efforts to
maximize the public benefit of this joint ownership.
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He said it is also very clear that Seattle City Light has a purpose and mission, and any use of the right-of-
way must not diminish their commission of moving electricity around.

Commissioner McClelland added that Seattle City Light also has a role as a landlord. Mr. McKinley
explained that Seattle City Light’s policies and procedures state that they would not allow any building
to occur over the right-of-way. If someone wants to build a road in the right-of-way now, they would not
allow it to happen. He said that they also have a policy to get buildings out of the right-of-way over time
because they create major management hassles for them. It is their policy to be in the management
business, not the landlord business.

Chair Doennebrink inquired if Seattle City Light has made any movement towards ending their leases.

Mr. McKinley answered that they have not. He added that in the memorandum of understanding

between Seattle City Light and Shoreline and in their franchise agreement, they have indicated that they

will defer to the City, for the most part, when it comes to deciding what major changes will happen in-
the right-of-way.

Commissioner Gabbert suggested that similar wording to that was provided for Seattle City Light should
also be applied to private landowners who will have land taken from them. Basically, this would allow
them to maintain the same amount of land. Mr. Stewart said there is a fundamental difference between
two public entities negotiating and one public entity that may need to acquire private property. The
government does have the legal authority to condemn private property for a public use and pay the owner
just compensation. When it comes to mutual governments, it is more a matter of negotiating an
interlocal agreement on the joint use of the property, and the City does not have any ability to condemn
the Seattle City Light right-of-way.

Commissioner Sands reiterated the statement he made at the last meeting that he would like the language
in the notes to be strengthened to get across the point that the amendment truly represents the maximum
future right-of-way. Adding the word maximum was discussed at the last meeting. He said he would
like something in the notes to make it clear that the ultimate intent is to institute the Central Shoreline
Plan as much as possible in a manner that minimizes the amount of taking necessary, including the
possibility of reducing the sidewalk size, etc, He reminded the Commission that the intent of the
proposed amendment is to implement the Central Shoreline Plan.

Mr. Stewart clarified that the Central Shoreline Plan is not ready for adoption at this time. There are
issues that are premature because they do not know how much land will be available for private
redevelopment. Until this issue is resolved, the Central Shoreline Plan is merely a report, which is
exactly what happened with the North City Plan. In North City, two plan reports were done prior to the
adoption of the sub area plan. When the North City Sub Area Plan matured, they had almost unanimous
consent on the vision, roles and issues. Because there is still no consensus on the Central Shoreline
Plan, staff is not proposing that it be adopted at this time.

Mr. Stewart suggested that the intent of Note 3 was to make it clear that the right-of-way needs
identified on the map are the maximum. He said that perhaps there is some way to strengthen this note
to address Commissioner Sand’s concern.
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He suggested that this note could be changed to state:

“Public property needs for streets, sidewalks, and trails should be coordinated, consolidated and
designed to the maximum extent feasible to minimize the acquisition of private property. "
The Commission agreed that Mr. Stewart’s proposed language for Note 3 would be appropriate. They
also agreed that in the legend and in Note 1, the words “worst case” should be replaced with
“maximum.” Commissioner McClelland said it should be clear that the right-of-way lines identify the
maximum that would be needed and that the City will not ever need more. It should also be clear that
perhaps not all of the right-of-way would be needed. ,

Commissioner McClelland inquired what would happen in a situation where most, but not all, of a

property is taken for right-of-way. Mr. Stewart answered that in the condemnation proceedings he has

been involved in, usually they progress to a series of negotiations regarding the amount of taking and

whether there is an economically viable use for the remnant parcel or if the damage is to such a great
extent that the entire parcel should be taken. '

The Commission referred to the wedge of property along Ronald Place, and noted that as the wedge gets
narrower, utilizing the right-of-way would require the taking of most of the adjacent property. But for
the property further down, it would depend upon what happens to Ronald Place. Chair Doennebrink
noted that Mr. Steel indicated an interest in moving his building to accommodate the right-of-way, and
this could happen further north, as well. Mr. Stewart said the concept of Note 9 would allow taking of
property along Aurora and potentially the vacation of public right-of-way on the east, which could then
be traded or offset so that there would be a fair and equitable transfer of properties. It would cover both
north and south Ronald Place, and allow an additional opportunity for using the Seattle City Light right-
of-way for other land uses to support redevelopment.

Commissioner Kuboi said that while he does not disagree with the substance of Note 9, he is concerned
that because it goes into specific detail about a particular feature of the amendment this could somehow
imply that if other specific features have not been outlined, they would not be allowed. He questioned if
the concept identified in Note 9 would be precluded if Note 9 is not included. Mr. Stewart said that if
Note 9 is not included in the amendment and there was a proposal to vacate Ronald Place as discussed,
someone might argue that it would be in violation of the document because the document shows this
area as future right-of-way. Note 9 is a permissive note allowing the concept to move forward without
defining exactly what the final project will be.

Commissioner Sands inquired if it would be appropriate to include some mention of Ronald Place
having possible historical significance. Mr. Stewart clarified that the notes were provided to identify the
qualifiers to the overall plan. Commissioner Kuboi said that more generic wording would leave
flexibility. If they start to add more modifiers, they will inherently make things more restrictive. Unless
there is some reason for tightening the wording, he questioned why they would want'to do so.

Commissioner Gabbert noted that the Commission would have the ability to make modifications to the
map next year. Mr. Stewart agreed, as long as they conduct a public review process.

