City Council Meeting Date: Septembér 13, 2004 - Agenda Item: 9(a)

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM
CITY OF SHORELINE, WASHINGTON

AGENDA TITLE: Ordinance on the Midvale Avenue N. Street Vacation
DEPARTMENT: - Planning & Development Services |

PRESENTED BY: Tim Stewart, Director
Paul Cohen, Planner lll {2

PROBLEM/ISSUE STATEMENT:

On July 19, 2004, City staff initiated a Street Vacation to the City Council to set a public
hearing date with the Planning Commission on August 19, 2004. The right-of-way to be
vacated is located on Midvale Avenue from N. 185™ Street to 170 feet south and the full
45 foot width (see Ordinance No. 358, Exhibit A: Vacation Map). The SGA Corporation
owns the abutting property to the east. Seattle City Light owns the abutting property to
the west. City staff has coordinated with affected utilities and analyzed future City plans
for the area in question, and is recommending approval of this request (see Vicinity
Map, Attachment A).

The process for reviewing street vacations is described in Section 20.30.070 of the
Shoreline Development Code and through State law (Chapter 35.79 RCW). State law
requires Council to pass a resolution fixing the time for a public hearing (which was
completed on August 19, 2004) and final Council action on the proposed vacation. A
detailed description of the vacation and staff analysis of how it meets the decision
criteria for a vacation can be found in the attached Planning Commission report

. (Attachment B).

Planning Commission

The Shoreline Planning Commission conducted a public hearing on the proposed street
vacation on August 19, 2004 (Attachment C: Planning Commission August 19" |
minutes). In the Planning Commission’s Findings and Determinations (Attachment D)

- they recommend approval of the proposal with amended conditions and recommended
more analysis of the Comprehensive Plan policies beyond what was provided in the
Planning Commission staff report.

The Planning Commission amended the proposed conditions of approval to delete a
condition on the location and approval of the closure of N 183" Street and the proposed
main entry off Aurora Ave. N. Their reason was that it was not relevant to the vacation
and realignment of Midvale and because the issue of site entry can be resolved during
“the development review phase. In addition, the Commission amended condition 4 so
that Area 2 meets City street standards. The ordinance includes the substance of the
Planning Commission conditions with some editing to remove redundancy and provide
clarification. |
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In response to the Planning Commission request for additional analysis of the
Comprehensive Plan policies, staff has included additional analysis in this report. The
following policies were cited by the commission as applicable to the proposed street
vacation. '

¢ Goal LU VIII: To direct the changes in the Aurora Corridor from a commercial strip
to distinctive centers with variety, activity, and interest by:
e Balancing vehicular, transit and pedestrian needs
e Creating a “sense of place” and improving image
e Protecting neighborhoods
e Encouraging businesses to thrive ' :
e LUA48: Ensure the street design and urban design in general is distinctive in the
center part of the Corridor, from 175" and 185",
e Using a strategy based on sound market principles
e LU53: Encourage a broad mix of uses in close proximity to create retail synergy and
activity.
e LU56: Negotiate with Seattle City Light and work with City Light R-o-W leaseholders
~ to obtain an easement to develop a non-motorized Interurban Trail and other public
~ amenities from n. 145" to N. 200" streets. -

Analysis _ :

For the most part, the above policies support the proposed street vacation. Under Goal
LU VIII, the proposed street vacation balances pedestrian and vehicular needs by
improving the access and utilization of Midvale, adding substantial pedestrian facilities,
and allowing some mix of pedestrians and vehicles. The realignment of Midvale with
other circulation adjustments is designed to discourage cut-through traffic in the
“adjacent neighborhoods. The street vacation will encourage businesses to thrive by
opening the site to Aurora access and provide controlled access points at N 183 and N
185" streets.

Under Policy LU48, the proposed design would realign Midvale from a straight, under
capacity roadway into one that is integrated with development, business access,
parking, and pedestrian use of the area. The vacation will trigger the construction of the
Interurban Trail, which is connected to parking and pedestrian access to future
commercial activity as well as circulation through the area.

Under Policy LU53, the street vacation cannot assure but may encourage a broad mix
of uses to create retail synergy. The redevelopment of the former QFC site may trigger
a response by other commercial uses to locate or upgrade existing businesses in the -
- vicinity.

Under Policy LU56, the proposed street vacation is conditioned to require the
construction of the Interurban Trail between N. 183™ and N. 185" streets.

o September 13, 2004: City Council closed record public hearing and action on an
ordinance of street vacation (Planning Commission and Staff recommended
Qrdinance No. 358, Attachment E). '
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FINANCIAL IMPACT:

Approval of the Street Vacation ordinance by City Council would entitle the City to
monetary or other consideration for the vacation. Planning Commission and Staff
recommends that the Petitioner’s dedication of alternate access through the
development parcel be accepted as adequate consideration payment.

RECOMMENDATION

Planning Commission and Staff recommends that City Council adopt Ordinance No.
358 approving the vacation of Midvale Avenue N. Street as defined in Exhibit A located
between N. 183" and N. 185™ Streets subject to conditions.

ATTACHMENTS:

Attachment A:  Vicinity Map

Attachment B:  Planning Commission Staff Report

Attachment C:  Planning Commission August 19, 2004 Minutes
Attachment D:  Planning Commission Findings and Determination
Attachment E: = Ordinance No. 358 -

Approved By:

Exhibit A: Vacation / Dedication Area Map

City Manage@ity Attorn
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Attachment B

Planning Commission Meeting Date: August 19, 2004 Agenda ltem:

PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA ITEM
CITY OF SHORELINE, WASHINGTON

AGENDA TITLE: Type C Action — Quasi-judical Public Hearing to vacate a portion of
Midvale Avenue N between N 183" and N 185™ Street.

DEPARTMENT: Planning & Development Services
PRESENTED BY: Paul Cohen, Senior Planner

PROPOSAL

On July 19, 2004 staff presented to Council a city-initiated street vacation for a 170-foot
portion of Midvale Avenue N south of N 185" Street. Council adopted Resolution 220,
which initiates the street vacation process and fixes a public hearing date before the

Planning Commission.

The applicant for the redevelopment of the former QFC site has requested the vacation
of the north 170-foot portion of Midvale Avenue N. Right-of-Way (R-0-W) up to N. 185"
Street. One of the significant recommendations contained in the Draft Central Shoreline
Subarea Plan was the rerouting of Midvale Avenue N. between N. 183" Street and N.
185™ Street to align Midvale with the Midvale section north of N. 185" Street. Itwas
anticipated that any private redevelopment of the former QFC site would be required to
provide for the realignment of Midvale Avenue N. (See pages 30 and 31 from the Draft
Central Shoreline Subarea Plan, Attachment A.) The existing Midvale Avenue N.
between the proposed vacation and N. 183" and N. 185" streets could be utilized for
access, parking, landscaping, and possible realignment of part of the Seattle City Light
R-0-W if needed. Under WAC 308-330-270 (7) the Council is required to act on a public
street vacation upon a traffic engineering study.

The process for reviewing street vacations is described in Chapter 12.17 of the
Shoreline Municipal Code and through State law (Chapter 35.79 RCW). State law
allows Council to pass a resolution to initiate a street vacation and requires a resolution
fixing the time for a public hearing on the vacation before the Planning Commission.
The City Attorney has advised that this application be processed as a quasi-judicial
action due to the apparent benefit to a single property owner. Planning Commission is
the body required to hold an open record hearing, enter findings and make a
recommendation based on the merits of the proposal and the decision criteria. The
Council then holds a closed record meeting. No new testimony on the merits of the
proposal will be taken by the Council in evaluation the proposal. The City Council will
then utilize your recommendation when they take final action on the application
September 13, 2004 in a closed record hearing.
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RECOMMENDATION _ _

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission enter findings and conclusions to
recommend approval for the Midvale Avenue N vacation approximately 170 feet south
of N 185th Street with the conditions contained within this report (Attachment D: Draft
Planning Commission Findings of Fact and Conclusions).

DISCUSSION

Background
Staff has met with the applicant for redevelopment of the former QFC site numerous
times over the past six months to discuss different alternatives and discuss possible
agreements so that the site may be redeveloped. On January 6, 2004 staff responded
-with a formal letter outlining the major issues and city requirements for redevelopment.
Staff met with Council at the June 28, 2004 workshop to present information on the
Gateway Plaza proposal, which includes the vacation of a portion of Midvale Avenue N.
and its realignment through the applicant’s property.

Staff held a pre-application meeting with the applicant on December 18, 2003. The
applicant held a neighborhood meeting February 19, 2004. The property owner
submitted applications for building permits, demolition, site construction, and rights-of-
way on May 4, 2004. All applications, other than demolition, were determined
incomplete May 12, 2004 until supplemental information and development authorization
was submitted for Midvale Ave. N. and Seattle City Light R-o-W. Since then only
supplemental information has been submitted. City staff has agreed to begin review of
these applications but will not issue permits until they are complete and Council grants
vacation of Midvale Avenue N. , »

On June 28, 2004 the Council held a workshop to learn more about plans to redevelop
the Gateway Plaza. At the July 19, 2004 meeting Council adopted a resolution to
authorize the Planning Commission to hold a public hearing on a proposed vacation of a
portion of Midvale Avenue N. A public hearing notice and request for written comments
on the street vacation was advertised and posted on July 28, 2004. A total of six written
comments were received. Please see Attachment B.

Proposal Benefits

The overall Gateway project proposes to redevelop the former QFC site including the
tavern and taxi company, Midvale Avenue N., and Seattle City Light property with a
15,300 square foot pharmacy and a 49,260 square foot muiti-tenant commercial -
building with approximately 300 parking stalls. It would also involve removal of the
buildings in the Seattle City Light R-0-W, construction of the Interurban Trail and
landscaping as well as frontage improvements including landscaping on Aurora Avenue,
N 183" and N 185" streets.

Specifically, the applicant is requesting that the City vacate a portion of Midvale Avenue
N. to allow private use within the Midvale R-o-W. As a condition of approval, the City -
would need to retain the right to repurchase up to 15 feet of this R-0-W to replace R-o-
W that Seattle City Light might lose if Aurora Avenue N. were to shift east as a part of
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the Aurora Corridor improvements. There are also utilities in the Midvale Avenue N. R-
-0-W that the City would need access to maintain.

The vacation is also an opportunity to reroute traffic circulation and unsafe tuming
movements on to and off of N. 185th Street to an intersection further east to align with
Midvale Avenue on the north side of N. 185" Street. The applicant of Gateway Plaza
would like to close the intersection of Midvale Avenue. N. and N. 185" Street so that
they can coordinate more direct access to their site from N. 183" Street and Aurora
Avenue N. and create more parking in the Midvale R-o-W as well as on Seattle City
Light property. For the proposal to function various access easements will have to be
granted by the property owner to the City in order to connect Midvale Avenue N.
through the applicant’s site to the new intersection at Midvale Avenue N north of N

185th Street.

Although the Central Shoreline Subarea Plan has not been formally adopted, it has
served as guidance for Council and staff in planning for this section of Shoreline. In the
subarea plan the “Gateway Site” is identified for redevelopment with a 5-year and 25-
year vision. |n either vision, “the plan proposes a private drive through the site that has
the character of a street and provides public access as well as through-connectivity.
Aligning Midvale Avenue N. at a new signal at N. 185" Street allows for full access and
connects the Midvale Main Street with future development at Echo Lake and the
Shoreline Park and Ride to the north.”

Traffic Analysis

Staff’'s goals are that the realigned Midvale Avenue N.: “looks and functions like a
street”; site access points are placed to improve traffic safety and flow; that it
accommodates the future widening of Aurora Avenue N.; and possible traffic spill-over
into the adjacent residential neighborhood is mitigated. Staff has reviewed the
applicant’s traffic impact analysis and the City’s own information and determined that
the realignment of Midvale Avenue N. through the site will work with the other circulation
needs in the vicinity as modified and conditioned by staff.

Midvale Avenue N Design (See Attachment C)

Area 1 — North Portion Of Midvale Avenue N.: The applicant has requested a street
vacation 170 feet south on Midvale Avenue N. from N. 185th Street to allow for a
parking lot and landscaping. The Midvale Avenue N. R-0-W is 45 feet wide. If vacated,
the City will require reversionary rights on the property in the event that Seattle City
Light R-0-W needs to shift east 15 feet to accommodate the future widening of Aurora
Avenue N. A utility'easement will also be required on this property for existing
underground utilities. No access to or from N 185" Street onto Midvale Avenue N. will
be allowed.

Area 2: South Portion: Street will remain City R-o-W. Applicant will be required to build
. a street cross section of two — twelve foot minimum travel lanes subject to parking
design, with curbs and landscaping. Parking may be allowed if adequate distance is
given to allow safe parking movements on Midvale Avenue N. Any parking in the
Seattle City Light R-o-W may be allowed but may be moved to accommodate changes
in their R-0o-W and pole relocation. The requirement for sidewalks can be met with the
Interurban Trail to the west and an 8-foot sidewalk on the east side of Midvale Avenue
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N. or an unobstructed easement along the building front. Walkways from the Interurban
Trail, across Midvale Avenue N., and to the buildings will be required for pedestrian
safety. '

Area 3 — N 185" Street and Midvale Avenue N. Extension: A public access easement
_granted to the City will extend and complete the new alignment by connecting from Area
2 east between the proposed buildings and then north to align with the intersection of
Midvale Avenue N. on the north side of N. 185™ Street. This extension will include the
two travel lanes, angle parking on both sides and the sidewalk along the south side of
the extension. The property owner would build, operate, and maintain the access.

To ensure that the Midvale Avenue N. realignment looks and functions like a City street,
it will be constructed to have on-grade street paving instead of drive aprons where it
connects with N. 183rd and N 185™ Streets, dashed yellow centerline, and no raised
cross walks throughout its length. All parking areas adjacent to Midvale will have
curbing or drive aprons along its sides to further delineate Midvale as a through street.

Area 4 — N. 183" Street to Aurora Avenue N: The applicant is proposing direct access
to the site from Aurora Avenue N approximately 250 feet north of N. 183™ Street. This
short section of street (approximately 80 feet) between Aurora Avenue N. and Midvale
Avenue N. will be closed to avoid traffic conflicts with the new main entry into the site.
The timing of its closure will be as the main entry opens. The City would close the street
in cooperation with Seattle City Light.

Area 5 — Aurora Main Entry: The proposed entry will have right-in and right-out only
movements. The location of this entry allows for ample separation from the Aurora
Corridor plans for the N. 182" Street and N. 185™ Street intersections. It cannot be
opened until N. 183" Street is closed. The property owner would build the entry with
the approval of Seattle City Light.

Staff is coordinating with Seattle City Light to obtain their approval of the site plan
proposed in their R-0-W adjacent to Midvale Avenue N. This is important because the
proposal is dependent on the direct access from Aurora Avenue through the Seattle City
Light R-0-W and additional parking. It also involves the City requirement that the
Interurban Trail be built in the section between N. 183 and N. 185" Streets.

The City may seek the closure of N. 183" Street only where it passes through Seattle
City Light property between Aurora Avenue and Midvale Avenue N. because of traffic
safety concerns since it is only 80 feet from the proposed site entry. The closure of N.
183" Street and the opening of a N. 182" Street are consistent with the Aurora Corridor
Plan. :

Process
The process for reviewing Street Vacations is described in the Shoreline Municipal

Code and by state law in RCW Chapter 35.79. Part of the process includes a public
hearing conducted by the Planning Commission.
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In accordance with Shoreline Municipal Code 12.17, Council initiated the vacation of a
portion of Midvale Avenue N. and its subsequent realignment because it would benefit
and facilitate redevelopment. The decision to vacate and realign streets, intersections,
and entries does not approve the proposed building and site design, which is still under
review. If Council chooses not to vacate this portion of Midvale Avenue N. this
particular development proposal would not be permitted as submitted. If the proposal
were revised to be contained solely on the applicant’s property east of Midvale Avenue
N. site frontage, parking, and other development requirements could be met under the
existing building layout. ’

The Council will hold a closed record meeting on September 13, 2004 to consider the
proposed street vacation of a portion of Midvale Avenue North. If the street vacation is
approved, the necessary easements would be recorded concurrently with the vacation
and interests in the vacated property could be reserved as a condition of vacation.

A street vacation would transfer the ownership and control of the right-of-way to
adjacent property owners, with continuing public needs, such as utility easements,
reserved in the vacation ordinance.

SEPA review is not required as part of this proposal because per Section 197-11-
800(2)(h) of the Washington Administrative Code (WAC) specifically indicates that the
vacation of streets or roads is exempt.

CRITERIA FOR STREET VACATION APPROVAL

The criteria for approving Street Vacations is described in Shoreline Municipal Code
12.17.050, and the Planning Commission may recommend approval of the Street
Vacation if the following criteria are met:

CRITERIA 1
The vacation will benefit the public interest.

Midvale does not function well in its current alignment because it only services the back
of business in the Seattle City Light R-0-W and enters onto N 185" Street too close to
Aurora Avenue N for city standards. With the proposed realignment of Midvale, the
public health, safety and welfare will not be endangered and will likely be improved.

The proposed vacation meets Criteria 1 by providing the following public benefits:

1) The vacation is an opportunity to reroute traffic to eliminate unsafe turning
movements on to and off of N. 185th Street by shifting traffic to an intersection
further east to align with Midvale Avenue N. on the north side of N. 185" Street.