S

Shoreline Planning Commission Minutes
May 22,2003 Page 10

210




If the proposed amendment goes forward and the maps are adopted as part of the Comprehensive Plan,
Commissioner McClelland inquired if it would be possible for the City to anticipate and prepare for
situations where they are blamed for decreased property values or failed businesses. Mr, Stewart said
there are two issues that must be considered. First is whether or not the person making the claim has any
legal basis to recover damages from the City. Second is the City’s liability for paying compensation.
These are issues that will be very fact specific and probably within the realm of the City Attorney’s
Office rather than the Planning Department.

Mr. Stewart emphasized that the plan would not remove any vested development rights. A property
owner with existing land to build on, even if the land is under the future right-of-way line, could come in
and apply for a building permit. The City could choose to move forward with an acquisition, but they
could not flat out deny a building permit on property that is privately owned. The City would not take
away any rights. The question is how they actually implement the project-based actions. Commissioner
McClelland agreed that with regard to a property owner, the City might not be taking away a right
because the opportunity to buy and sell is available. But that is only part of the story because the tenants
might not have that ability.

Commissioner McClelland referred to Note 9 and said that the word “provide” should be changed to
“provided.” Also staff’s recommended change for Map Grid 13 should indicate “grid” not “gird.” The
comma between “North” and “to” is not necessary, either, Mr. Stewart said the language related to Map
Grid 13 would not be included in the amendment. The language would be directed towards the GIS staff
so that the maps can be changed.

.Commissioner MacCully said that while he will likely vote in favor of the motion, he is concerned about
the property owners in this area. He said some of the larger property owners have a greater ability to
influence their future, but the smaller business owners may not have this same ability. Many are not
property owners and do not have vested property rights, but he is concerned about how these business
owners will be treated. While he is not sure what can be done about this problem, he said he optimistic
that the City (staff, Planning Commission and City Council) does have the interest of the businesses at
heart and will do their best to minimize the impacts. He said he is most interested in finding out from
staff what kind of actions the City can take in assisting both owners and operators of businesses. He has
read of situations where cities in other locations have been able to minimize the impacts by identifying
locations and helping business operators to move into new locations.

Commissioner Kuboi inquired as to the accuracy of the right-of-way lines. Mr. McKinley said the
accuracy is within one foot or less. Commissioner Kuboi said he assumes that the line has been drawn
one foot beyond what they really think the maximum is going to be. Mr. Stewart said the width of the
line on the map is greater than the margin of error. He noted that the margin of error on the old parcel
lines was in the ten-foot range.

Commissioner Doering recalled that the Aurora Task Group’s recommendation included 32 points. She
inquired if this document would be attached to the proposed amendment. Mr. McKinley said the 32
points were adopted by the City Council in Resolution 156 on August 23, 1999.

DRAFT '

Shoreline Planning Commission Minutes
May 22,2003 Page 11

211



As work proceeds on the Aurora Project, these points are continually used as policies, procedures and
guidelines when putting together designs.

Commissioner Kuboi summarized that the Commission appears to be in agreement that, philosophically,
the City should do everything possible to ease the transition or any impacts on businesses, and most
notably small businesses that are more at the mercy of finances and the market. He questioned if it
would be appropriate to include this type of statement in their recommendation to the City Council. This
would reiterate the Commission’s support in looking out for the businesses as they proceed further into
the project. Mr. Stewart said the City Council would receive a copy of the meeting minutes, and he
knows that they pay very close attention to the dialogue and debate that occurs amongst the
Commissioners to understand their rationale and thinking.

Commissioner McClelland suggested that perhaps it would be appropriate to steer the whole Aurora
Corridor Project away from a beautification project and reinforce the economic benefits, instead.
Perhaps it should be introduced as a benefit to the commercial and retail businesses, merchants and
property owners along Aurora Avenue and to help the City and community refocus on the objectives.
For instance, while pedestrian friendliness is a desired result, it should not be the objective. The
emphasis should be placed on sustaining, maintain and growing the economic viability of the town.

Commissioner Doering said it is the City Council’s responsibility to establish policy, which they did
when they adopted the Comprehensive Plan. They identified the Central Shoreline area as a place where
they want to have a walkable community with viable businesses that are good for the City’s economic
future. The Commission is an advisory board on planning. The City Council has asked the Commission
to consider future right-of-way needs for Aurora Avenue. If the Commission were to propose specific
policies, they might be overstepping the realm of their responsibility.

Commissioner MacCully said that when Commission recommendations are taken forward to the City .
Council, the chair is present. Chair Doennebrink noted that the staff presents the Commission
recommendation, but the chair and/or vice chair are in the audience and are sometimes asked to come
forward for additional clarification. Commissioner MacCully said that if the Commission feels strongly
on certain key points, they could request that the chair make a statement before the City Council on
behalf of the Commission. Chair Doennebrink added that any of the Commissioners have the ability to
provide public comments before the City Council. Commissioner McClelland agreed that this would be
one way for the Commission to get their message across to the City Council. Commissioner MacCully
noted that the Commissioners have been appointed by the City Council, and they can communicate from
time to time with the City Council rather than asking staff to carry their comments further. The
Commission agreed that the key issues they discussed should be presented to the City Council by the
Commission Chair.

THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
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9. PUBLIC COMMENT

The Commission discussed their policy for future special meeting agendas. They agreed that in the
future when special meetings are called, it should be used exclusively for the purpose of discussing the
“business at hand. The normal agenda items would be suspended.

Wally Crow, 19025 — 9™ Place NW, questioned why the important issues that were discussed by
Commissioners McClelland, MacCully and Gabbert were not considered years ago. He said that, in his
opinion, the success and future of the City depends on the small businesses. So much of what he sees
being addressed by the City Council for the Aurora Corridor do not include provisions for small
businesses. It is important that the City move ahead to establish where these businesses will be located
because they are vital to the City. He said he realizes that the City cannot be all things to all people.

Cindy Ryu, 15215 Aurora Ave North, said it is important for the Commission to realize that the
recommendations they make will have an impact on the policies that are made by the City Council. She
said the Commissioners were appointed by the City Council to represent the public. She asked the
Commission to be sure to point out to the City Council, either as individual citizens or as a Commission,
that economic impact is important. She said she loves beautification, parks, nice sidewalk, lighting, etc.
But she also has to live and work in Shoreline.

. Russell McCurdy, 17532 Aurora Ave, said he has two businesses at this address. He emphasized that
because of the short distance between 175™ and 185" Streets, adopting the proposed right-of-way lines
would make it impossible for the City to do anything but buy the businesses out or reduce their value.
There is no other alternative for these businesses. He said it would be better to designate smaller rights-
of-way and sidewalks rather than forcing the businesses out.

Keith Tufnell, 17526 Aurora Ave North, said that when the design charette was held, they came up with
a wonderful vision and plan. The business owners in his area were interested in getting together to
develop the property into the “heart of Shoreline” consisting of small retail shops. But the footprint that
remains outside of the proposed right-of-way lines would make it extremely difficult to develop these
properties. They would also lose some of their parking opportunities.

Mr. Stewart advised that the design concept that was discussed for the wedge identified that part of their
parking would be accommodated within the Seattle City Light right-of-way in the area currently
occupied by the boat dealership. This plan is still a possibility, and there is not anything in the
amendment that would preclude it from happening. If a private party were to negotiate an agreement
with Seattle City Light for lease of that area for parking, the land use and development issues would be
resolved so that the concept identified in Note 9 could come to fruition. He said staff supports this idea.
He also noted that height limits in the zone are 65 feet.

Randy Ferrell, 17510 Avenue Ave North, said it was his understanding that the Comprehensive Plan
could only be amended once a year in January. He questioned why there is a Comprehensive Plan
amendment on the table for consideration now. Mr. Ferrell said the right-of-way maps are proposed as
amendments to the Central Shoreline study document, yet the lines were never envisioned in any part of
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the charette because the emphasis of the charette was on the development of the wedge. The proposed
amendment would stifle the redevelopment of the wedge, although it would not eliminate all
possibilities. He concluded that the proposed amendment is totally out of context with the Central
Shoreline study document, itself. Also, there has been no public process for discussing the right-of-way
alignments that are now being proposed.

Mr. Stewart said the docketing issue is addressed on Pages 26-27 of the Staff Report. The proposed
amendments are included as part of the 2002 annual review of the Comprehensive Plan. The January
date is identified as the deadline for the public to submit suggested amendments for the next
Comprehensive Plan amendment process.

Mr. Stewart referred to his memorandum dated May 22, 2003, which answers Mr. Stephen’s question
about how the appendix to the draft plan can be adopted if the plan, itself, has not been adopted yet. Mr. -
Stewart explained that the appendix is the Comprehensive Plan amendment. Once it is adopted, it will
become part of the plan and may be adopted independently from the plan.

David Gee, 500 Union Street, Seattle, said he is an independent consultant. He recalled that earlier in
the meeting, Mr. Stewart stated that the capitalization of the improvements was on a specific time frame.
Mr. Stewart said the earliest that anything could happen in terms of actual construction would be no
sooner than three to four years. However, there is no certainty that it would occur in that time frame. It
might go out as far as ten years or beyond depending on factors the City has no control of, including
funding.

Mr. Gee inquired if this would include the condemnation period. Mr. Stewart said he does not know the
answer to this because there is the possibility that there could be an advanced acquisition program
developed and adopted in the future. But there is no such program of that nature in place today. Mr.
Gee inquired if the notion of friendly taking has ever been part of this discussion. Mr. Stewart said
friendly taking would probably be the primary goal of an advanced acquisition program. He said that in
other places he has worked, they have established an advanced acquisition pool of capital that can be
used to acquire property in a friendly manner when opportunities arise and in advance of construction.
The staff has discussed this concept, and it may be an option the City wants to pursue at some point in
the future.

Rebecca Howard, 19250 Aurora Ave North, said she lives in a building that likely would be a victim of
the proposed amendment eventually. Since the Commission has already decided to recommend approval
of the amendment, they have taken the first step towards a change. She encouraged the Commission to
convey to the City Council that they are recommending approval because they want to see the businesses
treated fairly, It is important for the City Council to understand that location of business is critical.

Larry Steele, 17244 Aurora Ave North, thanked the Commission for listening to the public when they
considered the proposed amendment. The proposed amendment is one of the first steps for him being
able to save his business. While he realizes that the proposed amendment would not necessarily help
everyone, the possibility of taking Ronald Place could move towards the next step of realigning Ronald
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Place with Midvale Avenue. This would also allow for the possibility of realigning the bus traffic,
which may also result in less taking of Aurora.

Commissioner Gabbert asked what would prevent the landlords in the wedge north of 175™ Street from
getting together to put together a project that would require the vacation of Ronald Place in exchange for
some of the right-of-way along Aurora Avenue. Mr. Stewart answered that any citizen has the right to
petition for vacation, but there are certain legal requirements that must be met in terms of making sure
that the people using the right-of-way have access. There are also public benefit issues that must be
resolved. But the intent of Note 9 is that if the land use and public and private circulation needs can be
met, the redevelopment plan for the wedge could move forward. He emphasized that there is also
nothing that would preclude a private developer from submitting a proposal under the current
development code that would be consistent with the vision of the Central Shoreline Plan.