2) The realignment will also provide the flexibility to realign the Seattle City Light R-o-W
to accommodate future Aurora Avenue improvements.

3) The street vacation and Midvale realignment would facilitate economic
redevelopment of the former QFC site into a more flexible and usable site.

CRITERIA 2
The proposed vacation will not be detrimental to traffic circulation, access,
emergency services, utility facilities, or other similar right-of-way purposes.
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The proposed vacation meets Criteria 2 by realigning and designing Midvale Avenue
North in accordance with the City’s engineering standards and in conjunction with the
review and input of applicable utility and emergency service providers. The long-range
circulation plan, ped/bike plan, and street improvement plan do not address this street
section and are unaffected by the realignment. In addition, a traffic impact study and
street improvement plan will be reviewed as a part of the development applications to
further ensure that there will be no detrimental impacts to traffic circulation, access,
emergency services, utility facilities, or other similar right of way purposes.

Further, utility facilities will be maintained in the current location with access rights
remaining. Applicable utilities have provided the City with comments and the conditions
necessary to ensure the proposed street vacation will not be detrimental to their
facilities. The following is a synopsis of the individual utility comments and conditions:

Seattle City Light

Seattle City Light owns a strip of land which runs between the right-of-way of Aurora
Avenue North and Midvale Avenue N. Seattle City Light primarily uses this property for
power transmission lines. Seattle City Light allows for other uses to be permitted
through their real property department.

The City has a franchise agreement with Seattle City Light, which allows for the City use
of SCL property. Based upon this franchise agreement, the City is pursuing the
development of the Interurban Trail on the Seattle City Light right-of-way, which the
developer is proposing to construct from N. 183" to N. 185th Streets.

The City of Shoreline has adopted requirements that electrical utilities be placed
underground. The right-of-way of Midvale Avenue N includes a power distribution line,
which serves the adjacent properties as well as two properties on the eastside of Aurora
Avenue North. Power lines serving properties along Aurora and located within the
regional business zone will need to be placed underground. See SMC 20.70.460.

Seattle Water Department

The water main, which serves this area, is a 6-inch water main. Though not in the R-o-
W, improvements to the water main will need to be done prior to any development or
construction in this area. The water main along Aurora Avenue North, south of North
185™ Street is 30-inch diameter.

City of Shoreline Storm Water Utility

There is 12-inch storm drainage system in Midvale Avenue N. Currently, storm water
runoff from Midvale and adjacent property to sheet flows through the right-of-way that is
proposed for vacation. Any development of the site and/or the vacated right-of-way will
require on-site storm water flow control, water quality, and conveyance of off-site storm
drainage. Storm drainage improvements will be required along the property frontage of
- Midvale Avenue North. The owner will need to work with Seattle City Light to obtain a
permit to install the required storm water conveyance in the Seattle City Light right-of-
way.
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Sanitary Sewer
The existing Midvale Avenue N includes a sanitary sewer. This needs to remain to
serve the adjacent properties and appropriate easements recorded.

CRITERIA 3
The street or alley is not a necessary part of a long-range circulation plan or

pedestrian/bicycle plan.

The proposed vacation meets Criteria 3, in that the pedestrian/bicycle plan does not
include Midvale Avenue N. as a part of its long-range plan. However, the construction
of the Interurban Trail from 183" to 185" is part of the City’s long range pedestrian and
bicycle plan. Therefore, the proposed vacation as conditioned to construct the portion
of the Interurban Trail from 183" to 185" fulfills the long-range circulation plan for this

area.

CRITERIA 4 '
The subject vacation is consistent with the adopted comprehensive plan and

adopted street standards.

There are no policies in the Comprehensive Plan that specifically address street
vacations. The following policies do have application to the proposed vacation:

Goal TV: Protect the livability and safety of residential streets from the adverse impacts
of the automobile. The intent of the street vacation is to realign Midvale, along with
other adjustments in circulation and access, to improve circulation in and around the

site.

LU39: Ensure vital and attractive commercial areas through public/private investments
including pedestrian amenities, transportation services such as parking, bicycle and
pedestrian routes. The zoning and land use is Regional Business. The
Comprehensive Plan designates this property as Community Business.

LU50: Encourage the redevelopment of key, underused parcels through incentives and
public/private partnerships. '

LU51: Initiate opportunities to build a showcase development as an example and
template for future development.

LUGBO: Assist with land assembly, redesign rights-of-way to improve intersections and
assemble property for redevelopment.

The adopted street standards can be met with the proposed vacation as conditioned in
this recommendation.

The comprehensive plan policies noted above are supported by the proposed street
vacation through the vacation’s facilitation of an improved street design and circulation
for Midvale Avenue N., N. 185" Street and Aurora Avenue N.; by bringing the area up to
current City design and amenity standards; and facilitating the assembly of land to
encourage the redevelopment of a key, under-developed commercial area.
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. APPROVAL CONDITIONS

The affected utilities and City departments have reviewed the petition for vacation and
have no objections to the vacation if the following conditions are met:

1.

Any and all construction on adjacent parcels must meet City of Shoreline
requirements such as development standards, engineering guidelines, and SEPA
mitigating measures.

A total width of 45 feet of right-of-way and a length of 170 feet south of the N.
185™ Street R-0-W is vacated with reversionary rights to allow Seattle City Light
to move their R-0-W east and accommodate power poles and to retain a utility
access easement for existing and future underground utilities. (Area 1).

Maintain Area 2 as City R-0-W and allow a use permit to redevelop per city street
standards. '

An access agreement is granted to the City for the area described in Area 3 with
construction and maintenance completed by property owner.

Coordinate the City’s closure of N. 183" Street between Midvale Avenue N. and
Aurora Avenue N. with the opening of the site’s main entry from Aurora Avenue
N. (Area 4).

Allow with the permission of Seattle City Light the construction and use of the
main entry to the site from Aurora Avenue N.

All existing encroachments in City of Shoreline right-of-way shall be removed.

Construction of the Interurban Trail must be competed between N. 183" and N.
185" Streets.

Easements for each utility need to be recorded prior to the vacation taking effect.
Utility easements must allow for extension of mains and allow for underground
service. ‘

10. All utilities have stated that any facility relocation or changes to service

will be done at the cost of the applicant.

11.Seattle City Light requests that the vacation ordinance include language granting

and reserving rights to Seattle City Light for the perpetual use, operation, and
maintenance of its overhead and underground electrical system within the
subject property.

12.Ronald Wastewater has indicated that a sewer line is located in the subject

property, and a sewer easement agreement will need to be recorded prior to the
street vacation taking effect. :

13.Seattle Public Utility has indicated that a water line is located in the subject

property, and an easement agreement will need to be recorded prior to the street
vacation taking effect.

14.There is an existing 2-inch gas line 20 feet west of the centerline of Midvale

Avenue N. This main currently serves customers at Monarch Appliances. [f
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these businesses are demolished, PSE would need to be notified prior to the
work in order to remove the gas meters to the existing building and to cut and
cap the gas main in Midvale to clear the proposed development area. If new gas
service is needed, the applicant should contact PSE.

15.AT&T Broadband would require a minimum four weeks, after payment is
received, to remove and relocated any facilities.

CONCLUSION

1. The vacation is an opportunity to reroute traffic to eliminate unsafe turning
movements on to and off of N. 185th Street by shifting traffic to an intersection
further east to align with Midvale Avenue N. on the north side of N. 185" Street.

2. The realignment will also provide the flexibility to realign the Seattle City Light R-o-W
to accommodate future Aurora Avenue improvements.

3. The street vacation and Midvale realignment would facilitate economic
redevelopment of the former QFC site into a more flexible and usable site.

4. The street vacation meets the necessary criteria and therefore should be approved
as conditioned.

PLANNING COMMISSION OPTIONS

1. Adopt the Draft Planning Commission Findings of Fact and Conclusions to
recommend approval for the Midvale Avenue N. vacation of approximately 170 feet
south of N. 185th Street with the conditions contained within this report.

2. Amend the Draft Planning Commission Findings of Fact and Conclusions to
recommend approval for the Midvale Avenue N. vacation of approximately 170 feet
south of N. 185th Street.

3. Amend the Draft Planning Commission Findings of Fact and Conclusions to
recommend denial for the Midvale Avenue N. vacation of approximately 170 feet
south of N. 185th Street.

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Pianning Commission enter findings and conclusions to
recommend approval for the Midvale Avenue N vacation approximately 170 feet south
of N 185th Street with the conditions contained within this report (Attachment D:
DRAFT Planning Commission Findings of Fact and Conclusions).

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A: Draft Central Shoreline Subarea Plan - Pages 30 and 31
Attachment B: Comment Letters

Attachment C: Site Map Depicting Proposed Vacation and Easements
Attachment D: DRAFT Planning Commission Findings of Fact and Conclusions
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- THE “GATEWAY" SITE.

A1TITACHMENI A o

Planning Commission Report

CENTRAL SHORELINE SUBAHEA PLAN =

The site represents an important anchor-of the Mldvale Main Street to
‘the north. In collaboration with the property owner, the consultant.
team developed a variety of possible redevelopment concepts The
“following S-year and 25-year visions are based on a set of concréte
assumptions. Depending upon market forces andother cntcnaan earllcr o
complete redevelopment of the site seerns feaslble .

-.."'prowdes public access as well as through connect1v1ty Allgmng‘"" _
Midvale at a new sxgnal at N 185th Street allows for ull dgcessa d

 SYearVison

Central Shoreline Subarea Plan Report ©LCA 04
: ' 92



"CENTRAL SHORELINE SUBAREA PLAN

o e “New signal at
M vale Avenue

N 185th Street

N 183rd Street

25-Year Vision )

In the 25-year vision, the site has
been completely rcdevelcped

The bank building now is part of
a ‘larger office building with
structured park-i_ng. A larger
footprint structure could house the
YMCA or-a small grocery store.

An L-shaped office or retail

bulldmg occupies the southern
edge of the site. Structured
parking below a. portion of the
new buildings accommodate

additional barl_cing, thus allowing
* higher density development.

Cenlfa/ Shorefine Subarea Plart Heport © LCA 04,2002 93

A view across Aumm towards the Gateway Demonstration sife shows new mixed-use buﬂdings
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DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS - - | _

PURPOSE S
‘The purpose of this chapter is to establish Development Standards for
the Central Shoreline Subarea. The Development Standards will
- eventually be translated into code language and, once adopted by the

. City Council, included in the City of Shoreline’s Development Code.
' The Development Standards are intended to address the following -
planning poIicies and objectives. ’

PLANNING POLICIES:
+ Createa pedeslnan-fnendly environment w1th destmauons

throughout the Subarea. ) _ Builcr ings close up to the street narrowthe
‘ perceived road width and help create a

sense of enclosure.

. Create a transit-oriented envtronment that promotes multl-modal
: transportatmn

- Encoin'age and gﬁide redeVeldpment of the Subarea while -
preserving the privacy and safety of the abutting smgle-famlly
"nelghborhoods

 Promote development that utilizes and capitalizes on the
Interurban Trail as a recreational amenity and busmess

opportumty

’M|dvaie Avenue s pedeeuiéﬁ—n(ed

- PLANNING OBJECTIVES: - Maln Street character

- Encourage placement of buildings up to the street along the
western edge of Aurora Avenue North. Narrow the perceived width

of the road and lessen the prominence of surface parking lots.

+ Create a pedestrian-oriented, mixed-use district along Midvaie
Avenue N between N.175th Street and N 185th Street. Promote a
‘Main Street character along the eastern edge of Midvale Avenue N
with wide sidewalks, street trees and on-street parking. :

- The notthem leg f)_fRonald:Pldc'e ofersa

' _ : S ST . - pleasant trian environment protected
* Encourage higher densites along Midvale Avenue north of N ; g»om the m taffic by retad buidings on
185th Street to support the mixed-use district. - " _ the "Wedge".
« Create gateways to the m‘ixed—use district-around N 185¢h Street
and N 175th Street. : :
5_ Create a special redevelopment district for the properties situated
~ in the wedge-shaped area between Aurora Avenue North and S
'Ronald Place. -
| S
Central Shorteline Subarea Plan Report @LCA‘UWZOgO.i - . P REU MINARY DRAFT o
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o ATTACHMENT B 0 i | | |
anning Commission Report RECEIVED E @ E H WE =

. oL 13 2t JUL 12 2004
July 9,2004 City Manager s Ofﬂce
' ’ : i | P&ps
Members of the’ Crty of Shoreline Crty Council o - w
17544 Midvale Avenue North : ’ N ' :

Shoreline, WA, 98133
Dear 'C'i-ty"Coun'_cil,

Iam wrrllng to you concermng the proposed Gateway Plaza Redevelopment and the potentral
_ closure of Mrdvale Ave N. :

The Aurora Corridor and the Interurban. Trarl projects have been. adopted as the number one goal
for the 2004—2005 Clty COllIlCll work plan Also the second approved goal: of the Councrl 1sto
enhance the Crty program for safe and frrendly streets.

~ The'Aurora Comdor prOJect is mtended to enhance the avenue to make it safe and. .
pedestnan fnendly “It adds srdewalks and curbs landscape and rsland medrums to add safety and
livelinéss to the avente and its usefs. It encourages development that is pedestnan fnendly and
1mproves the safety trafﬁc flow arid capacrty transit operatrons dramage systems, econpmic
development and’ aesthetrc appeal of Aurora, creatmg a“MaJn Street” charaeter of whrch the
communlty can be proud” ' :

) The Interurban trail is a pedestnan promenade cut dlagonally through the: Crty of Shorehne
This corridor links nei ghborhoods busmesses and parks forrmng a connection through the whole. -
' communrty Along this trail would be > places to rest, attractive landscapmg to enjoy and a variety of
businesses to visit”. When completed it wrll be a trall that connects the city and its communltres
not divide them.

In the Central Shorelme Subarea plan the Gateway Plaza locatron is 1dent1ﬁed as where these two .
* projects will 1 merge and run side by side along the Seattle Crty llght easement and Aurora Ave: from :
175th St. to 185th St. This is where the two ideas can merge into'a cohesive vision of the citizens:
Part of the planning polrcres for the Central Shoreline Subarea is to “Promote development that
utilizes and caprtalrzes on'the [nterurban Trarl asa recreatlonal amemty and business opportunrty”
Part of the objectrve is to “Create a pedestnan—orrented, mrxed—use district along Midvale Ave.N.
between N. 175 thi'St. and 185th St. It promotes a “Mam Street” character along the eastem edge .
of Midvale Ave. N wrth wrde srdewalks street trees and on street parkrng - e

The proposed Gateway Plaza 1ncludes the redeve],opment of the Intenlrban Trarl but the prosed
retail burldmg to the North is set over 100" away from the trail and the intersection of N. 185th S¢t.
and Aurora Ave. 'N. The second proposed larger retail burldmg to the South is set almost 2000
away from the Interurban Trail. A pedestrian customer or trail user who wants to visit the stores
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“must walk 200’ ’ through parking lots and crossrng vehicle access routes 3 consecuhve times to get
to the retail bmldmg Does this meet the City of Shoreline goal and vision for the Aurora Corridor
and Interurban Trail? The new retail buildings should instead ‘embrace and welcome the Interurban
Trail. It could bring to realization the the themes of the citizen visions for “an area with improved’

, pedestnan environment, places to gather, green spaces, trees, fountains, aind plazas”

Though the Central Shorehne Subarea plan recommended the rerouung of Midvale Ave. between
N. 183rd St. and N. 185th St., it also promotes development that utilizes and capitalizes on the
Interurban Trail as a recreation amemty and business opportunity. It promotes-a “Main Sheet” _
character. Vacating Midvale Ave. should ndt be the only issue to be decided here. The main street
character is also our vision, an opportumty to merge the Interurban Trail and business  opportunity.

We have completed a mgmﬁcant start for-the Interurban Trail pro_,ect at'N. l45th St,and N. 160th

St. These projects have set a standard and character and opportunity of the Clty of Shorelme -
vision. But let us examine another completed pro;ect in Shoreline on N. 175th St. that grves usa
hmt of the develepment tralns that are amvmg at our cxty Top Foods: Development, good orbad,
- was implemented-and et all the City of Shorelme s exxstmg Development Standards. But doesit
meet our goal and objective for what the Auroxa Cofiidor anid the Interurban Trall projects could

be? Is there a commetce and pédestrian mteractton" ‘The constmcted portlon of- the Interurban ,
Trail at Top Foods is nothing more than a6 wide sidewalk between 2 strip of glass area among

parking spaces. There is no interaction with the commerce and the park trail. Does it meet our goal

and visionin- encouragmg pedestrian interaction or safe and fnendly streets where a pedeetnan does -
not need to cross a large parking lot to get) refreshment" At this rate we are doomied to nepeat the
same urban  development blight of thie segregauon of pedestrians from cotnitiérce w1th large parkmg
* lots and cross roads. Pedestrians and customers are still dlscouraged from walking to cominerce.

There are many examples of great urban spaces, i.e. Granville Island, Edmonds old town, Gilman '
Village, Portlaid River front, Whistler, Leavenworth, Sun River etc. They a]l have well deﬁned
chatacters with development gmdelmes and urban desrgn elements

Our. gneat city staff has good intentions and are hlgbly capable but- often tlmes therr oomments are
limited to’ neeommendatlons within the existing Shoreline Development Standard A project either |
meets or does not meet the exrsung the Development Standard lumts. He or she based their .
approval, conditions or denial of a‘proposed project acecmdmg to the existing available conditions -

- ifnposed by the existing Development Stairdards. Top Foods was developed without any comments
or reviews by City Council and Planning Commission because it met all criterias and requirements

of our existing Shorelme Development Standard We have not provided any planmng instrument
or development standard that would xmplement our broad goals and ob]ecuves in an 1mpoztant core
of our city. Tlns Centml Area has a potentlal to be our, future“Down Town . Does our éxisting
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Development Standard allow us to review and comment on any development along the Itlterurban
Trail? Do we have any way of reviewing or guiding any development along the Interurban Trail?