Commissioner MacCully inquired if a different process would be used if the City were to submit the
vacation application versus a single or group of private property owners. Mr. Stewart answered that, as
far as he knows, the process would be the same. The Development Code establishes the process for
street vacation, and it does not distinguish between proponents. ’

Commissioner McClelland clarified that if some of the private property owners in the wedge have some
ideas for redeveloping once the right-of-way needs have been identified, that would be a good thing.
- Mrr. Stewart agreed that these property owners need not wait. He noted that sub area plans are excluded
from the requirement that there be only one annual review of the Comprehensive Plan, If a group of
property owners were able to fashion a development proposal consistent with the sub area plan, they
would not have to wait for the next annual review. They could come forward with a sub area plan
amendment at the same time the development permit applications were being considered.

10. AGENDA FOR NEXT MEETING

Ms. Markle reviewed that the June 5 agenda would include a quasi-judicial public hearing regarding a
special use permit to intensify gambling at Parkers Casino. On June 19 a public hearing has been
scheduled for the King County Transfer Station Master Plan.

11. ADJOURNMENT

The meeting was adjourned at 9:15 p.m.

Brian Doennebrink Lanie Curry
Chair, Planning Commission Clerk, Planning Commission
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STATE OF WASHINGTON
OFFICE OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

906 Columbia St, SW ¢ PO Box 48350 ¢ Olympia, Washington 98504-8350 e (360) 725-2800

May 5, 2003

‘The Honorable Scott Jepson
Mayor of Shoreline

17544 Midvale Avenue North
Shoreline, Washington 98133

Dear Mayor Jepson:

Thank you for sending the Washington State Department of Community, Trade and Economic
Development (CTED) the proposed amendments to Shoreline’s comprehensive plan regarding right-of-
way needs in the Central Subarea of your community. We recognize the substantial investment of time,
energy, and resources that this document represents. co

We especially like the following:

The proposed amendments to the Land Use and Transportation elements of Shoreline’s comprehensive
plan, and the attached map, clearly identify where additional right of way is needed on Aurora Avenue to
redevelop the Central Subarea Corridor. Providing certainty about the location of future public
investment should assist owners and potential owners of adjacent properties to decide when and where to
make their own redevelopment investments. The redevelopment of this area should help to provide a
better multimodal transportation system consistent with the goals of the Growth Management Act, and the
policies of Shoreline’s own comprehensive plan.

At this time we have no concerns with this amendment, and we look forward to reviewing the subarea
plan for this corridor. Congratulations to you and your staff for the good work these amendments
embody If you have any questions or concerns about our comments or any othier growth management
issues, please call me at (360) 725-3064 or Ike Nwankwo at (360) 725-3056. We extend our continued
support to the City of Shoreline in achieving the goals of growth management. '

Sincerely,

Anne Aurelia Fritzel
Growth Management Planner
Growth Management Services

AAF:Iw

cc: Rachel Markel, Planning Manager, City of Shoreline
Stephanie Warden, Director, Regional and Policy Planning, King County
Tom Washington, Transportation Pk 1 State Department of Transportation
Ike Nwankwo, Manager, Technical stance Program, CTED
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May 14, 2003

To: Shorelme C1ty Council Members
Shoreline/King County Planning Commission

To Committee & Council Members,

As a Shoreline resident and small business entrepreneur, I wish to go on record to voice my concerns
about the way our city officials are handling the Aurora Corridor Project and specifically the area

between Sears and Sky Nursery, along Aurora.

I am against the plan to widen Aurora with 12 foot sidewalks. I feel this plan is excessive, when 6 to
8 foot sidewalks are more than sufficient along Aurora.

The issue of an easement between N 175 and N 185 that will eliminate several long-time Shoreline
. businesses is unpardonable. We should be ashamed of ourselves to even think of putting further
pressure on our local small businesses who are domg all they can to survive so they can offer local
Shoreline residents convenient shopping for various products and services.

As a Shoreline homeowner, I will do all I can to vote down any property tax increases that will result
when homeowners are left “holding the bag” after these businesses are forced out of Shoreline and we
lose their tax contribution. Plus, I have heard that there may be development of major land around our

. area that will allow the developers up to 10 years of tax exemption. They can prosper without paying
their share of property and/or city tax? Over-development of Aurora corridor is going to leave how
many of us homeowners footing another unnecessary expense that we don’t want.

Why not be honest and put these plans out in the open for the community to vote on? Lets get ALL the
numbers (expenses) on the table and figure out who will pay the bill BEFORE money gets spent.
That’s how we do it at our house: first we decide how much we need to spend, then we decide where
the money is coming from. Then we decide if we can afford it.

The city is apparently deciding to spend without regard to whether our community can afford it, or
“who will be responsible to pay it back.

I, for one, would like an up-front accounting and then be allowed to make a vote as to whether I feel it
is of value to the citizens. I’m sure my neighbors feel the same.

Thank §ou for making my remarks part of your meeting records.

e
e Bee b
Judy Bierlink
Shoreline Business manager

Shoreline Chamber member
Shoreline Homeowner

Sincerely,

2016 NE 177"
Shoreline, WA 98155

218



Ve

EXHIBIT

May 15, 2003 | |

—202/0%

The Central Shoreline right-of-way (ROW) map revisions should not be
considered at this time. There has been no public appraisal of this plan, no public
meetings with the landowners and no public meetings with the business owners.

Dear Members of the Planning Commission,

No NEPA EIS has been prepared, nor has there been an economic impact
statement prepared using real numbers from real businesses. Also, no study has
been done on the cumulative impacts of the increased ROW, impacts on
business, neig_hborhoods and our natural environment. :

s siinee - Logical termini of these:ROW revisions:have not been demonstrated on erther i rnihey
the north or south end. .

wiciackro07 - The Aurora ROWsrequiréments:should: be: studied, discusséd: and decidedsonting::
publrc meetrngs and then rmptemented for:the entlre three miles’ of the roadway.- .

These ROW' rewsrons rgnore the:Central Shorellne Sub area Plan It condemns
- & ‘property owners to:nofuture-use of-their property. and:makes them-unable‘to.sell ::
.2, their property. These-types:of revisions:should not be- made wnthoutfutl and open
public process, or without a NEPA EIS. . : _

. Implementing these.changes-in the Comprehensive Plands counter—productlve R

» -7+ We would:not-beable to:make changes.or adjustments because the. : Ty g

W W Comprehensrve Plan would:réquire:this .exact ROWwidth and: alrgnment Als‘.oy ket LSS
R - all impact studies:would.be:bypassed once.this: becomes part of the

Comprehensrve Plan .

Once agam thls rs..ar;‘back—door" approach to force a. plan on the crtlzene lf'tlS‘ forman:
 plan that wei:the citizensand: pusinésses; don'twant:t urge youte:recommendsi

that the city return to the drawing board on the ROW requirements for Aurora.

Sincerely,

Rick Stephens, Chairman
Shoreline Merchants Association
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AURORA RENTS, INC.

17244 AURORA AVE NORTH
SHORELINE WA 98133-5317
(206) 542-7506 (800) 600-7501
FAX # (206) 542-1810
HOURS: MON - FRI: 700 — 6:00 } SAT: 800 - 6:00 | SUN: 900 - 500
May 15% 2003
Larry R. Steele : ' EXHIBIT
17244 Aurora Ave N. B 2__ :
Shoreline, Wash 98133 W
206-542-7506 . 77

To; Shoreline Planning Commission

Re: lhCentral Plan Report and adoption of future right of way needs. Also the vacation of Ronald P1. N. South of
175"

As owner of the parcel of property that houses Aurora Rents Inc. at 17 5™ and Aurora, I am urging you to not
adopt the right of way taking as shown in the latest maps. I feel that my property warrants special consideration,
for my main goal is to stay in business for many years to come. I am Second Generation, with plans on turning
the business over to my Son that will make it Three generations of serving the Shoreline Community. I
currently employ 20 people, which would have a great impact on their lives if I were forced out of business.

All along I have been told that the taking of property should not be necessary, because of the Aurora corridor
advisory committees recommendation to allow narrow sidewalks to avoid the taking of a building. Also I was
assured that the centerline of Aurora had not been determined, and could be moved one way or another to help
avoid the taking of property. This has turned out not to be true. I was involved with a great idea to re-align
Ronald Pl. with Midvale, which I feel needs more attention, for not only would it allow me to stay at my present
location, with the elimination of a turning lane, as well as a bus lane (by re-directing the buses down Midvale) It
could save other businesses on the corridor.

Please take the time to reconsider the vacating of Ronald P1. N. South of 175%, as the first step in saving Aurora
Rents, as a viable business in Shoreline. Once that is approved then re-look at the alignment of Ronald Pl. with

Midvale. If this is done, there is a good chance that my business can be saved. This is just a short summarization
of my feelings and concerns, but I hope I have conveyed the Idea that I need to stay in business, and that I feel I

am a viable part of this community
Any comments are welcome.

Thanks
?Steele Q 6
Aurora Rents Inc.
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Shoreline Planning Commission
May 15, 2003
Written Comment
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RECEIVEp
May 22, 2003 - MAY 22 03
Dear Planning Commissioners, CITY OF SHORELINE

The Central Shoreline Plan Report that you are being asked to consider as a change to the
Comprehensive Plan is wrong on so many levels we hardly know where to begin.

Mr. Tim Stewart stated at the May 15, 2003 Planning Commission meeting that this document
was an appendix to the Central Shoreline Sub-area Plan. However, the Central Shoreline Sub-
area Plan has not been approved by the city council. Therefore, how can this be an appendix
to a document the city council does not recognize? :

He also stated that the public defined these right-of-way requirements in the design charette

held in October of 2081. This charette created the Central Shoreline Sub-area Plan and it

specifically did not address Aurora Avenue or the right-of-way needs for Aurora. Everyone in
attendance was told that Aurora was not being.considered in the.charette. In fact, the charette..

process attempted to find creative ways to savethe:North.and South wedge.properties. These-.. =z .
Central Shoreline ROW maps, with vastly expanded right-of-way requ1rements, effectlvely wupe:z L
out all busmesses located on the North and South wedge : Do S

The public was completely left out of the process of defining the right-of-way needs for the
Central Shoreline area. The people of Shoreline have a right to fully review proposed
amendments to the Comprehensive Plan and to offer.changes and suggestions to the
proposal. This is an incorrect method for implementing a massive change to the

Comprehensive Plan.

While a SEPA DNS (Determination of Non-significance) has been issued, SEPA does not take
in to account the impacts on businesses. Some of these businesses own their property. and
buildings, both of which will be impacted by this plan.-Some businesses are on leased -
property, but they own their buildings. SEPA does nothing for any of these people, and that is-
wrong. Only NEPA ensures that economic lmpacts are studled as well as the impacts to the -
surrounding neighborhoods. : . :

This process is backwards. Before a major change:is made, it should have an EIS that studies : -
the social, economic and environmental impacts. Several different right-of-way requirements,

and the cumulative impacts of each, must be studied. The city is attempting to by-pass these
studies by adding these maps to the Comprehensive Plan.