An alternate site plan for the Gateway Plaza is attached for your review. It locates both retail
buildings east of the Interurban Trail where pedestrian and commerce have opportunity for direct
interaction and are integrated. Midvale Ave. is relocated to the east of the propetty providing a
straight and direct alignment of Midvale Ave. from N. 183rd St. to the N. 185th St. intersection.
More parking spaces can be provided but with less curb-cut off both Aurora Ave. and N. 185th St.,
and it also provides the drive-through windows for the retail building to the north.

The trains of development in Shoreline are moving fast. The drafted unadopted Central Shoreline
~ Subarea plan that was completed in 2002 depicted a redevelopment of the Gateway Plaza in 25
years. But that proposal is here. now for your review. Let us set a standard, an example and a
goalpost that is our vision. Let us implement our vision and make our goal a reality. Here is our
opportunity to merge the City of Shoreline’s goals and visions of these two important projects in

~ one location. The merger of the Aurora Corridor and the Interurban Trail i 1s a great connection for
the Shoreline where its citizens can stroll through a pedestrian promenade in the heart of the city.
The Gateway Plaza project could be where the Aurora Corridor and the Interurban Trail becomie the
true gateway to the City of Shoreline. Let us make it a place where pedestrians and commerce can
intermix, create a plaza a sidewalk cafe, an inclusive envxronment where people can gather and are
welcome to walk. :

 What is our goal? What is our vision? Are we there yet, or have we missed it already? Is the City
of Shoreline still “Waiting for the Interurban”?

Respectfully Submitted,

- Chakorn Phisuthikul

Attachment A: Proposed Gateway Plaza preliminary site plan
Attachment B: Alternative Gateway Plaza site plan

CHAKORN PHISUTHIKUL
2618 N.W. 198th St. '
Shoreline, WA. 98177
T. 206-622-9560, F. 206-748-0180
email: chakom@habitatwest.net

15
97



—_—

.m_m>n_§ -

s mma |

ety

“
!
|
A

<J

_

el

“Jefele]

uld

o
O
[

::Ejt:::?

!
i
% .
{

-M‘mﬁ

B sk

e af elw %~ﬁm—* w_ i
e e T =
\l'lll'f

..__

|

: - __

w s g |
; = .L ...._. i

. [
T
R
0 =
5 28>
Byl
|| 478
) gz
&
Z
| =

HTH

\ wf

::::::_:

N N

~

i
1

o o .

/]
1]

N

{
|
|
| e
;mm%
BN
. .x
2LE
{ 4
o
_ gise] W
| Bl
‘:..,+|l , St
{ _ll.l

N —_

16

AY
 PLAN

—
i

POsSED GA

-.PRELIMINARY SIT:

SCALE: w0

ATTACHMENT A

; =S J% VA WA /ﬁ N
b 4 : X
B . ﬁ_ ‘ a~ ﬁ ///,w W 8
) . ”_m:..: "__K Al -~ - - - . .
s ] . 4 b - :
- . . y ) X _ml.:m.ws,é Jl. ~- .llll.u.“w_m.wm : A
A~ .. , {
B —— = o 5
g = e i — e i——— o
|

1

BIOIN\

———— ¢

T



17

2Av: Al QRLYI0N3

o

- A
l o ‘ : |
- i i
. I
b
3 \
- 3 y " N .
& . e 1 . ﬁ_.
- : A ™ T 3 i
. .
b i ]
E X ¢y ’
\ . \ e
J 4 . . . TR € " ..
3 i § ! : ¢ j . .. u . , ..n
3 m . . . ’ o
1 3 ‘Rt 18
.. MNEB N T
. 1 &

ATTACHMENT B




From: Scett Thompson [sthompson@audio-acoustics.com]
Sent: Friday, July 23, 2004 9:02 AM

~To: CMO '
Subject: Appearance of Fairness-

Gentlemen,
I have one question and one comment.

First, where can I learn more about Appearance of Fairness rules and regulations for members of
_city commissions? '

Last evening I attended my first ever City of Shoreline function, a meeting of the Planning
Commission on the Comprehensive Plan update. During their deliberations the Commission asked
the City staff to have the City Attorney come to and educate them on the rules and regulations for
about an upcoming hearing on a street vacation. This came about after the Chairman and members
of the Commission explained their disappointment with not being allowed to speak before the City
Council at this past Monday's meeting on the Gateway Project. :

What surprised me was that after the meeting was.adjourned the Chair and three or four members

of the Commission were in the lobby speaking in hushed tones about the Gateway project and what -
they were going to do about it. That seemed out of line to me, especially after they asked

for a legal briefing on appropriate procedures to follow. ' '

My comment is [ am baffled as to why the Planning Commission is even dealing individual
projects. In preparation for attending last evening's meeting I obtained and read minutes from the
Planning Commission's meetings of July 1 and July 15, 2004 along with the Chapter 2.20 of the
Shoreline Municipal Code. The code indicates the Planning commission's responsibilities are to
deal with preparation of a comprehensive plan and development regulations; land use management
and environmental protection ordinances and regulations; review potential annexations, and where 7
design review is required, perform that review. Why then is the Planning Commission asking if
they can go visit the site of the proposed building permit at 19027 Richmond Beach Drive? (See
page 3 of the Minutes of their July 1, 2004 meeting.) Why are they spending hours of their
valuable time dealing with the Gateway project? Pages 12-15 of the Minutes of the July 1 meeting
describe efforts by the Commission to adopt a strategy on-how they can become involved with the
~ project and perhaps use the street vacation issue as leverage to that end. -

It is clear from the meeting the Commission has much work ahead of it in the Comp Plan. It seems
they have taken their eye of the big picture task and are involving themselves in specific project
issues. Staff suggested this may be the result of the Commission having a couple of new members
that are not yet fully aware of the purpose and responsibilities of the Planning Commission. If this -
is the case I suggest the appropriate City staff assist the Commission in taking time to review its
responsibilities, and the rules and regulations it is to conduct itself under. :

As noted above I have obtained a copy of Chapter 2.20 of the SMC. I have also asked the Planning
Commission staff for a copy of the Bylaws it operates under. If there is something else that I could
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ask for that would assist me in understanding the role of the Planninig Commission please let me
know. :

- Thank you.
--Scott A. Thompsonl
17203 Greenwood Place N

Shoreline, WA 98133-5250
(206) 786-2630
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GATEWAY PLAZA TIC
| 1501 N. 200™ STREET .

'SHORELINE, WA 98133
206-533-2191 FAX 206-533-2196

August 11 2004 |

Members of the Planmng Cormmssron ) o -
CrtyofShorehne R o Sl e .

RE VACA'I‘ION OF A PORTION OF MIDVALE AVENUE N
Ladles and Gentlernen

We are the owniers of abutting property to the east of the seeﬁon of Midvale Avenue N to
be vacated, pursuant to the propoesal before you which was initiated by the City of
Shoreline. This vacation is for the. purpose of rerotiting Mldvale through our property in
order to comply-with City plans for i mcreasmg public safety and to facilitate development
of the Inferurban Trail, the Auréra Corridor project, and a niew, revitalized Gateway
Plaza.

The four criteria -for street vacatiort as set forth mn the Shorehne Mum01pal Code
12:17.050:are met as follows: ‘ : AR : : o

A THE VACATION WILL BENEF IT THE PUBLIC [NT EREST

1. The relocatlon of the intersection of 185th Street and Mldvale Avenue N.-

- approximately 200 feet to the east will i 1mprove public safety. The current

intersection is too: closé 1o . Aurora, causing traffic. congestlon and safety

- concerns. The City staff is very much. in favor of movmg the‘intersection east

“to the point where 1t 1s dxrectly across from the contmuatlon of ‘Midvale
- Avenue to the north. - g

2. The ability:-of the Clty to work w1th Seattle Clty Lrght for: desrgn of the

Aurora corridor project will also be greatly entianced. Vacation of the portion

of Midvale will provide the City with up-to 15 feet to exchange with Seattle
City nght for the widening of Atirora and the new BAT lanes. -
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- with landscaping along a 100 foot wide strip between Aurora and Mldvale as
. opposed to paving and derelict buildings. =~ .
-8. The redevelopment will dramatically improve the attractrveness of the site and

The new configuration of Midvale between 183" and 185™ was strongly
encouraged by City staff in order to comply with the five-year vision
guidelines set forth in the Shoreline Sub Area Plan. We revised our original
design to comply with their wishes, so that Midvale would wind through our
site. This allows Midvale to connect with Midvale north of 185" and allows
future development to extend Midvale to 192",

The routing of traffic through the site is a benefit to the neighborhood to the
east because, with the closure of the 183" and Aurora. intersection as per the
Aurora Corridor Pl‘O_]CCt plan, traffic will be encouraged to-flow through the
site. Vehicles will be disinclined to flow east along 183" Street through' the
Meridian Park nerghborhood there being no access at 183" to or from
Aurora.

There are currently six curb cuts along 185th Street between Aurora and the
east boundary of our site. Our plan reduces the number of curb cuts for
ingress/egress to two. One of these new curb cuts will be right-in and right-

~ out access only (no left turns). This will increase vehicular and pedestnan

safety and benefit traffic flow along 185™ Street. .

We will assist the City with removal of the’ bmldmgs along Aurora.

The owners of Gateway Plaza will build the Interurban Trail between 183™
and 185™ Streets concurrently with this development,. enabling the Crty to
further its plan to connect the north and south ends of the Trail. .Making this

segment a reality will benefit all the citizens of Shoreline and give impetus to.

the completion of this central section. The trail will be visually appealing

the property. This project will lead the way for the 1mprovement of this area
of. Shoreline, which is desired bya large majonty “of the citizens of this City.

- B. THE PROPOSED VACATION WILL NOT BE DETRIMENTAL TO TRAFFIC

CIRCULATION, ACCESS, EMERGENCY SERVICES, UT[LITY FACILIT[ES OR

OTHER SIMI AR RIGHT- OF-WAY PURPOSES

I.

L2

The traffic study shows that the new. reta11 and office center wﬂl generate less.

traffic than the previous uses.

The flow of traffic is- professionally desrgned as opposed to the. unplanned
multiple access poiits. which surround the site at this time.

The access pomts from 185™ Street will be reduced, causing less congestion.

Access to the site from Aurora will be-more direct, benefiting the businesses
~and users of the new center, as well as emergency vehicles. Further there will

be access completely -around the buildings for emergency equipment; as

~opposed to the current structure.
. The new center is designed to be pedestnan fnendly The rerouted Midvale
- will beneﬁt from 20 foot. w1de partlally covered sidewalks along the main
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building. The Interurban Trail will provide pedestrian access, with sidewalks
cormecting the Trail to the buildings in the center.

C. THE STREET IS NOT A NECESSARY PART OF A LONG RANGE
CIRCULATION PLAN OR PEDESTRIAN/BICYCLE PLAN.

This street is not part of such a plan, and the Interurban Traﬂ which we are helping to
build, is the long range pedestnan/blcycle path which the City of Shoreline is creatmg

D. THE VACATION IS CONSISTENT WITH THE ADOPTED COMPREHENSIVE
PLAN AND ADOPTED STREET STANDARDS.

Our project and this partial vacation are in complete compllance with the City of
Shoreline Comprehensive Plan and all current City codes and zoning.

Based on the above, we respectfully request that the Planning Commission recommend
that this partial street vacation be approved by the City Council with conditions to: 1) re-
route Midvale through our property as designed; and 2) provide that, upon request of the
City, a strip 15 feet by 170 feet will be deeded back to the City if required for the Aurora
corridor project. It is our firm belief that this development will improve the site and the
nelghborhood and that it will benefit the citizens of Shoreline.

Our goal is to create a revitalized Gateway Plaza with creative architectural design, to
attract both pedestrian and vehicular traffic, and which will be supported by retail and
office businesses providing services to the community. We have tried our best to design
a development which takes into consideration the demands of all interested parties,
within the limitations of market and economic forces.

We ask that the Planning Commission not make its decision based on design issues, since
such issues would not be a valid basis for a street vacation. In your July 1 and July 15®
meetings this vacation request was discussed and prejudged by the Planning Commission

members. We request that your recommendations pursuant to this hearing be based solely

on meetmg the- four criteria set forth above; as required by statute..

'I_‘hank you fo; your consideration.

esW A%

1 er/Manager
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Page 1 of 1

Paul Cohen

From: Lanie Curry .

Sent:  Wednesday, August 11, 2004 10:57 AM
To: Paul Cohen; Tim Stewart '
Subject: FW: Gateway area development

-----Original Message----- -
From: DANIEL LYONS [mailto:danlyonsi@verizon.net]
Sent: Wednesday, August 11, 2004 3:58 AM

To: harley@isomedia.com’

Cc: Lanie Curry

Subject: Gateway area development

Dear Sir, : . - . _
As a longtime resident of Shoreline (1 will be 82 next month),l am concerned about the direction the City may take
in developing the area between 183rd and 185th Streets, along MidvaleAve.N.

! understand that the Planning Commission is trying to think 25 years ahead, and has recommended a.dramatic
development concept which seems to show little respect for the work that has been done in attempting to provide |
a viable : . ’

plan which will address the immediate concerns of our new City.- I-have seen many examples of well-meaning.
planners trying to guess what a city will need in 25 years, and fewer than half of their guesses were correct. In
moré than one such case the result was unintended urban blight. The sensible philosophy is to make modest
changes until the dust settles. In this case, it seems to. me that closing part of Midvale Ave. is logical, with an exit
from Gateway to 185th St. opposite the continuation of Midvale Ave. north of 185th. o

I hope you will be kind enough to convey this opinion to the Planning Commission. -
Very truly yours,

Daniel A. Lyons
18033 13th Ave. NW

23
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Robert D. & Mary J. Kelly | AUG 1 I 2004
20067 8™ N.W. | oo

[ e—————

Shoreline, WA 98177 st

(206) 542-0342

August 11, 2004

Planning and Development Services _
CITY OF SHORELINE

17544 Midvale Avenue North
Shoreline, WA 98133

Attn: Mr. Paul Cohen

_ Gentlem_en:

My husband and | support the proposed vacation of the section of Midvale
Avenue just south of 185™ and the rerouting of Midvale through the former QFC
- site. It would be great to see the former QFC complex cleaned up and occupied .

by new businesses.

Sincerely,

Mﬁ%%’%
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Scott A. Thompson =
17203 Greenwood Place North
Seattle Washington 98133

|
=)
Lr_rﬂ

P&DS

CEIVE

AUG 11 2004

August 11, 2004

Mr. Paul Cohen

CITY OF SHORELINE

Planning and Development Services.
17544 Midvale Avenue N
Shoreline, WA '98133-4921

,_(206) 546 6815 o

Subject: N

,Mldv_a_le _Street_Vaeatlon .

 Dear Mr. Cohen:

This purpose of thrs letter is to’ present my mltlal oomments in support of the proposed

vacation- of Midvale Avenue North in_the vicinity of 185"

1 reserve_the right to supplement

these comments after | have an opportunlty ta review the Staff Report which I understand is to
"~ be avarlable approxrmately seven: days pnor to the August 19 heanng before the Planning
Commlsslen - a S : o

My understandlng is that the request to vacate the' approxlmately 170 foot long portion
of Midvale Avenue is to be judged on the followmg cntena as detailed in Section 20.40.530.B of
the Shorellne Munlcrpal Code: - :

B No. petltlon to vacate a street or alley shall be approved unless the followmg
' criteria are. met : o :

1.

The proposed vacatlon wrll not be matenally detnmental to other

. properties ln the: vrcmlty not will it endanger publlc health safety or
welfare. . : , S

The sUbject street of ’a:llle’yﬂ‘is not nseded for 'Qeneral acce$s, emergency

services, utility facilities, or other similar purposes, nor is it a necessary

“patt of 4 long fange crrculatlon plan pedestrlan/blcycle plan and/or .

T street lmprovement plan

"The subject vacatlon is consrstent with. the adopted Comprehensrve Plan L
i -and other related regulatiorls and: pollcres : -

The subject vacation shall not directly or indirectly result in adverse

. impact- on historical or cultural resources, the natural envrronment '
‘and/or. otherwise negat_lyely affect cntlcal areas as def' ned in the cntlcal’ o
.areas overlay drstnct T S
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Mr. Paul Cohen g - ' -
CITY OF SHORELINE o :
Midvale Street Vacation

Page 2 of 4

August 11, 2004

I there

are other criteria that requested vacatron is to be evaluated against, please so

advise in the Staff report.

- My anal

a.

ysis of the above four criteria is as follows

The proposed vacation will not be detrimental to any propertie's and wrll' hot

endanger the public health, safety or welfare. In fact the proposed vacation,
when coupled with the new and |mproved city rlght—of-way the developer of the

Gateway project has agreed to provide and improve (Area “3" on Attachment B .

to the Staff Report submiitted to the City Council for their July 19, 2004 Special
Meeting; copy attached) will improve public safety by eliminating the dangerous
alignment of the existing lntersectlon of 185" and Mldvale Also, instead of

- .being straight, the re-aligned 183" and Midvale to 185™ and Midvale connection

will have turns. These turns will siow the speed of traffic and as a consequence,

'facrlltate Mrdvale belng crossed by pedestnans S I

N have found no mdrcatlon m any Crty plans that the area proposed to be

other similar purposes norisita neceésary part of a: long range curculatlon plan o

pedestrian/bicycle plan, and/or street improvement plan. To the conftrary, the

~area proposed to be vacated is. nearly identical to what the un-adopted Central

Shorelme Sub Area Plan

In my opinion the proposed vacation is consistent - with' the . adopted
Comprehensive Plan and other related regulations and policies and, as noted in

" “Item “b™ above, consistent with the un-adopted Central Shoreline Sub Area Plan.

Prior Planning Commission discussions have already pointed out the fact that
current Comprehensrve Plan polrcres support the requested vacatron

The ‘proposed vacation will not dlrectly or mdrrectly result in- adverse impact on
historical or cultucal resources, the natural environment, and/or otherwise

_negatively affect cn_tlcal areas as defined in the _cntlcal areas overla_y dlstnct.

. { am lnterested in how the Planmng Commlssron will approach the task of conducting
“the Public Hearing and formulating their recommendation to the City Council in view of their
prior statements about the Gateway Shopping Center project that the proposéd vacation relates
to. 1 believe Vice Chair Piro of the Commission had it correct during the Planning Commission
meeting of July 1, 2004. His comments, as: -summarized in- the approved minutes of that
meetlng were as follows: :

“If the project comes to the Commnssron in the oontext ofa street vacatlon [we]
would not really be in a position to arbitrarily’ deny the vacation of the street just
because' [we] don't like the proposed development. [We] should not.use the
street vacation as a hostage point to force changes in the development plan.”

SASATICRY of Sherekine - Pud Cohandoc
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Mr. Paul Cohen = ' —
CITY OF SHORELINE

Midvale Street Vacation

Page 3 of 4

August 11, 2004

- However, from their past meetings and their Resolution No. 002-2004, it is clear that the
Planning Commission is not pleased with the design of the Gateway Shopping -Center. project
as currently submitted.  The following summary of comments by Commissioner Hall (taken from
the approved minutes of. the Planning Commission meeting of July 15, 2004) further describe
the situation: -~ =~ . - . : o o

“It [is] riot the dé'sir‘é_ of the ‘Commission to hold_‘fthe'develépm_ent-;_h'Ostag'e-f;byl
withholding the vacation. Rather, [our] conceris were not fundamentally aboit
the vacation but. whether or not-the development was consisterit with the City’s-
vision.” : S S o : .

My understanding is the members of the Planning Commission were issued a copy of
“You. BE THE JUDGE — A HANDBOOK FORTHE LAND-USE DECISION MAKER" published by the:
Association of Washirigton Cities. . It will be interesting to see if they have-read it as they-do niot
appear to have read and be following their :By-Laws as- they continue to stray -from their -
assigned duties and responsibilities. e

- .-Specifically, the By-Laws of the Planning Commission; Chapter 2.20; and Ordinance No
36 of the. Shoreline Municipal Code; all consistently establish the duties-and responsibilities of
the Planning:Commission. - | believe it is- important to néte that the commission -is ‘actually-
referred to. as. a ‘planning policy canimission” {emphasis.added]) who's purpose.is to “provide .
- guidance and direction.for Shoreline’s future growth thirough. continued review and improvement: -
to the city's comprehensive land use plan, zoning code, shoreline management, environmental
protection and related land use documents™. (See Ordinance No. 36 and-SMS Chapter 2.20.)

The Planning Commission iégnot tasked ‘with'deéigh or architéctur‘al' review,'excepf in
specific instances (and the Gateway Plaza project is not one of them.) Shoreline Municipal
Code Section 2.20.060 Duties — Responsibilities at subpart “D” states:

. “Where design re'\_iiew |s 're'quired‘ by land use ordinances of the city, the planning
commission shall perform such design review unless that review is delegated to

some ‘other appointed body or city staff.”

It follows that as_the Gateway Shopping Center project is not required to have design
review, the Planning Commission stepping outside its charter when it endeavors to partake in
design review of the Gateway project as if they were an architectural review board. This
troubles me as a citizen of Shoreline. Neither I, nor our firm have any projects | the City of
Shoreline and at the moment | am glad of that fact as it appears you never know what standard
you might be held to and by whom. | hope that neither the City, nor the members of the
Planning Commission become at risk for these actions. ‘ '

_ I also support the proposed street vacation because from a review of the City’s files, |
find it was the City of Shoreline that rejected the Gateway Shopping Center’s preference to
“maintain the present location of Midvale” (MulvannyG2 Architecture letter of July 2, 2003, copy
attached) and informéd the developer: ' R :

2"
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Mr. Paul Cohen — _ T
CITY OF SHORELINE ’

Midvale Street Vacation

Page 4 of 4

August 11, 2004

“ “[A} through connection using street standards is needed through the site to
connect 183™ and. Midvale to align with e185th and Midvale. Our suggestion is.
to-pass-the connection past the front of the building and then to jog east over to
align with Midvale on the north side of 185". We would like the new retain space
to be moved toward the street frontage so that this connection road can jog
‘between the buildings so.that its approach to-the fnew signaled intersection at
185" is safe..  This connection needs a publish access easement and designed -
‘with street standards of 24 feet wide, 8.foot sidewalks and curb as least. along
the east side.” (City of Shoreline Planning and Development Services letter of .
July 21, 2003, copy attached.) -

‘ rerpdting.. of Midvale through the Gateway Plaza site is further evidence that the proposed

The fact that the .:City,_ via its tfa:‘ine_‘d; professional staff, would suggestireqire the .

design of the partially vacated and re-routed Midvale would ot create a situation endangering

public health, safety or welfare.

. It is’ also important to note that the propased vacation in its.elf'wo'uld not create a

situation that endangers. the public. While the development of the adjacent property could, if

- not properly conditioned and controlled as part of the building-and site plan review anqﬂ;approval,

process, -1 have every confidence that the City’s Planning “and- Development Services -
- department is up to this task and will assure the Gateway Plaza project provides for a safe use

of the realigned Midvale Avenue. -

in closing, 1 urgé the passage of thé propbsed street vacation.

Sincerely,

SAT: .
Enclosures as noted (3)
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DESIGH AT WORK

July 22003

M. Pawd L. Cotien.
Senior Manner ,
City of Shoreline — Planmng & Devempment Serwtes
17544 Midvate Ave. North
Shoreling, WA 98133-4921

[

Re: .. Gataway Shopping Center
... 18300 Midvale Ave., North |
 Shotaline, WA 98133 L . L
Ergiegt Kumbar: 03-:1325‘ L EEE
Sutsi-:éct{"' ’ Fre-app(‘ c:atlan meeung et _,sf for the. pre-zppﬁcahan meetmg seimduled fnr

Juiyﬂ 20403 at the City of 8{1 t'eﬁne Planniﬂg & Bev&lapment Services Office,

De.:ar Mr. Cotien:

Per aur phcne cauversatmns on Thur:;day June 2&“‘ f am to;wardmg fo you ten (10) coples of the followmg<

information for yout réview prior to the. pre-applicafion meeting scheduled far July a" 2(103 We are.
. awaiting a ennfrmauon from yau regardmg the speclﬁc time of ihts meetmg :

The following outlire s based an The Cmty of Shoret’mes Planmng and Devetepment Sennce,s standard
farm PA-04 for a request for pre-application meehng\ Please note that the applicant i is seekmg clarmcatmn
froca The City of Shyreline regarding some of the 1tems that are requested for inclusum wittiin this tequest

- for pre-application, thus those Rems are nat included at (hw firne. The applicant is requesting that the Clty

provide qtanﬁeaﬂon on thesg iterus, and addmonat ite'ms, at me July g't preaapplscauun meeting. .

- 1. Besefintnon of Pmposed Project

The praject site is the existing retail center {acated at 18300 Mndwale Avenue Nortt‘ one black east of

Auroca A\zenme between 183“’ S(reet and 185"' Steget. The project is pfgposed to include seleatqve

demolition; renovation and additians to the extstmg retail center, this work will include fhe coastrugtion”. -

I renovation of the bullding elevations fronting 1&3“’ Street. Mudyale [ Aurora and 185" &t(&ﬁh Wark:
will also ineludmg new suvface parkmg‘ neéw fandscapmg and selectwe new ulimy work. All new work
on site will allow far the city's future widening-of 166" Street and Autora Ave and a notth / sauth .
pedeatnau and: lmycle pathway- within 2 lafdscaped area hetiveen Midvale ahd Airrora (the Seatlle Ctty
Light Right of Way) Cooxdmaﬁon with Seattle Gity Light and the ability ta pravide mid-block aceess to
the: site, parking w:thm the R:ght of Way and the removal of alt existing structures in. the Raght of Way
arve critical tﬁ the feasibility of the project. Aﬁoihef critical iteny is the ability to raaintaly the exisfing,

| 425.463.2000"
B 4254633002, -

'J'Iy ). uzm AVENUE NE ! suut sq
't .':nmeGZ com ' 4
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- Gateway Shopping Center R ,
Juty 2,2003 o o L

Page 2 of 3

- are not known at fhls ume

- location of Midvale and incorporate cutb cuts along its easiem boundary for acoess to the new surface

parking..

General Information
dgr% 18300 (18130 Shawn on Survey) Midvale Avenue North
(8): Not Known, however Parcels A and B in the N.\W. % N.E. Y, SEC.7. T-26-N, R4-E,

w. M in the Clty of Shoreline, King County, Washington are assumed based on the attached Boundary
Line adjustnrent drawings. MOTE: The attached Boundary line adjustment documents are attached

FOR REFERENGE ONLY. ftis NOT knowst at this time if these Boundary Line adjustarents: have been e

filed and are applicable. The applicant wauld like clarification of the actuai bnundary lme
conf'guratlons durmg the pre-application meeting, :

ting us operty: Retail

Propased Numbera ‘Units: Not apphcabie Number and division of tenant spaces are s’pe¢ulaﬂve and

aperties: Limited site plan infornation is avaitable: ‘at thls timé; stréet
referencé maps aerial re{erence phata ahd the boundary line adjustnrent documerﬂs are aﬁached far
REFERENCE. Based o the City of Shoceline Zoning Map it is assumad that-alf parc.els gn'the site are
zoded RB; regional Business, however some dacumentation has referenced R-12 resideifial. It is.not
krgwn at this time if the R-12 residential zoning is applicable o adjacent groperties and / of way part
of the proposed boundasy line- ad:ustment. The appiieant would l‘ke claﬂficaﬁen af the acluai boundary
line cotifigurations during the pre-apphcahon meeting.

. Bite. Plan lnformiation

o ines with Bimensnons The boundary line adjustment doouments are attached for feference
see prewous mtes- :

; : : '.Bk& The baundary lme adjustment documents are attached for
refemnce, see prevlous notes Setbauks are not indicated; however the sﬂe plan s fo scale_
Propos ~w yeﬁiem'aeces& See attachied. propnsed site plan.
‘ of Braposed fot lines: The boundary line. ad]ustment documents are alzched for refer&nce

see pravtotm tiotos. Ther applicant will require dadffcaban on the status of thie boundaty line’
- adjustment to detsrmine and document proposed lot line- c(mﬁguraﬂoa L

Significant trees; Nat shown at this tiie, The attached:- proposed plan indicates the new fandscapmg
aneas that Wit be destgned at a later dafe.

nents: Seé attached propased site plan.
ints: Not currently indicated o the proposed site or the bmmdary ting

adjusimeni drawlngs. Exusmg and pmposed new mformauotr wnll he incorpor-ated and designed ata’
later date.

rasements if kaown: The applicant will need clauf‘cation of any existmg easements and
right of ways The $eatﬂe Olty Light BOW is knewn hetween Midvale and Au?qra, however '

_caordination far proposed use within tite ROW tust be clarified. with the City of Shoreline. The

applicant will réquire clarifi cation of d@ny proposed. revfsians to ROW's along Aumra Midvale, 1&3“_’ and
7 or 185" The applicant will cequire danﬂcatlon of any easmnents shown on &he baundary line
adjustiment dfawmgs- R
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Gateway Shopping Center . ) ' ' O
July 2,2003 '
Page 3 of 3

y: Not known at this time, however the intent is to provide for a.balanced

site. .
»  Enviropmental Critical Areasr The applicant will require clarificatien on this ftem. Storm water restentlon
has not been designed and / or shown at this time, hewever underground retention will likely be

‘provided o alfow for maximim surface parking.

.-Bullding riformation
¢ Foptage: See attached proposed site plan
nber of Floors Proposed: See attached proposed site plan
Elevations: Not des;gned or included at this time. As previously noted, the building elevations atang
183", Midvale / Autora and 185" Strest wm be new and will provide the center with a fresh consjstent
and rewtal(zed design
{ ruction: The majority of the cqns{ructjon is existing, hew cons‘iruchon type has not yet
been delenmnﬁd other than the extent of work shown o the praposed site plan,
< Xype of occupancy: M- Mercanme and / ar B- Business. Fioal designation fo be determined based on
fnal c-ode analyms
:Building Floor Plans: Building footprint is shown on the proposed site plan, Bu“dmg plans
w11 be based on tenant subdivisions to be determmed ata 1ater date.

« T a

Attaghrionts (‘(0 cepies of each):

¢ Praposed Site Plan .

‘. Boundary Line Adjustment Plan — -FOR REFERENCE ONLY, prepared by others

¢ Boundary Line Adjustment Legal Descrip(‘un - FOR REFERENCE ONLY, prepared by others
«  Mapquest® location map, large scale - FOR REFERENGE ONLY

*  Mapquest® location map, small scale - FOR REFERENCE ONLY

s Mapquest® aerial photo, large seale - FOR REFERENGE ONLY

$Fhould you require any additional information regarding this matter, please contact me at 425.463.1531.
Thank you.

Singerely,

Mulva'nnyBZ' Architexﬁlme :

Paui Michaet Scanlon Sr. Project Manager

F"M.'SIPM;S _
e:  HGA Corporation; Mr. James W. Abbott, President
documents '
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ning and Development Services
| K75 Midvale AveN; Sharctine, WA 981334921
- .. (206) $46-1311 & Fax (206) 5468761

July 21, 2003

Mr. James Abboft -
SGA Corparation _
1501 North 200™ Street -
Shoreline, WA 98133

RE: Proapplicatian for Giateway Redevelopment #2014

Dear Mr. Abbotf;

“Fhank you for meetmgwrth us July 9th to discuss _3},}6111* s_-x'-':bemaﬁ‘és for redi;v&lqpmpnt of
the Gateway site. This letter is to summarize what we discussed and-to pravide
additional information for questions that we could not answer at-tie fime.

Your propasal s ta renovate the existing steucture and site vihich includés'some -

demolition £ the existing tilt<up waré house space.and adding retail space to the. nocth end
-of the building. In addition you are requesting encroachimeiit rights to use Midvale Ave N

for site access and parking with-a riain entry directly off Aurota Ave N, Our respouses . -

are fairly general‘in respotise to your mote schiermatic proposals..

1. SBPA - Envitommental teview will bercqulrcd Ifthere wanet mereascﬁf miore than. N

4,000 square feet of building or 20 parking spaces. . e
2. Valuation - If your proposal exceeds the 50% valuation of the praperty value then fill .
site improvemenits will be required, .- . T P
3. Midvale Through Connection — As'a-part of a street vacation and the draft Central ..
Shoreling Subiarea Plan a through cornection using street standueds is tieeded tirough
the site to corinect 183" and Midvale to align-with 185" and Midvale. Our suggestion .
is to pass the conpection past the front of the building and then to jog east aver to
align with Midvdle on the north side of 185™ We would like the new retail space to be.
moved toward the steeet frontage so that this connection road canfjg%;bemrecn the.
buildings so that its approach to the new sigoaled interseetion at 185® is safe. This
sonnection needs a public access easeiment and destgned with streat standards of 24 -
feet wide, 8 foot sidewalks and curb at feast along the east side,
4. You will need a traffic signal warrant to improve the interseation of 1 85% and
Midvale Ave on the north side. I T

33
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5. "Eniry to the site from Aurora where you proposed will work, However, you will need
to remave the extra pull«in and pull-out lanes. Use of the BAT lanies is designed for

~ that purpose. .
6. You will need to develop the Aurata Avenue frontage, interurban trail and

fandseaping in the SCL R-o-W. The bike trial alignment is OK except it should cross

* at the hntersection of 183 and Midvale and not 183" and Aurora.

7. Please contact Jotin McKenzio at CH2M Hill (425 453 5008) for Interurban Trail and

Aurora design standards.

8. Design Standard — Please refer to the Mixed Use and Commercidl Design: Standards
of the Development Code. In general, pay attention to the building frontage
requirements, fagade treatinent, entry dnd pedestrian connection requireraents as the

. building faces both 183", Midvale, and N. 185" §t. . - o

9. Stormwater— The south half of the site will require flow restriction and water quality
impravements. The north half will require only water quality improvements. Doug

‘Van Getder at (206 546 1064) can provide mote detail infornation for you.