On a final note, from past experience we know that when additions or changes are made to the
Comprehensive Plan, they become requirements. We urge you, do not recommend this
amendment to the Comprehensive Plan to the City Council.

R{eg_,pec y Submltte/dr 4/

-7 7 7///9 e o

Rick § ephens Chairman
Shoreline Merchants Association
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CITY OF

- SHORELINE

=z~
‘Memorandum
" DATE: May 22, 2003
TO: Planning Commission
FROM: Tim Stewart
RE: Mr. Stephen’s May 22, 2003 Letter.

I have had an opportunity to quickfy review the letter from Mr. Stephens dated May 22,
2003 and offer the following:

How can an Appendix be adopted if the Plan itself is not adopted?

The Appendix is the Comprehensive Plan amendment and may be adopted .
independently from the plan.

Did I say, “the public defined these right-of-way requirements”?

'No. I said that the public articulated the need to define the right-of-way. Staff
made the actual delineation of the future right-of-way needs.

Was the public “completely left out” of defining the right-of-way needs?

No. The public has been continually involved in the process. The phblic hearing
last week is merely the latest evidence of that involvement.

Will the Comprehensive Plan amendment become a requirement?

Yes. The amendment, including the detailed notes, will become a “requirement”,
unless the plan is amended in the future.

The other issues raised by Mr. Stephens, including questions about SEPA/NEPA were
addressed in my rhemo of May 21, 2003.

I\aurora\centralrow\stephensresponse052203
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CITY OF

SHORELINE

=
Memorandum
DATE: May 21, 2003
‘TO: ~ Shoreline Planning Commission
FROM: Tim Stewart, Djrectqr of Planning and Development Services .
RE: . Comprehensive Plan Amendment Central Shoreline ROW Needs

Following the Planning Commission public hearing on May 15™ the Commission
requested that staff respond to the comments, questions and issues that had been raised.
Commissioner Kuboi has been kind.enough to forward along some additional questions
that have also been considered. '

Is it possible to add a new note to the Plan regarding the concerns raised by Mr.
Steele and Mr. MacCurdy about the future of Midvale? .

Yeé. Staff proposes that a new note be added as follows:

9. Ronald Place may be vacated in the future, provide that the future land uses
of the abutting public and private property are settled and provided further that
the access and circulation needs of the abutting property and the public are met.

The proposed restriction of access to Firlands Way is a major unresolved issue; can
this proposal be eliminated from this Comprehensive Plan amendment?

Yes. Staff proposes that Map gird #13 be revised, on the northwest corner of
185" and Aurora Avenue North, to show that the “planned total ROW” to be
the same as the current “existing ROW” along Firlands Way North, the west
side of Aurora Avenue North and the north side of N185th, west of Aurora.

A Jot of comments were made about sidewalk widths and the configuration of the
" amenity zone. Does this Comprehensive Plan amendment establlsh or change the
design of the future Aurora project?

No, this amendment does not establish the design detail of any project. It merely
- sets the worst-case right of way needs for Aurora Avenue North. It is not a project
" action and does not establish the details of project design. The specific design and

C:\Documents and Settmgs\lcurry\Local Settings\Temporary Internet
Files\OLK26\finalpcresponse051903.doc
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environmental impacts of any improvement project will be determined as part of
that project. This plan does require that public property needs for streets,
sidewalks, trails and other utilities should be coordinated and consolidated, to the
maximum extend feasible, to minimize the acquisition of pn'vate property.

'Wlll adoption of this proposal prohlblt the future use of any private property and
make the property unmarketable?

No. All private property owners will continue to enjoy all of the n'ghts vested in -
their property. As you know, any government that “takes” property for a public
. purpose must pay the owner “full and fair” value. '

Is the process backward? Shouldn’t we answer every question about every possible
design of every alternative before we amend the plan?

No. As the State.of Washington, Office of Community Development has said, this
* amendment “should assist owners and potential owners of adjacent properties to
decide when and where to make there own redevelopment investments.”
Attempting to answer every question about every alternative, at this stage of the
planning process, would cause inaction and preservation of the status quo, an
outcome that is not consistent with the City of Shoreline’s Comprehenswe Plan.

‘What about the NEPA process?

. Concurrent compliance with NEPA is not required for this Comprehensive Piao
amendment since this is not a federal action. ‘The NEPA process may be requlred
. for future project actions.

What about “economic impact”, “cumulative impact” and “logical ‘termini”?

" Asa non-pro_]ect action these issues do not apply to this proposed amendment.
These are issues that have been raised in comments on the 145%-165" section of
Aurora construction, and have been satisfactorily answered in the final EIS and
the pending NEPA FONSIL.

What is Metro’s current position on moving buses off Aurora?

During the Central Shoreline process, there were substantial discussions between
the city and Metro regarding the possibility of moving buses off Aurora. Metro
does not currently support any proposal that would divert buses off Aurora.

How will th1§ project be funded?

It is important to note that the proposed Comprehensive Plan amendment is not a
“project”. All future “projects” (Aurora, Interurban Trail, advanced land
acquisition, etc.) will be funded through the City’s Capital Improvement Program
(CIP) which identified sources and uses of funds.
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‘What is the.legal appeal of this Comprehensive Plan amendment?