10. Frontage ~ All streets will reguire frontage improvements of a 4-foot wide planting
steip.and 8 foot wide sidewalk behind the street curbs. Traffic Stady — A traffic study
will be required to determine if the potential Midvale and 1 85" interseotion needs ta
be signalized and for other possible traffic improvements and to determing ingress -
and egress to Atirora Avenne. The parties responsible for. the imiprovensents, if
needed, are detenmined by the teaffic stady and the sources of the traffie. '

11. Rezone of R~12 parect — The City would.support.the rezone of this parcel éﬁd,reviéw ‘

it concurrent to othier #pplications, : S S
12. Processes — I'you exceed SEPA thresholds then you will nieed a building permit per

building with SEPA, which réquires a Type B review process. 'If youneed a Lot Line |
Adjustment; Enginesting Variances, and Rights-of-Way permits, gtc.-we can-combine - -

- the review times to . concurrently. -~ - -
13. Minimum setback for parking and drives at the rear of the proptrty is 10 feet.
 Driveways can intrude into-the s S
14. Landscaping — you will need Type I landscaping, 10 feet wide along the eatire rear

property line. Parking lot fandscaping fnust be installed at 20 square feet.per parking
stall, mininivm 200 syuare fest pec ared and at least 8 foot, in dimension. Sce the SMC
" Lamdseape section. . o R
15. Stormwater detention and water quality systems will need to be installed.
16. Please call Mark Buaje at 206-546-6562 regarding the Fire Code.. .

Please call me at 206’_"'3—546;6&15 if you have any queéﬁeﬂs,;

Bincerely,

}"Pa-ul Cohen

cc: - Pre-Application File

Paul Scanlon, Mulyanny Architects.
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ATTACHMENT C

These Minutes Subject to

September 2™ Approval

CITY OF SHORELINE

SHORELINE PLANNING COMMISSION
SUMMARY MINUTES OF REGULAR MEETING

August 19, 2004 ' Shoreline Conference Center
7:00 P.M. _ : Board Room
PRESENT ' STAFF PRESENT
Chair Harris Tim Stewart, Director, Planning & Development Services
Vice Chair Piro Andrea Spencer, Senior Planner

- Commissioner Hall Paul Cohen, Senior Planner
Commissioner Kuboi Ian Sievers, City Attorney
Commissioner McClelland ' Jill Marilley, City Engineer
Commissioner Phisuthikul Kirk McKinley, Aurora Corridor Project Manager
Commissioner MacCully Lanie Curry, Planning Commission Clerk

Commissioner Doering

ABSENT
Commissioner Sands

1. CALL TO ORDER

The regular meeting was called to order at 7:00 p.m. by Chair Harris.
2. ROLL CALL

Upon roll call by the Commission Clerk, the following Commissioners were present: - Chair Harris, Vice
Chair Piro, Commissioners Hall, Doering;, Kuboi, McClelland, Phisuthikul and MacCully.
Commissioner Sands was excused.

3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA

The Commission unanimously approved the agenda as written.

4. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

There were no minutes available for approval.
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5. GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT

Bronston Kenney, 1007 NW 190™ Street, said he was recently told by City staff that preservation and,
where possible, improvement of Shoreline neighborhoods was a fundamental goal of the City. However,
he suggested that there is a conflict within the City related to this goal. He said that when the cottage
housing-ordinance was approved by the City, the type of development proposed by Mr. Nearing was not
envisioned. While he understands the City’s obligation to conform to the Growth Management Act, he
said it is neither necessary nor desirable to degrade existing neighborhoods as this project would. It
appears to be more of a monopoly game board than a neighborhood. Mr. Kenney noted that a crucial
element of the cottage housing ordinance is compatibility, but the citizen outcry and the anticipated loss
of property values demonstrate that the proposal is not compatible. In contrast, he referred to a recently
~ built home on 10" NW, just north of 190", which raised no protest because it was similar to the other
homes in the neighborhood. '

Mr. Kenney said the City Council only authorized cottage developments where compatible, but the
Planning Department’s present definition of “compatible” is flawed and should be revised, and no
further cottage development should be permitted until this is done. Cottage development should only be
permitted through a full-blown zoning process, since the conditional use permit leaves too much room
for interpretation and misunderstanding. He said it has been alleged that the City, and particularly the
Planning Department, is in the pocket of the developers. While this is not without basis, he suggested
that problems have resulted from a loss of discipline at City Hall. He said the Planning Department
works with developers on a daily basis, but sees the constituents only occasionally. Over time, they have
forgotten for whom they work. He said the City Council has failed to monitor results and correct the
deficiencies promptly in statutes and application related to cottage development. The citizens should not
be used as experimental subjects, with projects being forced upon them and then being left alone to bear

~the full force of the consequences without consent or compensation. He concluded by stating that
substantive changes at City Hall must start immediately because too many homes and businesses are
under threat. The City must place the needs of the constituents above maintaining comfortable
relationships with developers and contractors. '

Marlin Gabbert, 17743 — 25" Ave NE, said he was present to introduce a new organization called
“Forward Shoreline.” It’s purpose is to provide a positive organization that promotes pride in Shoreline
as a place to live and raise families and to promote economic development by creating a commercial and
retail tax base that gives relief to the residential taxpayers. He said that when compared to other cities
the size of Shoreline, the City has a very low commercial/retail base to receive taxes from, and this hurts
the City economically. He said one of the goals of the organization is to meet with developers who have
substantial means to assemble pieces of property that are large enough to develop feasible projects. He
pointed out that there are a lot of small parcels of land in the City, which makes substantial
commercial/retail development difficult. » '

Mr. Gabbert advised that the organization advocates for reasonable land use decisions that promote the
goal of achieving a livable City. There have been some nice projects developed recently such as Top -
Foods, etc. and the City is heading in the right direction.

: ' Shoreline Planning Commission Minutes
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‘Forward Shoreline will continue to promote'this type of development. He said the Commission would
hear from the group as time goes on. He provided a copy of the organization’s brochure to each of the
Commissioners. : :

David Fagerstrom, 807 NW 191* Lane, referred to the cottage development project that has been
- proposed on 8™ Northwest and a developer’s meeting that was held on August 12®. He indicated that
after the meeting he and his neighbors surveyed other property owners, and of the 98 eligible, they
reached 47. Only 19 indicated that they received a notice of the developer’s meeting. Mr. Fagerstrom
suggested that the City should change their guidelines for future meeting notice letters, and one option
would be to use post office delivery confirmations at a cost of 45 cents each. He stated that cottage
developers must not control meeting notice mailings. In addition, the meetings should be scheduled at
times other than during the workday. '

Mr. Fagerstrom said that Brent Smith, an engineer by trade, lives just west of the development of cottage
homes at 11941 — 8" Ave NW. In his presentation at the development meeting, he talked about water
runoff not being properly addressed. He indicated that there is hardpan under the soil, and he has had
cave-ins on his property. In addition, about every five years there is a major storm that cannot be
handled by the existing storm drainage system. Studies need to be done on the impact the project would
have to traffic on 8" NW. He summarized that he believes the cottage housing process is flawed, and
the language related to public notice should be strengthened.

6. STAFF REPORTS

- a. | Type C Quasi-Judicial Public Hearing on Midvale Avenue North Street Vacation

Chair Harris reviewed the rules and procedures for the public hearing. He reminded the Commissioners
of the Appearance of Fairness Law, and inquired if any of the Commissioners received any
communications regarding the subject of the hearing outside of the hearing.

- Commissioner Doering disclosed that she and Harley O’Neil served together on the Aurora Task Force.
Commissioner Hall said that prior to the public hearing date being set, at a City Council meeting he
briefly spoke with two representatives of the project, and Chair Harris and several other Commissioners
were present. Commissioner MacCully reported that he, too, served on a committee with Harley O’Neil,
and that he worked for Mr. O’Neil years ago. Commissioner McClelland said she ran into Mr."O’Neil
and Mr. Abbott at a restaurant recently, but she did not talk about the subject with them. Commissioner
Phisuthikul indicated that his son had asked questions regarding the project.

Since the City is the applicant for the vacation application, Commissioner McClelland questioned if the
vacation is separate and apart from the development application. Mr. Sievers advised that the two are
separate actions. The Planning Commission and the City Council have separate roles in each of the
applications. He clarified that the City was asked by the developer of the property to initiate the vacation
application. To accommodate the applicant, the City did agree to initiate the application for practical
reasons, but the interested party in the vacation is the applicant. But as with any vacation, the City is
interested in finding a public interest that is served by the vacation. '

Shoreline Planning Commission Minutes
120 August 19,2004 Page 3



Commissioner McClelland inquired if the street vacation would go through if approved even if the
development application was withdrawn. Mr. Sievers said the City Council would make the decision
about whether to continue with the vacation or not. He said one of the conditions of the proposal is an
exchange of excess consideration from a particular developer. If the development application is
withdrawn and that consideration is removed, the City Council may decide not to proceed without some
consideration for the vacation.

Chair Harris inquired if anyone in the audience feels there might be a conflict of interest or an ex parte
contact on the part of any Commissioner.

Peter Buck, Buck and Gordon, Attorney for the Gateway Project, said that while he does not object
to any Commissioner participating in the hearing, he felt it would be in the interest of the Commission to
be very aware of any issue that is critical to the hearing and the integrity of the process. He referred to
the memorandum from the City Attorney dated July 27, 2004. The second paragraph makes it clear that-
a private property owner is definitely involved in the street vacation application, and this brings up
concerns related to the Appearance of Fairness Doctrine. It is very important that the Commission
recognize that this is a quasi-judicial proceeding that puts effective burdens on the Commission to act
differently. He asked that this memorandum be added to the official record. In addition, he asked that
the pamphlet titled, You Be the Judge, which addresses the Appearance of Fairness Doctrine, be added
to the record, as well. He suggested that the Appearance of Fairness Doctrine goes beyond ex parte
contacts. It says that when the Commission enters into the hearing tonight, they need to do it with the
belief that they are approaching the subject with open minds, fairly and without bias or prejudgment.
This is the bedrock of the entire planning system when reviewing quasi-judicial matters. He said it is
-important that the Commissioners put aside ‘prior biases. He asked that the record also include the
Planning Commission minutes of July 1, 2004, July 29, 2004 and August 12, 2004, as well as the letter
from Commissioner Phisuthikul dated July 9, 2004. He said that it would be hard for someone to read
this material and not think that decisions had already been made on the part of the Commission. He
asked that, with the integrity of the process in mind, the Commission do what they can to put this aside
and judge the matter on what they hear tonight and on the criteria. He said he has confidence that the
Commission can act with an open mind on this matter and set aside their preexisting conditions.

Commissioner Hall said Mr. Buck’s points are extremely well taken. He said that the Commissioners
have reviewed the materials that have been provided to make sure they can be fair and unbiased.
However, he clarified that the resolution that was previously passed by the Commission was related to a
separate discretionary decision by the City Council as to whether or not the City should initiate or set a
date for the hearing. Now that the hearing date has been set, he said he has worked very hard to ensure
that he can approach the hearing with an open mind. '

. . Shoreline Planning Commission Minutes
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STAFF REPORT

Paul Cohen, Senior Planner, reviewed that on July 19™ the City Council adopted Resolution 220, which
initiates the street vacation process for Midvale Avenue North. He advised that the proposal is to vacate
a portion of Midvale, just south of North 185" Street (about 170 lineal feet) with conditions and
adjustments to accommodate a realignment of Midvale Avenue North between North 183 and North
185™ Streets. The intended result is to provide better redevelopment opportunity of the adjacent sites,
better access, perhaps more parking, and build a portion of the Interurban Trail.

Another intended result is to improve pedestrian and vehicular circulation in and around the site,
particularly Aurora Avenue North, North 183" Street, and North 185" Street and to accommodate the
future Aurora Avenue North improvements and realign Midvale Avenue to look and act like a street.

Mr. Cohen explained that the proposal involves five separate areas of the site, and the intent is that they
work in concert to allow the realignment to be successful. He reviewed each of the areas as follows:

Area 1: This area is identified as the northern portion of the property that the actual request for vacation
applies to. The applicant has requested a street vacation of 170 feet of Midvale Avenue North right-of-
way south of North 185™ Street to allow for a parking lot and landscaping. The Midvale Avenue North
right-of-way is 45 feet wide. If vacated, the City would require reversionary rights on the property in the
event that the Seattle City Light right-of-way needs to shift east 15 feet to accommmodate the future
widening of Aurora Avenue North. A utility easement would also be required on this property for
existing underground utilities. - ' ' '

Area 2: This area is the southern portion of Midvale Avenue North between the 170 feet of vacated
property and North 183" Street. This portion of the street would remain City right-of-way. The
applicant would be required to build a street cross section of two, 12-foot minimum travel lanes subject
to parking design, with curbs and landscaping. Parking may be allowed if adequate distance is given to
allow safe parking movements on Midvale Avenue North. Any parking in the Seattle City Light right-
of-way may be allowed, but may be moved to accommodate changes in their right-of-way and pole
relocation. The requirement for sidewalks can be met with the Interurban Trail to the west and an 8-foot
sidewalk on the east side of Midvale Avenue North or an unobstructed easement along the building
front. Walkways from the Interurban Trail, across Midvale Avenue North and to the buildings will be
required for pedestrian safety. He referred to Attachment C and reviewed the conceptual location of the
proposed 8-foot sidewalk. He noted that while this might not be the exact configuration of the sidewalk,
the City would require an 8-foot easement sidewalk going all the way through the sites, connecting
points A and B. '

Area 3: This area is from Midvale Avenue North through the project site to North 185™ Street. A
public access easement granted to the City would extend and complete the new alignment by connecting
from Area 2 east between the proposed buildings and then north to align with the intersection of Midvale
Avenue North on the north side of North 185" Street. The intent is that it look and function like a road
all the way through.
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Area 4: This area is a small section of North 183" Street between Midvale Avenue North and Aurora
Avenue North. The applicant is proposing direct access to the site from Aurora Avenue North
approximately 250 feet north of this area. This short section of street between Aurora Avenue North and
Midvale Avenue North will be closed to avoid traffic conflicts with the new main entry into the site.
Later on, as called out in the Aurora Corridor Improvement Plan, 182™ Street is proposed as an access to
Aurora Avenue North. The idea is to space out the major access points or intersections so that there are
safe turning movements.

Area 5: This area will be the main entry to the site from Aurora Avenue North. This access location
would allow for ample separation per the Aurora Corridor plans from both North 182™ and North 185"
Street intersections. However, as conditioned by staff, it cannot be opened until North 183" Street has
been closed. The property owner would build the entry with approval from Seattle City Light.

Commissioner Piro clarified that the vacation includes Area 1, which the City would vacate. He
questioned if the City would also vacate Area 4. Mr. Cohen answered negatively. He said the other
areas are part of the conditions of the vacation. City ownership would be sustained, but they are
necessary to have as a part of the vacation to make the realignment work. Area 2 would remain a City
right-of-way. Area 3 would be an access easement for the City to have a road continue through, and
Areas 4 and 5 are two different access points that the City wants to coordinate. Mr. Cohen advised that
the applicant has proposed to use Area 5 as a main entry into the site. This would be in conflict with
Area 4 and staff is proposing that access from Area 4 be closed to prevent traffic safety problems.

Commissioner MacCully inquired who would have control of Area 5. Mr. Cohen advised that this
access would be through the Seattle City Light right-of-way. Seattle City Light would have to grant
permission for the property owners to use it for an access point. :

Commissioner Phisuthikul inquired if it is absolutely necessary for the proposal to have the trade ,
between Area 5 and Area 4. Could Area 5 be used for access instead of Area 4? Does Area 5 have to
provide direct access to the site? He noted that the present site does not have any direct access from
Aurora Avenue North.

Mr. Cohen advised that when reviewing a street vacation application, the City is required to look at four
criteria. He reviewed and commented on each of the criteria as follows:

* Criterion 1 — The vacation will benefit the public interest: Staff does not believe that Midvale
Avenue North functions well today. It has poor access and is not used heavily. It also creates a poor
intersection with North 185™ Street in terms of proximity to Aurora Avenue North and turning
movements in and out. The intent of the proposed vacation is that the traffic would be rerouted
through the realignment of Midvale Avenue North as proposed in the area map. This would improve
the circulation and turning movements and serve an area where the road might be used more to move
traffic through. In addition, the proposed vacation would provide flexibility to realign the Seattle
City Light right-of-way to accommodate future Aurora Avenue North improvements. Lastly, the
street vacation and Midvale Avenue North realignment would facilitate economic redevelopment of
the site.
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¢ Criterion 2 — The vacation will not be detrimental to traffic circulation, access, emergency
services, utility facilities, or other similar right-of-way purposes: Staff has reviewed the traffic
impact analysis and determined that the alignment of Midvale Avenue North would work with
circulation and improve it. It would also improve the circulation needs in the vicinity as conditioned.
Also, redeveloping Midvale Avenue North would improve the standards, including curbs, gutters,
sidewalks, landscaping, etc. Continued access to utilities would be present, as well. Staff believes
the proposed vacation would not be detrimental to traffic circulation and utilities. '

¢ Criterion 3 — The street or alley is not a necessary part of a long-range circulation plan or
pedestrian/bicycle plan: At this time, Midvale Avenue North is not designated for bicycles or
pedestrians. It is still considered to be used for vehicles, but there would be a realignment of the
vehicular path. The Interurban Trail would be used to improve access for pedestrian and bicycles
and is part of the City’s long-range pedestrian and bicycle plan. Therefore, the vacation, as
conditioned to construct a portion of the Interurban Trail from North 183" to North 185" Streets,
would fulfill the long-range circulation plan for this area.

¢ Criterion 4 — The subject vacation is consistent with the adopted Comprehensive Plan and
adopted street standards. Staff has cited in the staff report a number of policies that they think
might be applicable to the application. He summarized that the proposal would improve the street
design and circulation for all streets, including Midvale Avenue North, North 1839 Street, North
185™ Street, and Aurora Avenue North, It would also facilitate redevelopment.

-Mr. Cohen advised that staff recommends approval of the street vacation with the proposed conditions
because it presents an opportunity to improve traffic circulation through the site, especially on to and off
of North 185" Street by shifting traffic to an intersection further east to align with Midvale Avenue
North on the north side of North 185™ Street. The vacation would allow for adjustments to the Seattle
City Light right-of-way for future Aurora Avenue North improvements and would facilitate economic
redevelopment by making an archaic land arrangement more flexible. Lastly, the proposal would meet
the street vacation criteria as previously described. Mr. Cohen summarized that staff recommends
approval with the proposed conditions.

‘The Commission discussed whether the project proponent should be allowed to make a presentation
before the Board, since the City is the actual applicant for the vacation proposal. Mr. Sievers said it
might be appropriate for the Commission to hear from the project proponent so that they can clearly
understand the uses the right-of-way might be put to. One of the exercises the Commission will go
through is to make sure the vacation meets the public interest. One way of doing this is to perhaps attach
‘conditions for use by the private property owner who would receive the property. If the Planning
Commission feels some conditions should be attached to better meet the public’s interest, they might
want to review what is being proposed by the property owners. Perhaps their comments could be
accepted as part of the public comments after the Commission has completed their questions to staff.

Commissioner Phisuthikul said that, as proposed, the vacation would be on Area 1 only. However, there
would be an impact to Areas 2, 3, 4 and 5, as well. But if the Commission were to réecommend approval
of the vacation of Area 1, they would not necessarily be approving Areas 2, 3, 4 and 5.
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He expressed his concern about approving just one area since all of the areas are connected to the
project. Mr. Sievers said the purpose of discussing the other areas is significant. In addition to setting
appropriate conditions for Area 2, the Commission should also be very concerned about the developer’s
- proposal to substitute the circulation pattern in Area 3.

Commissioner McClelland noted that the staff report does not address how Midvale Avenue North is
linked to Aurora Avenue North and neighborhoods. It is used as an alternative route to stay off of
Aurora Avenue North as much as possible. Midvale Avenue is a legitimate connection between 175%
and North 185" Streets. There are residential, business, .office, retail and multi-family residential uses
located south of North 183™ Street that use the link with Midvale Avenue North on a daily basis. The
staff report does not address how the vacation and realignment would impact the many cars that use
Midvale Avenue North. -

Commissioner McClelland clarified that the Central Shoreline Subarea Plan was never adopted by the
City Council, yet the City finds it appropriate to reference an unadopted plan on a transportation issue
and completely and absolutely ignore the land use issues that were addressed in the plan. She referred to
Attachment A, Pages 10-12, which describe the kinds of uses the Central Shoreline Subarea Plan
recommended. She said she is very troubled by what the Commission is being asked to do at this time.
Therefore, she is going to have to excuse herself from participating in the review process. She feels
incredibly biased on the subject, and she believes the procedure is flawed and the information in the staff
report is too limited to allow the Commission to make the right decision. She said she is 100 percent
supportive of the redevelopment of the property, but she is not comfortable with what the Commission is
being asked to do. ’

Commissioner Hall noted that in their analysis of the public benefits, staff appears to focus on Areas 1,2
and 3. He inquired if the staff has completed a similar analysis for traffic circulation, public benefit, and
consistency with the Comprehensive Plan for the closure of Area 4. Ms. Marilley, City Engineer,
clarified that the Aurora Corridor Plan calls for opening up 182" Street, which is approximately where
the current Les Schwab is located. She described the domino affect that would occur. When 182"
Street is opened up as the proposed Aurora Corridor development goes through, North 183 (Area 4)

- would be closed and Area 5 would be opened up. She explained that Area 5 does not have to be opened
up in order for the proposed redevelopment to function. There would be a benefit as a result of the direct
access from Aurora Avenue North. However, there would be no increase in congestion or traffic as a
result of this change because the entrance would be well in advance of the intersection. She concluded
that the closure of Area 4 would provide a benefit to the local neighborhood because they get some pass
through traffic. If it is less convenient for people to do this, they will find other, more appropriate
routes. She explained that frequently traffic that is northbound on Aurora Avenue North, takes a right on
North 183", heads east and takes a left turn to access North 185% Street, Instead, they would have to
turn right at Area 5 and continue to use Midvale Avenue North through the development or go to the
intersection and turn right at North 185" Street, which is a more appropriate access. There would be full
access to the property and to the neighborhood, but traffic would be slowed down.
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Commissioner Kuboi agreed with Commissioner McClelland’s comments that there was not enough
mention of the impacts to Stone Avenue North in the staff report. If he were coming north on Midvale
Avenue North at North 183" Street and knew he had to navigate through the parking lot of the
development, he would probably turn right at North 183" and cut over to Stone Avenue to get to North
185" Street. He inquired if consideration was given to the impacts of this type of traffic pattern.

Ms. Marilley answered affirmatively. A traffic circle was installed at North 183" Street and Stone
Avenue to discourage pass through traffic and to slow traffic down. Additionally, Section 3 of the
development would be required to meet all City construction standards. It would look and function like
- a street. For all purposes, it would be a public street, and drivers would be drawn towards that direction.
Ms. Marilley said the whole purpose of the realignment of Midvale Avenue North is the future intent
that the City would be able to install a traffic signal. Midvale Avenue North would be realigned to what
had always been planned. With the traffic signal at North 185™ Street, there should be a greater draw for
traffic.

Commissioner Kuboi expressed his belief that parking lots, in general, are hazardous places to drive
through. He said it sounds as though no traffic count or analysis. has been done to identify what the
traffic impacts would be to Stone Avenue. Ms. Marilley answered that a traffic study has been
performed to ensure that traffic stays on Midvale Avenue North rather than diverting to Stone Avenue.
Additional measures will also be taken. Mr. Cohen added that if, when reviewing an application for
redevelopment through the SEPA analysis, staff feels more should be done to mitigate impacts to the
adjacent neighborhoods, there is potential to refine the overall traffic and circulation design to meet
those needs. ' ' '

Commissioner Hall inquired if the Aurora Corridor Plan called for the closure of North 183™ Street at
Aurora Avenue North. Ms. Marilley answered affirmatively. Commissioner Hall inquired if the plan
also called for opening up an additional access point north of North 183™ Street. Ms. Marilley said the
Aurora Corridor Plan does not clearly state that there would be an additional opening. Commissioner
Hall summarized that someone looking only at the Aurora Avenue North Plan would be under the
assumption that the number of distinct access points from 182" to North 185%™ Streets would decrease by
one. Ms. Marilley answered affirmatively. ‘

PUBLIC COMMENT

Kevin Grossman, 1521 NW 190™ Street, said he finds it strange that the Commission is considering
the vacation of Midvale Avenue North in the absence of a presentation by the developer. There would
be no impetus for the City to vacate this street if there were no development project associated with it.
He said he would like to hear from the developer, and he would like the Commission to consider the
redevelopment plans and the vacation request as a whole. He said he shares Commissioner
McClelland’s concerns about Midvale Avenue. However, his observation is that trying to turn at
Midvale Avenue North onto North 185 Street is dangerous because the traffic turning off of Aurora
Avenue North at this intersection does not look to the right to see if anyone is coming out of Midvale
Avenue North. In addition if the light eastbound is green, people will come over the hill where there is a
significant grade change. :

_ DRAFT
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The ability to see someone coming off of Midvale Avenue North is very limited. Mr. Grossman
expressed his belief that something has to happen with this site, since previous retailers have moved out.
He said he would love to see mixed-use development on the property, but that is not what the market
demands at this time. He felt the best solution for this site over the next decade would be a pleasant
redevelopment for retail uses. He stated that he believes the vacation of Midvale Avenue North makes a
lot of sense to him for a whole range of reasons.

Cindy Rywu, 15215 Aurora Ave North, agreed with Mr. Grossman that it is not appropriate to separate
the development proposal from the vacation proposal. She said she attended the neighborhood meeting
regarding this project. She also attended the Commission Meeting just following the neighborhood
meeting, at which time Commissioner McClelland expressed her disappointment to hear that the project
would be developed as another strip mall instead of what the Commission had been led to believe would
be a high-density, mixed-use development.

Ms. Ryu referred to Commissioner Phisuthikul’s letter dated July 9, 2004, and said she appreciates his
efforts to lay the situation out. It is important that the City not look at vacating Midvale Avenue North
as the only issue to be decided. The Commission must look at the character of the whole area and
determine whether or not the proposed project would meet the goals and objectives of the Aurora
Corridor and Interurban Trail projects. Ms. Ryu pointed out that once the street vacation is granted, it is
a permanent decision. She urged the Commission to take sufficient time to make a correct decision.
They should avoid the appearance of vacating a public street for a private good. She urged the
Commission to be aware of the passions of their constituency.

Scott Thompson, 17203 Greenwood Place North, provided written comments to the staff on August
12, 2004, and they were included in the staff report. He also provided staff with some additional written -
- comments tErior to the meeting. He noted that the Midvale vacation proposal was advertised and posted

on July 28", so he objects to the inclusion in the staff report, and therefore the record, of any comments
that were dated prior to that time. But so as not to preclude anyone’s ability to comment, he asked that
the record on the street vacation be held open until 5:00 p.m. on August 23", .

Harley O’Neil, 18645 — 17" Ave NW, said he has been a member of the community since 1949. He
said he taught school in Shoreline for a number of years. One thing he does for a living is look at
properties that have either been owned by absentee owners or people who have let things go. His goal is
to make them better places. For instance, he improved the Meadowbrook Apartments, the bowling alley,
etc. They recently purchased the Echo Lake property and the Interurban Center. Anyone interested in
these projects can contact him for more information. No one has asked him to provide additional
information about the Gateway Project.

Mr. O’Neil clarified that, as per the vacation proposal, the property owners would give up 17,000 square
feet of property to provide a better access through Midvale from North 183™ to North 185" Streets.
They would also give up 12 feet along North 185® Street to provide sidewalks and planting strips on
their property.
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He said that when the Aurora Corridor is being developed and property owners express concern about
losing two feet of frontage to accommodate a sidewalk, they should consider that this project would be
required to give up 12 feet without compensation. They will also have to pay for the sidewalk and
planting areas. : ‘

Mr. O’Neil said he believes in Shoreline, and he believes people in the City should have better retail
businesses so that people do not have to go outside of the community to buy things. It is unfortunate that
the property owners of single-family homes are paying too much money on property taxes. If the City
can increase their retail opportunities, they will be able to improve this situation. The Gateway Project
would be a real improvement for the community, and so would the redevelopment of Echo Lake.

Mr. ONeil said few people understand what it takes to see a project like this through to completion.
They have been working on the Gateway Project since 1997. He said he is still unclear as to why the
Planning Commission decided that they wanted more residential density at this location.

In his vocation as a property manager, he manages about 550 units. There are a lot of vacancies in
apartment buildings right now. To build apartments on Aurora Avenue North at this time would be a big
mistake. Mr. O’Neil summarized that, even though it will cost the property owners 17,000 square feet of
land, it is in the best interest of the community that the vacation proposal and realignment be approved to
improve the safety in this area.

Ted Therriault, 16810 Shore Drive, Poulsbo, 98370, said he is a 25-year resident of the City of
Shoreline, and has temporarily been located in Poulsbo. He said he is an owner of a small piece of the
property involved in the Gateway Center project. He said he spent 20 years driving past the U & I Food
Center property. He said he attended tonight’s hearing to get an idea of how projects of this type get
moved forward. He said he understands the difficulties the Commission is facing, but they must
consider the safety issues and other issues raised by the staff. The Commission is also charged with the
responsibility of creating a viable community. The proposed Gateway Project recognizes the viability of
the community. He noted that the City has a lot of ideas about what they want to do, but it takes a solid
tax base. They need to look forward and move on with projects such as the one being proposed.

Dan Mann, 17920 Stone Ave North, said he is a neighbor of the Gateway Project. He said that while
he is not against the project, he cautioned that the City must take measures to protect the neighborhood
- from additional traffic. He suggested that the traffic analysis is one sided and failed to account for the
fact that going from two lanes to four lanes has pushed traffic through the Meridian Park neighborhood.
He suggested that closing North 183" Street would prevent northbound traffic moving through the
neighborhoods from accessing Aurora Avenue North, and the traffic would end up on North 180" Street.
He said he would like the City to require a more detailed traffic analysis, particularly regarding the
impact of closing North 183" Street, leaving only one through street (North 180™ Street) in that
neighborhood. '

Mr. Mann said he is disappointed that the project does not exemplify the type of mixed-use development
that was so aggressively promoted by the Planning Department in all of the public meetings that were
held. Nothing but mixed-use was ever proposed for that site, yet suddenly it is okay to have a glorified
strip mall. He questioned why this change was warranted.
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Mr. Mann said there is a clearly defined demarcation mid-block between Stone Avenue and Midvale
Avenue North, and that is where the commercial development stops. This was done to protect the
neighborhood. He said any planning that is done without respect for this clear demarcation and the need
for commercial space in Shoreline does not do justice to the ultimate growth or development of
commercial uses in the City. He said he is concerned about all of the businesses that would be forced
out when the Aurora Corridor Project goes through. He wants to make sure there are sufficient
provisions made for these businesses without having the City feel the necessity to push into residential
neighborhoods for future growth. He said any plan that calls for a very underdeveloped use of the land,

concerns him.

Mr. Mann said none of the residents of the Meridian Park Neighborhood have had much opportunity to
provide input on the Gateway Project proposal. They haven’t had a chance to review the plans, and they
really don’t know what the traffic impacts would be. They would like more information regarding the
impacts before the project is approved. ‘

Fran Lilleness, 17730 — 14® Avenue Northwest, said she is a property manager in the City, also, and
she has noticed the decline in the rental market. She suggested that putting more apartments in
Shoreline would be a mistake because there is no market demand. She suggested that bringing in more
residential mixed-use development to this area would also increase the traffic in the neighborhood. The
problem would be even more difficult given the change on North 185" Street from four lanes to two.
Ms. Lilleness said she would like fewer apartments built on the subject property for the sake of the
adjacent neighborhoods. The community needs retail businesses in the community to provide a tax base
" and provide services for the community. She questioned if providing greater residential density in the
area to meet the Growth Management Act requirements would offset the benefits provided by increased
tax revenue from businesses.

Dale Hanberg, 19916 — 18" Ave NW, said he has lived. in the City since 1952. When they voted to
become a City one of the enticements was that the city would have local control and actions would
happen faster. Let’s do it a little faster and keep moving on.

Robin McClelland, 104 NW 180" Street, said that because the application meets the terms of the land
use code, it was never going to be reviewed by the Planning Commission. Therefore, the Commission
really had no role in discussing the actual development application. That’s why they wanted to be clear
-of their role in recommending the vacation to the City Council. She wished the Commission had had an
opportunity to talk to the developers before it got to this stage in the process. She said she doesn’t think
any property owner or developer would give up 17,000 square feet without expecting to gain something
in return. She reminded the community, the Commission and the audience what type of development
previous existed on the site. There was a bank, a post office, a liquor store, a hobby shop, a grocery
store, a full-complimentary drug store, a tavern, a taxi stand, and a restaurant. They lost a complete
small town community, and she challenged the developers to recreate something near that for the benefit
of the residential and working community in the area.
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Commissioner McClelland said that while residential development may not work today, she can provide
numerous examples of developments in the Puget Sound area where what didn’t appear to be able to
work today was required or forced. Within five or ten years, these developments were extremely viable
and financially successful. They ended up being stepping stones to an improved community in every
respect with regard to transit, housing, etc. Sometimes cities have to make hard choices, and that is her
regret in this situation. The application appears to be taking the path of almost no resistance. As a
professional planner and as a citizen of Shoreline, she said she is disappointed by that approach.

David Anderson, 1108 NE 200" Street, said his office used to be located where the current police
station is located on North 185" Strect. He observed the traffic at that location for five years and had not
seen any safety issues at the intersection in question. He reminded the Commission that the issue before
them is public interest regarding the vacation. He said he has not heard any public benefit that would
result from the vacation, only private benefit. He reminded the Commission that the circulation of
traffic through the site is the responsibility of the owner of the site, and has nothing to do with the
operation of the City street. If they only took the curb off of the City street next to the property, it would
allow 100 percent access to the site without changing any of the traffic patterns. He challenged the
concept that if they block off any of the other streets they would improve circulation. He felt this would
actually increase congestion and require a traffic light at a cost of $35,000 to the citizens. He said he
sees no justification or public benefit for the proposed vacation.

James Abbott, 16218 — 6th Ave NW, indicated that he is one of the owners of the subject property. He
had originally prepared a presentation for the Commission, but was not given the opportunity to present
it. He said he would, therefore, like to address some of the comments that have been made. He
suggested the Commission should focus on the reality of the situation at North 185" Street and Midvale
Avenue North where the grocery store was closed. They have tried for years to get a replacement
grocery store on the site, but have received no interest because of the number of stores that are already
located in the area. :

Mr. Abbott pointed out that on the north end of the site, the water table is less than four feet, which
makes it difficult, if not impossible, to go underground to try and get the density that was hoped for in
the Central Shoreline Subarea Plan, which has been published by the City in 2002, but never adopted.
He said another reality is that regardless of what the property owners do, the Interurban Trail will be
located within the Seattle City Light right-of-way, and the businesses within this right-of-way will have
to be moved. The property owners have a genuine interest in what happens in Shoreline and he said he
takes issue with the comment that the development would be something that is unacceptable to the
community.