The amendment of the Comprehensive Plan is a Legislative Decision of the City
Council, therefore no administrative appeal is provided in the Shoreline
Mun1c1pa1 Code. Appeals may be filed with the Central Growth Management
Hearings Board.

At the Planning Commission meeting this Thursday evening, staff will be available to
elaborate or expand on any of these issues. If you have any additional questions bcfore
then, please give me a call at 206.546.3227.
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Shoreline Planning Commission
May 22, 2003
Written Comment
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To:

rom:
Sent:

Stewart
Friday, May 30, 2003 5:02 PM
Rachael Markle

Subject: FW: Central Shoreline Subarea Plan or is it Phase II of the Aurora

Corridor Project?

kirk

Original Message

pls include this in the project file. Should we also include a copy to Council?

---Original Message-----

Sent: Friday, May 30, 2003 4:43 PM
To: Tim Stewart; Robert Olander; ‘thevan@ch2m.com’

Subject:  FW: Central Shoreline Subarea Plan or is it Phase II of the
Aurora Corridor Project?

Dan Mathis response to Myron Phillips on Central Subarea..

(Aot A CELainiaiitosRaanan

Sent: Friday, May 30, 2003 3:39 PM

To: Kirk McKinley '

Cc:  Schuyler, Sam

Subject: FW: Central Shoreline Subarea Plan or is it Phase II of the
Aurora Corridor Project? )

Kirk, FYI

To: hubsmtp.gwhub.”unclem msn.com”
Cc: Healy, Elizabeth; Kathleen Davis (E-mail); Terry Paananen (E-
. mail);

Phil Fordyce (E-mail)
Subject: RE: Central Shoreline Subarea Plan or is it Phase II of the
Aurora Corridor Project? :

Mr. Phillips,

Thank you for your e-mail correspondence of April 23" regarding the City
of Shoreline’s planning and environmental efforts associated with State
‘Route 99 (Aurora Avenue North). On behalf of the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA), I offer the following responses to the questions
you have raised.
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The Aurora Avenue project is defined in two phases:

o Phase 1 from NE 145" to NE 165"
o Phase 2 from NE 165" to NE 205"

Your e-mail seems to indicate that you perceive the City’s project as
divided into three phases. In reality, what you are calling phase 1I
(Central Shoreline Subarea Plan), is a land use planning document that is
part of the city’s master plan. As such, this planning study falls outside

of the realm of development of the City’s Aurora Avenue project, and
outside

of the purview of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). It relates
only in that, as a land use plan, it will show the right-of-way of Aurora
Avenue as a “land use”, just as this plan would show all other “land uses”
within the study area. We have been told by the City that the right-of-
way .

shown in the Central Shoreline Plan is as it may be defined in the ultimate
Aurora Avenue project. But

please keep in mind that whatever right-of-way is indicated in the Central
Shoreline Subarea Plan will not be used as criteria to determine the
prefgrred alternate for the City's Aurora Avenue project from 165" to
205",

Design Features of the Proposed Project:

Many factors are used to determine the roadway geometrics such as
traffic volumes, roadway type and classification, lane width, curves,
sidewalks, etc. during project development, Aurora Avenue North is part
of the National Highway System through Shoreline, and this triggers
higher design guidelines. :

The current average daily traffic (ADT) is approximately 40,000 vehicles
per day for this section of the highway. High traffic volumes, combined
with the distance a vehicle would need to travel to cross the opposing
traffic, creates an unsafe condition. There are a variety of design
documents and laws that have helped guide the current design.
Specifically, Washington State Department of Transportation’s (WSDOT)
Design Manual Chapters 410 and 430 describe median designs, and
Chapter 910 addresses the use of two way left turn lanes. In addition, the
Washington Administrative Code (WAC 468-52-040) defines the access
control classification system.

For projects with pedestrian generators, sidewalks are required. The
minimum sidewalk width is five feet, but additional width is encouraged if
appropriate.

The project has minimized the roadway width by using 11-foot travel
lanes instead of 12-foot travel lanes. The seven-foot sidewalk and six-
inch curb widths were set to fit the scale of the roadway and the sidewalk
width will be reduced to minimum Americans with Disabillties Act (ADA)
requirements where there are conflicts with existing buildings.

Aurora Avenue Project from 145" to 165™:
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Timothy Stewart, the City of Shoreline’s State Environmental Policy Act
(SEPA) Responsible Official, approved the SEPA Final Environmental
Impact Statement (FEIS) on November 23, 2002 for the project on
Aurora Ave North from 145" to 165", The SEPA process is a state
process and outside of FHWA's jurisdiction.

You may be aware that this phase of the work was reviewed under both
the

SEPA EIS and the Federal National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA),
because :

Federal funding was received. Under NEPA, an environmental
assessment (EA) ‘

was prepared and approved by Elizabeth Healy of my staff for distribution
for public review on July 3, 2002. As part of the development process of
the EA, Elizabeth held several meetings to discuss the appropriate project
limits. Elizabeth included our legal counsel in the process to define
logical termini and independent utility. FHWA legal counsel reviewed the
relevant portion of the EA on this topic, and concluded that the
information

included within the EA supported the decision that the project from 145"
to

165" has independent
utility and logical termini. Since FHWA established that the project from
145™ to 165" has independent utility and logical termini, a full analysis of
the direct impacts from the future 165" to 205" project was not required
for the EA. It was analyzed as a cumulative future action,

We received a FONSI package for review and approval, which was
reviewed by both Elizabeth and our legal counsel. Elizabeth submitted
comments on the document for revision, and a new FONSI package has
been submitted to FHWA for approval, and is currently under review.