Mr. Abbott pointed out that according to the Central Shoreline Subarea Plan, 182™ Street would be
opened regardless of the proposed development. The State Department of Transportation wants the
-access points at least 150 feet apart. It would seem that the neighbors living on Stone Avenue would
benefit from having traffic coming into the site instead of accessing to the north on North 183™ Street
and Stone Avenue. In addition, if approved, there would only be two access points instead of four.
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Mr. Abbott said the only use that makes sense for the property now is retail. He explained that the
proposed development would include a full-service drugstore and a liquor store. The remainder of the
site would be developed as office and retail uses that would benefit the community. The original plan
that was proposed over a year ago was to run Midvale Avenue behind the site, but the City expressed
opposition to that plan because it would bring traffic too close to the Meridian Park Neighborhood. The
City suggested that the street should meander through the site.

Mr. Abbott reminded the Commission that the subject property is located in a retail area along a State
route, and the Interurban Trail will also be constructed in the area. Studies do not indicate that anyone
wants to live in this location, and the developers are doing the best type of development they can on the
property. They have reluctantly agreed to vacate 17,000 square feet of space in return for an additional
17 parking stalls. He suggested that the additional parking spaces would benefit users of the trail, as
well. He provided display boards for the Commission and public to review the current project plans.

Mr. Abbott reminded the Commission that their responsibility is to review the four criteria that must be
met in order for the vacation application to be approved. He provided a packet of information that he
wanted to become part of the official record. He closed by urging the Commission to recommend
approval of the vacation application as proposed. He emphasized that the City reserves the right to take
back a portion of this space to provide flexibility for the Aurora Corridor project. He summarized that
he believes the proposed plan is the best alternative for the site.

Martin Kral, 1317 North 183" Street, submitted his written comments to staff for inclusion in the
official record. He said he lives right behind the proposed development. He said he is opposed to the
proposed street vacation, since it would benefit only the redevelopment plan and does little to improve -
traffic flow parallel to. Aurora Avenue North. Attempting to place a “street” within a parking area of that
size is dangerous to both drivers and pedestrians. He reminded the Commission that Midvale Avenue
North was planned as a relief route and as a bus and trail use in the Central Shoreline Subarea Plan,
which was supported by the participating neighbors. Forcing Midvale Avenue North into a bizarre
configuration would end up increasing traffic in the adjoining neighborhoods as drivers seek more direct
routes. He suggested that the City should require the applicant to build within the property boundaries or
at least widen or redesign Midvale Avenue North to prevent car/pedestrian conflict. In addition, the City

should require compelling evidence that the vacation is beneficial to the citizens. | '

Peter Buck, Buck and Gordon, Attorney for the Gateway Project, said that after listening to the
public, Commissioner McClelland and other Commissioners, it appears that many people are concerned
that the proposed development would not meet the plan the City has worked so hard on. But he
reminded the Commission that the Central Shoreline Subarea Plan has not been adopted to date, and
therefore, it is inappropriate for the City to enforce this plan on any development proposal. The issue
before the Commission for consideration is the criteria that must be met in order to approve the street
vacation request. He referred to the staff report in which the City Engineer pointed out the dangerous
intersection that exists in this location. The street vacation would address this situation. Rather than
considering the merits of the plan that do not meet the Commission’s vision, the Commission should
focus on addressing the public safety issues related to Midvale Avenue North. The Commission should
also think about what would happen to subject property if the vacation request is not granted. If the
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Commission were to recommend denial of the vacation, they would not get the type of development they
want for the property, either. If the Commission attempts to impose their design ideas through the street
vacation process, the existing structure would likely be used as a thrift store or something of that nature
and the property would not be redeveloped.

Commissioner Piro inquired if any proposal for realignment was proposed that would allow the
north/south flow to access North 183", He requested information as to why the City recommended the
cut through scheme as a preferred alternative. Mr. Cohen reviewed that in discussions with the
applicant, a variety of alternatives were considered, including access on North 183", The City staff did
not want the Midvale Avenue North realignment located towards the east side of the property. They
preferred that the Midvale Avenue North realignment be along the front of the building in order to bring
most of the traffic from Midvale Avenue North further away from Stone Avenue and the Meridian Park
Neighborhood. In addition, the City staff wanted to bring street activity to the front of the building.

Mr. Cohen emphasized that one of the conditions would require that the vacated area would have to look
like a road, with striping down the middle. The intersections at North 183" and North 185™ Streets
would have to be at grade asphalt, whereas other entries to the site have to have curb apron and
sidewalk. ‘He said the comment that the vacated area would be a drive isle through a parking lot is
inaccurate. The City would require that the parking spaces located off of the Midvale Avenue North
realignment must be done at adequate depth to allow safe pull out. A drive isle would be far more
narrow than the City would likely allow. Again, he said the vacated property must be developed to
appear as a road all the way through the site, and it must be differentiated from the rest of the site.

Commissioner Piro said it is important for the Commission to make sure that the highest standards are
being applied to their review of the application in order to protect the public’s interest. If the applicant
had gone with the east end alternative mentioned by the developer, Commissioner Piro inquired if City
right-of-way would have been required. Mr. Cohen said there is no City right-of-way located in this
arca. If the street vacation is granted, Commissioner Piro asked if the property owner would have the
ability to close down Area 3 for a special event. Mr. Sievers said his understanding is that Area 3 is
included in the plan because it would guarantee the public’s continued access. It is intended to be a
public easement, and the developer would not be allowed to shut down this easement without obtaining
a right-of-way use permit. '

Commissioner Phisuthikul said it was mentioned that the City encouraged the developer to choose the-
westerly oriented Midvale Avenue North realignment to address urban design issues. The intent was to
create street activities in front of the building. However, he noted that, as shown on the proposal, the
building would be over 200 feet away from the street. He inquired regarding the interaction that would
exist between the building and the street. Mr. Cohen said the situation would not be the same as a street
that is directly in front of a building that has ample sidewalk between the building and street. The
vacated property would function at a residential street speed, and the intent is that people use the street to
be part of the activity. Others will use it as a cut through, and that is what a multi-purpose street is for.
Some parking lot would be located between the Midvale Avenue North realignment and the front of the
building, and that is why the staff has recommended the condition that a sidewalk easement be required -
across the front of the building. This privately owned sidewalk would provide public access.
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Mr. Stewart said the anomaly of the site is its relationship to the Interurban Trail and the Seattle City-
Light right-of-way. In looking at the function of the site, the proposed design would provide a circle of
pedestrlan activity to 145" Street provided by the Interurban Trail and pedestrian access through the site.
When arranging this pedestrian access with the abutting property and parking area, it is important to
remember that there is a 100-foot wide strip of Seattle City Light right-of-way that cannot be built upon.
Therefore, any development has to be set back at least this amount of space from Aurora Avenue North.
The question is how to get people to the site and make it a safe pedestrian environment. He said he
believes the proposal represents a compromised design that evolved through a number of meetings -
between the staff and the applicant. James Abbott clarified that the proposed development would not be
located 200 feet from Midvale Avenue North. One end of the building sits right on the street. While it
might be 200 feet to Aurora, theéy cannot do anything with the 100-foot wide utility right-of-way.
Commissioner Phisuthikul said it appears that the proposed development would be 190 feet from
Midvale Avenue North. :

Commissioner Kuboi inquired if the access agreement would be recorded on the title for the property.
- Mr. Sievers said that is the intent. He explained that the distinction between a road and an easement area
is that the maintenance and liability would remain with the property owner. Although the City would
maintain Area 2, Area 3 would be maintained by the property owner. Commissioner Kuboi inquired if
future owners of the property would be required to abide by all the terms of the agreements associated
with the vacation approval. Mr. Sievers answered affirmatively.

Commissioner Kuboi inquired if there are any constraints as to the alignment of the Interurban Trail.
Would the project be allowed to expand parking into the Seattle City Light right-of-way? Mr. Cohen
said he is confident that there would be no conflict between the proposed project and the design of the
Interurban Trail. Mr. Cohen emphasized that the proposed drawing is preliminary, and staff is still
working with the applicant to make sure it meets all of the conditions that have been proposed. Mr.
Cohen said the staff’s goal is to allow for parking, but make sure there is ample safe movement, with as
much curb and landscaping as possible. He said the plans do not emphasize the strong pedestrian
connections that will be required between the trail and the site. Ten-foot sidewalks would be required
from the trail to the site in two locations. He said that, at this time, the ahgnment of the trail has not
been finalized. :

Chair Harris inquired if, based on the current statutes and codes, the applicant would be able to submit
an application for frontage improvements along Midvale Avenue. Mr. Cohen said they would have to
revise their current application in order to do so. Chair Harris pointed out that, originally, the applicant
- preferred to develop the site without the vacation, and the current vacation and realignment proposal was
corroborated with the City stast input and help. Mr. Cohen answered affirmatively.

Mr. Abbott said that originally, the developer didn’t want to give up any property, so they felt it would
be better to design the access another way. But now they have spent over a year workmg on the City’s
preference, they would like to go forward with the proposed design. The City felt the proposed des1gn of
Midvale Avenue North would be more of an urban setting. He said the applicant is willing to sign the
use and access easements as. conditions of the street vacation. The thought of going back and
redesigning would not be acceptable to them. :
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Commissioner MacCully said it appears that traffic would be forced onto Midvale Avenue North and
through a parking lot. He pointed out that, from a transportation perspective, the proposed alignment
would be consistent with the unadopted, but published Central Shoreline Subarea Plan. While there are
other elements of the subarea plan that the development does not speak to, from a transportation
. perspective, which is all the Commission is supposed to be considering at this time, the realignment
would be extremely consistent.

Commissioner Hall inquired if the published but not adopted Central Shoreline Subarea Plan indicates

Area 4 being closed and Area 5 being opened. Mr. Cohen answered that it does not. Mr. Abbott pointed

out that the subarea plan has always contemplated the closure of North 183™ Street and opening 182™
Street (Area 4).

Commissioner Hall requested clarification from the City Attorney regarding the difference between an
easement and a dedication. He specifically questioned what would make an easement different than if
the applicant traded land with the City and dedicated Area 3. Mr. Sievers answered that there may be
different development standards if it were to be a dedicated street. He said that if the applicant were to
give Area 3 to the City in exchange for Area 1, there would clearly be an excess amount of land area to
benefit the City. Mr. Cohen added that, from staff’s opinion, a dedicated street would cost more in terms
of maintenance and would be less flexible in terms of design than would an easement

Commissioner Hall said the head-in parking shown on the drawing makes the realignment feel more like
a parking lot. If Area 3 is to have the nature of a street, he questioned if head-in parking would be
consistent with the City’s current street design standards. Ms. Marilley answered affirmatively. She
said the City’s preference is angle parking, but head-in parkmg can be made to work.

Commissioner Doering inquired if the intent of the proposed design is to have a character similar to that
of University Village. Mr. Cohen said the street through University Village has slower speeds, more
stop signs and pedestrian crossings than the proposed Midvale Avenue North realignment. The criteria
for street design would prohibit stop signs, and the crosswalks would not be raised as speed bumps.

Commissioner Phisuthikul said that many references were made in the staff report about the road
looking and functioning like a street. However, these types of conditions and standards were not
included in the proposed conditions for approval of the vacation. Mr. Cohen said that while staff
acknowledges a need to revise the descriptions for each of the different areas, Condition 4 states that an
access agreement would be granted to the City for the area described in Area 3, with construction and
maintenance completed by the property owner. He agreed that this condition should be expanded to
make sure it reflects the standards identified for each of the areas. Again, Commissioner Phisuthikul
suggested that a condition should be included related to the vacated area being developed to look and
function like a street.

Commissioner Piro requested that staff provide an update on where the City is at on their design of this
section of the Aurora Corridor. Kirk McKinley, Aurora Corridor Project Manager, advised that Phase I
(145" to 165™ Streets) has been fully funded at 90% design, and they are movmg towards construction in
2005.
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For the section related to the subject property, the City is currently relying on pre-design work that was
- adopted in 1999. Over the next several months, they will begin the environmental process for the area
between 165™ to 205 Streets, and they expect the process will take 12 to 18 months.

Commissioner Piro recalled that at one time some schemes for the central section had been presented to
the Commission that looked at perhaps using Midvale Avenue North as a transit way of some sort. Mr.
McKinley said that was one of the scenarios considered in the subarea plan process. However, Metro
was not in support of that proposal because they felt it would slow the buses down and separate their
northbound and southbound riderships. As the City has moved in to the environmental review for the
corridor, the adopted policy direction has business access/transit lanes located on Aurora Avenue North.
Mr. Stewart added that the decision was reinforced with the Comprehensive Plan amendment that
designated an additional 24 feet on the east side of Aurora Avenue North in the Seattle City Light right-
of-way in this area. This would eliminate the potential expansion on the west. :

Commissioner Piro requested an update on the status of the Interurban Trail design. Mr. McKinley said
a contract was signed just this week with a désign firm to begin work on this section of the trail. Two of
their first tasks will be determine what the cross section of the trail should look like and to work quickly
with Seattle City Light to identify the alignment of the trail. '

Commissioner Piro said it has been his understanding that from 175® to North 185™ Streets, the
Interurban Trail would be located within the Seattle City Light right-of-way. He questioned if the
location of the trail on the other side of North 185" Street has been decided. Mr. McKinley said the
preferred crossing would be at the intersection of North 185™ Street and Aurora Avenue North. In some
places along Aurora where the trail is located close to the street, perhaps a full-width sidewalk would not
be necessary. He concluded that staff is anticipating the design work for this portion of the trail to take
about 12 months.

Commissioner Piro inquired what is supposed to be happening in the Seattle City Light right-of-way
between North 185™ to 192™ Streets. Mr. McKinley said that the staff is working with Sky Nursery who
is developing some preliminary plans for this area. Staff has met with them to talk about how the trail
would work with their frontage. They have talked about having the trail parallel to Aurora Avenue
North at least through to the future bus stop and then try and swing the trail in, closer to the building and
away from Aurora Avenue North until the vehicles turning left of Aurora into the site can access safely.
The trail would then swing back out towards Aurora Avenue North and along the west side of the Seattle
City Light right-of-way. He said Sky Nursery has talked about putting parking between their building
and Aurora Avenue North, but they are planning to locate most of their parking on the north side of their
site.

Commissioner Piro inquired what is to happen to Midvale Avenue North beyond the two blocks the
Commission received information on. Mr. McKinley said there are no plans for the other portions of
this street. ) | '
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Commissioner Kuboi inquired if speed limits would be posted for the realigned portion of Midvale
~ Avenue. Ms. Marilley said speed limits would be posted on this site, and it is possible that the speed

limit would be lower than what it otherwise would be. She said the City is also limiting the number of
access points they can have onto the street. The City has not established a goal, to this point, regarding
the appropriate speed limit for this section of Midvale Avenue North.

Commissioner Kuboi expressed his concern that if the speed limit on this section of the road is
substantially lowered, people may try to find different ways to go. On the other hand, if they try to
maintain it as it currently is, making it as easy as possible to get through, it will behave more like a
street. He said he would feel more comfortable approving the vacation if the City’s goal were to allow
traffic to flow through as a street. Ms. Marilley said the goal is to strike a delicate balance between
engineering and driver’s comfort to make it convenient to drive through the site, but at the same time
maintain appropriate speeds. If the realignment were approved, the City would have the ability to put in
a signal at Midvale Avenue North and North 185® Street if necessary in the future.

Commissioner Hall reminded the Commission of a request from a citizen asking the Commission to
keep the public hearing open until August 23", Commissioner Piro suggested another option would be
for the Commission to close the verbal testimony and set a date for which the Commission would
continue to take written testimony. However, Mr. Sievers indicated that this would require the
Commission to defer action until after the written testimony period had expired. Commissioner Kuboi
said another issue raised by a citizen was whether or not the Commission could take into account
comments that were provided prior to the announcement of the public hearing. Mr. Sievers explained
that the Commission could include in the record comments or information that was provided prior to the
public hearing date being set. | '

Chair Harris closed the public portion of the hearing.

COMMISSIONER DOERING MOVED THAT THE COMMISSION AP_PROVE THE VACATION
BASED ON THE FINDINGS AND APPROVED CONDITIONS WITH AN AMENDED CONDITION
4 AS STATED BY COMMISSIONER PHISUTHIKUL. .

Commissioner Phisuthikul recalled that his comment was concerning the staff report’s description of the
realignment looking and functioning as a street, which is not indicated in any of the conditions that have
been proposed. Condition 4 referred to the access agreement, but not the character or standard of a street
design. ' '

COMMISSIONER MACCULLY SECONDED THE MOTION, SUBJECT TO CLARIFICATION.

Ms. Marilley suggested that Condition 4 could be changed to read, “Access agreement is granted to the
City for the area described in Area 3, with construction to City street standards and maintenance
completed by property owner.” The existing street standards could then be applied, which would
include setback standards. \ '
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COMMISSIONERS DOERING AND MACCULLY ACCEPTED THE LANGUAGE PROPOSED BY
MS. MARILLEY AND MOVED THAT IT BECOME PART OF THEIR MOTION.