In regards to your comments about a lack of public involvement in this
phase, the City provided for an extensive community involvement
process. This process is described in the EA approved for circulation last
June, the Final SEPA EIS, page 4-3, that was approved last November,
and is included in the FONSI package currently under review at FHWA.,

Both FHWA and the WSDOT will work with the City to ensure the
community is involved planning efforts. for the future project from 165" to
205",  This section would describe how the proposed transportation
-alternatives would affect business and residential areas.

Central Shoreline Subarea Plan::

The Central Shoreline Subarea Plan is a land use/comprehensive plan that
is under the City of Shoreline’s jurisdiction, and FHWA is not involved in
this process. However, if the Subarea Plan specifies the corridor for a
future NEPA document, we will not be able to accept decisions made
through that process since it is not a NEPA process. A reasonable range
of alternatives will need to be considered in the future NEPA project.
Some of the subarea planning decisions may be evaluated in the NEPA
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process when the reviews of the various transportation alternatives are
reviewed and analyzed.

~ Aurora Avenue Project from 165" to 205%™

There is a future planned project on Aurora from 165 to 205™, The -
NEPA process has not been started. Once this process is started, both
FHWA and WSDOT will ensure that the City of Shoreline follows the
proper procedures and processes. This oversight will include making sure
that the affected business owners will be contacted and will be included
in the planning and environmental processes. As of today, no
determination has been made as to whether or not a NEPA EIS will be
required.

Your e-mail indicates that numerous businesses may be permanently
displaced. The area of the possible business displacements is in the
future 165" to 205" project. Both FHWA and WSDOT take this issue
seriously and would expect that any planning or environmental process
the City undertakes would include a section on Environmental Justice.
This section would describe how the proposed transportation alternatives
would affect business and residential areas. Such a section was included
in the FONSI package, Chapter 3-14, for the project from 145" to 165"
that is currently in our office for review.

Thank you for taking the time to comment on the proposed project. We
appreciate public input as a way to tailor a project to meet the needs of
the community ‘as a whole. If you have any questions, please contact
Elizabeth Healy of my staff via e-mail or phone at (360)753-9480.

o Dan Mathis

Wednesday, Apnl 23
: Mathis, Daniel; CarePIus@cmc net; cbelster@earthlink.net;
Chase Ma@leg.wa.gov; quharena@aol com; jacnkatie@msn.com;
JohnChangShoreline@hotmail.com; kencott@webtv.net;
Larrywgmgoldies@aol.com; mfimia@zipcon.com; Sales@exoticmeats.com
Cc: MyronP6464@aol.com
Subject:  Central Shoreline Subarea Plan or is it Phase II of the Aurora
Corridor Project? -

Dear Mr, Mathis:

My name is Myron Phillips and I am vice-president of a group called The
Shoreline Merchants Association. We are located in the City of Shoreline.
I believe you have been talking to our attorney, Roberta Farris regarding
the Aurora Corridor Plan(SR99) here in Shoreline.

234



As Roberta has already told you, the city has approved Phase I of this
project from 145™-165™ which is the southernmost section of the three
mile project.

As businesses on Aurora, we have issues with the width of the highway,
the width of the sidewalks and the restrictive, raised median. We feel it
is harmful towards our businesses and that a proper study was not done.
Neither were businesses properly notified or heard. Also, we have a
dense population of Asian and other ethnic businesses which believe their
Title VI rights may have been overlooked.

Phase II and III constitute the two miles North of Phase I. Iam sure
Roberta will fill you in on our appeal of Phase I as it goes through the
court system. We would ask for your further assistance and guidance for
another project that the city wants to start in the middle section of
Aurora(SR99). They call this the Central Shoreline Subarea Plan This,
essentially is Phase II, of the Aurora Corridor Plan.

The city has applied through the Washington State Ecology Department
for further development of this project. Eventually, they want to make
the central area of Aurora their downtown.

They have defined the right-of-way for Aurora in this plan. If it is
approved, we feel that they have defined Phase II of the Aurora Corridor-
Project which has not been approved by your office, nor has there been
funding approved from any source. Environmentally, nothing has been
done or approved by FHWA. In short, this is “over-laying” one proposed
project upon another. ~

We feel that since Federal Highway Trust Fund dollars have been
expended to our city for preliminary design and some ecology issues, that
your guidance and approval is needed for the completion of the Aurora
Corridor Project. The question I have for you is, can they go ahead with
this Sub-Area plan prior to the approval of Phase II of the Aurora Corridor
Plan?

Lastly, numerous businesses will be displaced.permanently! I asked the
head of this project, Mr. Tim Stewart, if these businesses had been
notified, if consideration had been given to relocation or even
reimbursement for their losses, and he said that he didn't think so! I am,
quite frankly, appalled at how the City of Shoreline has treated our
respected business community. Our businesses on Aurora contribute
greatly to the financial infrastructure of our city. We need your help!
The entire corridor project, according to the NEPA Act, should have been
considered as the entire project. That is, a NEPA environmental study

. should have been conducted on the entire project “up front”. Then, if so
desired, they could segment the construction into Phase I, Phase II, etc.

We would appreciate a response from your department. The latest
document, for the subarea plan, has been filed with the Washington
Department of Ecology. It's number is: #200302109. The document
type is: DNS(Determination of No Significance)
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There is a hearing with our city planning office on May 15™. It would be
placed on the docket for the Shoreline City Council approval in June.
Thank you so much for reading my e-mail. You can call me at my

office(206)546-2426 or at my home(425)774-5707. Myron G. Phillips,
DVM(Shoreline Merchants Association)
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