Commissioner Hall said he finds the staff’s analysis of the safety issue at Midvale Avenue North and
North 185" Street to be fairly convincing. Moving the intersection from its current location to its
proposed location would at least take a lot of the traffic away from that point, and reducing the number
of curb cuts would also improve the situation. However, he questioned if the conditions that are being
proposed ensure that the vacation is in the public interest and consistent with the adopted
Comprehensive Plan and Street Standards. He noted that the Comprehensive Plan policies for “the
Aurora Corridor encourage residential uses. However, they are being told that the market conditions
would not support this type of use. The Commission must consider what would happen in lieu of the
vacation.

Commissioner Hall said he is much less convinced by the traffic circulation arguments for Areas 4 and
5. The Central Shoreline Subarea Plan calls for the closing of North 183™ Street and the opening of
182nd Street, but it does not contemplate a new driveway into a shopping center between 182™ and North
185™ Streets. Whilé they would solve a problem at Midvale Avenue North and North 185%, they would
create another problem of people turning on and off of Aurora Avenue North. He referred to the staff’s
analysis of Conditions 1 through 4 and said he believes they address Areas 1, 2 and 3, but not Areas 4

and 5. '

COMMISSIONER HALL MOVED THAT THE MOTION BE AMENDED TO REPLACE -
CONDITION 5 (OF THE APPROVAL CONDITIONS) WITH THE FOLLOWING LANGUAGE,
“THAT THE ACCESS TO THE SITE WOULD BE LIMITED TO ACCESS POINTS FROM NORTH
183%° OR NORTH 185™ STREETS AND THAT THERE WOULD BE NO DIRECT ACCESS TO
THE SITE FROM AURORA AVENUE NORTH. COMMISSIONER PIRO SECONDED THE
AMENDED.

Commissioner Phisuthikul referred to the letter he wrote to the City Council regarding this issue. He
said his main concern was not whether the property was developed as mixed-use or not. His concern
was that the “main street” vision for Midvale Avenue North was missing from the proposal. Midvale
Avenue provides through passage right now, and the “main street” would be consistent with the
Comprehensive Plan, which calls for small city blocks, a park plaza, a transit center and large public
areas for mixed City activities.

Chair Harris said his instinct is to support the amendment, but he doesn’t feel comfortable second-
guessing the planning that has been done by the staff and the applicant with so little analysis available.
Commissioner Harris said he, too, is concerned that the staff analysis does not sufficiently address Areas
4 and 5. He is concerned that if the Commission acts on the vacation with the conditions as stated, they
would be defacto vacating a portion of North 183" Street for which there was no public notice. The City
did not request that the Commission conduct a hearing on the vacation of a portion of North 183™ Street,
yet they are considering the option of closing a portion of North 183" Street as a condition of the
vacation of Midvale Avenue North. He suggested that the two vacations be separated. '
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Commissioner MacCully inquired if a public hearing is required for any street vacation.

Mr. Sievers agreed with Commissioner Hall’s concerns about setting the requirement for another street
vacation as a condition of the Midvale Avenue North vacation. He felt that in order to include another
vacation as a condition, the City would have to go back to the starting point and give appropriate notice.
Mr. Sievers said he, too, is concerned about the City imposing another vacation as a condition without
providing public notice to the public. He said Areas 4 and 5 could be seen as independent actions unless
the Planning Staff feels it is somewhat necessary to be tied into the proposed vacation of Midvale
Avenue North.

COMMISSIONER PIRO MOVED THAT THE MOTION BE AMENDED TO DELETE CONDITION
FIVE FROM THE APPROVAL CONDITIONS. COMMISSIONER HALL SECONDED THE
MOTION.

Commissioner MacCully confirmed that the Aurora Corridor Plan does identify the closure of North
183" Street. He said he would probably support the motion as amended, but he felt there would be some
public benefit from keeping North 1834 Street open.

Commissioner Piro said he would support the proposed amendment because it is a step towards
resolving some of his concerns. He said he doesn’t understand why the City would be willing to put in
another connection from Aurora Avenue North to the subject property given the safety issues that exist
" at the intersection of Midvale Avenue North and North 185™ Street. He suggested that perhaps the staff
did not provide adequate information on this issue, and the amended motion would give the Commission
the opportunity to focus on the key things they need to accomplish. Hopefully, the remaining issues can
be brought forward as the process evolves.

Commissioner Doering said she uses the intersection of North 185" Street and Aurora Avenue North
almost every day. Because of the driveway situation, cut through traffic is encouraged and the situation
is dangerous. It does not function well, and she does not feel it is safe. She said she finds the safety
problems at this intersection different than those associated with the North 183" Street intersection. She
disagreed with Commissioner McClelland that the existing development used to function as a safe place.
She said she has used the shopping center for 32 years. It was viable as a functioning people place. She

- urged the citizens to contact the City Council and ask them to adopt the Central Shoreline Subarea Plan,
which is key to getting the area redeveloped. She said she is upset that this plan has not been adopted
yet because the area is important to her and to the community. She said she is asked every day when the
City is going to do something. She said. she believes developers when they say the market would not
support residential development, and she feels strongly that while the proposed plan is not perfect, it is
time to make a change.

Chair Harris said he supports the proposed street vacation, and he believes he represents the average
Shoreline citizen. If the Commission were to conduct a poll, the majority of the citizens would support
the development and the street vacation. He said he holds private property rights in the highest degree,
and it appears that the property owners have followed the City’s direction in every course of the design
of the project.
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He said he would support the amendment if it meant the vacation proposal would be approved by the
Commission. He said that he, too, has a problem with closing a street without notifying the neighbors.
However, it seems that if the goal is to block traffic going down North 183, closing the street would be
the logical way to do it.

THE AMENDMENT TO THE MOTION WAS APPROVED 7-0.

Commissioner Piro said he doesn’t feel he has all the information he needs to comfortably approve the
vacation proposal. He said he is impressed with the enthusiasm displayed by the developers, and the
City is fortunate to have them aggressively pursuing this project. He said he believes the statement that
Midvale Avenue North doesn’t function because it only services the back of businesses that are about to
disappear is weak. It does not address other configurations that might have been considered and what
other treatments could have occurred at the intersection of Midvale Avenue North and North 185%™
Street. He agreed that there may be issues of safety in play at this intersection, but he is not sure the
vacation proposal would adequately address the situation. He said the staff did not provide sufficient
information to illustrate how the vacation and new configuration would improve pedestrian, bicycle and
transit safety. He concluded that he is concerned that the issue has been presented to the Commission in
piecemeal. He would like to hear more about the plans for Midvale Avenue North in general.

Commissioner Piro referred to Criterion 2 and said that much better information should have been
provided related to pedestrian flow. While vacation is the main focus of the Commission’s
consideration, it would help to get into some of the issues related to the site itself. Concerns have been

raised about the parking configurations, and he is not convinced that the Commission is at the point
where they have the best configuration possible. He said he is not concerned about the process somehow
being deficient in the uses. They have heard from the proponents that there is a market for retail and
office, and this would provide a good mixture of uses. However, there needs to be some sens1t1v1ty as to
how to make the area a real central place for the community.

Commissioner Piro suggested that the Commission not approve the vacation proposal at this time, but

have it come back to them with different configurations as quickly as possible to address some of the

unanswered points of concems that have been raised. If the proposal comes back before the

‘Commission, it would be beneficial for the staff to provide a full interplay of all the different policies in

the Central Shoreline Subarea Plan, and not just pluck out those that are supportive of the proposal. He

would like the staff to point out the policies that are in conflict with the proposal and how the staff plans
to mitigate.

Commissioner MacCully noted that 13 citizens spoke before the Commission during the hearing. Seven
spoke strongly in favor, one spoke neutrally, and five spoke against the vacation. The vast majority of
the written comments the Commission received were positive. He said he believes the criteria have been
adequately addressed and he plans to vote in favor of the proposal.

Commissioner Hall applauded the extraordinary effort that has gone into trying to redevelop the site.
The poignant remark that if the vacation is not granted it would be difficult to develop the property in an
economical way is strong.
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It is unfortunate that the City doesn’t have an adopted vision because every indication is that if they had
an adopted vision, the developers would have worked just as hard to meet that vision. But the
Commission cannot use the vision contained in the unadopted Central Shoreline Subarea Plan.
Therefore, the lack of “main street” feeling in the design is not something that would lead him to deny
support the vacation. ' ' '

Commissioner Hall said he is sad that the City, in trying to work with the unadopted Central Shoreline

Subarea Plan, pushed the property owners into the “squiggly alignment” when it seems that vacating the

entire length of Midvale Avenue North from North 183" to North 185" Streets would have been a better

. option.  The property owner wouldn’t have had to give up as much land, and it would have moved
Midvale Avenue North further from Aurora Avenue North, which would have allowed development on

either side that would be much more consistent with the “main street” feeling. However, this is not

something that would prevent him from supporting the proposal.

Commissioner Hall said he supports Commissioner Piro’s concern that the Comprehensive Plan policies
that are listed in the staff report might not be the full set the Commission would like the City Council to
consider. He referred to Policy LUS, which requires that the changes in the Aurora Corridor be
redirected from a commercial strip to distinct centers with variety, activity and interests. He suggested
that this policy be flagged when the issue is brought before the City Council, and staff should provide an
analysis. If the Commission wants to move the proposal along quickly, they should at least disclose to
the City Council the fact that the Commission did not receive staff analysis on the consistency of the
proposal with Policy LUS.

Commissioner Hall referred to Policy LU48, which is to ensure that street design and urban design, in
general, is distinctive in the center part of the corridor from 175" to North 185™ Streets. The proposal
would slow down the street and bend it through a commercial development, and this should increase the
number of people who stop and spend their money, and that is good. He said there are also policies that
encourage a mixture of residential and commercial uses. Policy LU53 encourages a broad mix of uses in
close proximity to create retail synergy and activity. The office and retail would accomplish this goal.
He concluded that there is a series of land use policies that staff did not provide analysis on.

Commissioner Hall said that if the Commission decides to move forward with a recommendation of
approval of the proposal, then in their findings of fact and conclusions, he would want to record that they
did not receive sufficient analysis from staff to reach a conclusion on Criterion 4. :

Commissioner Piro agreed with Commissioner Hall that a lot of policies needed to be addressed in the
staff report, but they weren’t. He said a lot has been mentioned about the market demand. He
questioned why some developers are saying there is not a market for multi-family development when
others say there is. He would like more information related to market analysis from the staff when
proposals are presented to the Commission in the future.

\
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- COMMISSIONER HALL MOVED THAT THE MAIN MOTION BE AMENDED SO THAT ITEM 5.4
IN FINDINGS OF FACT NUMBER 5 OF ATTACHMENT D (PAGE 37 OF THE STAFF REPORT)
IS REPLACED WITH THE FOLLOWING LANGUAGE, “THE PLANNING COMMISSION DID
NOT RECEIVE IN THE STAFF REPORT OR IN THE PUBLIC TESTIMONY SUFFICIENT
EVIDENCE TO DETERMINE WHETHER OR NOT ‘THIS VACATION IS CONSISTENT WITH
THE ADOPTED COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AND ADOPTED STREET STANDARDS.” HE
FURTHER MOVED THAT THE MAIN MOTION BE AMENDED TO READ, “BASED ON THE
FINDINGS, THE PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDS APPROVAL OF THE
APPLICATION SUBJECT TO THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL IF THE CITY
COUNCIL FINDS THAT IT IS CONSISTENT WITH THE ADOPTED COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
AND ADOPTED STREET STANDARDS.” COMMISSIONER PHISUTHIKUL SECONDED THE
MOTION.

Chair Harrls suggested that the Commission conduct a straw poll to find out where the Commissioners
stand on the issue. Four of the Commissioners indicated that they would support the original motion to
approve the proposal, without making the changes moved by Commissioner Hall. Commissioner
Phisuthikul asked that the Commission consider the language suggested by Commissioner Hall.
Commissioner MacCully said that while the language suggested by Commissioner Hall would indicate a
strong concern on the Planning Commission’s part to the City Council, it would not change the
Commission’s recommendation of approval. He suggested that a more unanimous vote would indicate
more togetherness on the part of the Commission.

THE MOTION TO AMEND THE MAIN MOTION WAS APPROVED 5-2, WITH COMMISSIONER
KUBOI AND CHAIR HARRIS VOTING IN OPPOSITION.

THE MAIN MOTION AS AMENDED WAS APPROVED 7-1, WITH COMMISSIONER PIRO
VOTING IN OPPOSITION.

7. REPORTS OF COMMITTEES AND COMMISSIONERS
None of the Commissioners provided comments dufing this portion of the meeting.

8. UNFINISHED BUSINESS

There was no unfinished business scheduled on the agenda.

9. NEW BUSINESS

There was no new business scheduled on the agenda.
10. ANNOUNCEMENTS

No announcements were made during this portion of the meeting.
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11. AGENDA FOR NEXT MEETING _

Chair Harris reminded the Commission that a quasi-judicial public hearing on a formal plat at 19021 —
15 Ave NE is scheduled for the September 2" agenda.

12. ADJOURNMENT

The meeting was adjourned at 10:50 p.m.

David Harris ' Lanie Curry
Chair, Planning Commission _ ‘ Clerk, Planning Commission
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" ATTACHMENT D

Findings and Determination
of the City of Shoreline Planning Commission

Midvale Street Vacation, File #201341
Summary- : o
After holding the required public hearing for and reviewing and discussing the Midvale
Street Vacation, on August 19, 2004 the Shoreline Planning Commission did find and
determine that proposed street vacation was in compliance with City codes and not
detrimental to the health, safety, or welfare of the City of Shoreline, and therefore
recommended approval of such action as conditioned.

1. Findings of Fact

1. Project Description-

1.1 To make recommendations to the Shoreline City Council for their approval
on the proposed street vacation with conditions.

1.2 The street vacation of the 170-foot portion of Midvale Avenue N. Right-of-
Way (R-0-W) south of N. 185" Street.

1.3 The existing Midvale Avenue N. between the proposed vacation and N. 1834
and N. 185 streets to realign Midvale Avenue N, provide site access,
parking, landscaping, and possible realignment of part of the Seattle City

" . Light R-0-W if needed to accommodate the future Aurora Avenue
improvements. ,

2, Procedural History- _ '
Staff held a pre-application meeting with the applicant on December 18, 2003. The
applicant held a neighborhood meeting February 19, 2004. The property owner
submitted applications for building permits, demolition, site construction, and rights-of-
way on May 4, 2004. All applications, other than demolition, were determined
incomplete May 12, 2004 until supplemental information and development anthorization
was submitted for Midvale Ave. N. and Seattle City Light R-o-W. Since then only
supplemental information has been submitted. City staff has agreed to begin review of
these applications but will not issue permits until they are complete and Council grants
vacation of Midvale Avenue N.

On June 28, 2004 the Council held a workshop to learn more about plans to redevelop the
Gateway Plaza, At the July 19, 2004 meeting Council adopted a resolution to authorize
the Planning Commission to hold a public hearing on a proposed vacation of a portion of
Midvale Avenue N. A public hearing notice and request for written comments on the
street vacation was advertised and posted on July 28, 2004. A total of six written
comments were received.
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3. Public Comment- ,
3.1 Written comments and public testimony were received during the public
hearing held on August 19, 2004,

4, SEPA- SEPA review is not required as part of this proposal because per Section
197-11-800(2)(h) of the Washington Administrative Code (WAC) it specifically indicates
that the vacation of streets or roads is exempt.

5. Consistency-

The criteria for approving Street Vacations is descnbed in Shorehne Municipal Code
12.17.050, and the Planning Commission may recommend approval of the Street
Vacation if the following criteria are met:

5.1. The vacation will benefit the public interest.

5.2. The proposed vacation will not be detrimental to traffic circulation, access,
emergency services, utility facilities, or other similar right-of-way purposes.
5.3. The street or alley is not a necessary part of a long-range circulation plan or
pedestrian/bicycle plan.

5.4, The Planning Commission did not receive in the staff report or in pubhc
testimony sufficient evidence to determine whether or not this vacation is
consistent with the adopted Comprehensive Plan and adopted street standards.

I1. Conclusions

5.1 Midvale does not function well in its current alignment because it only services the
back of business in the Seattle City Light R-o-W and enters onto N 185" Street too close
to Aurora Avenue N for city standards. With the proposed realignment of Midvale, the
public health, safety and welfare will not be endangered and likely be improved.

. The vacation is an opportunity to reroute traffic and eliminate unsafe turning movements

on to and off of N. 185th Street by shifting traffic to an intersection further east to align
with Midvale Avenue N. on the north side of N, 185" Street. The realignment will also
provide the flexibility to realign the Seattle City Light R-0-W to accommodate future

- Aurora Avenue improvements, The street vacation and Midvale realignment would
facilitate economic redevelopment of the former QFC site into a more flexible and usable
site. :

5.2 Based upon a proposed design, the redevelopment will include the creation of a
realigned Midvale so that access and emergency services will not be affected. Utility
facilities will be maintained in the current location with access rights remaining. The
long-range circulation plan, ped/bike plan, and street improvement plan do not address
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this street section and are unaffected by the realignment. A traffic impact study and street
improvement plan will be reviewed as a part of the development applications.

5.3 The proposed vacation meets Criteria 3, in that the pedestrian/bicycle plan does not
include Midvale Avenue N. as a part of its long-range plan. However, the construction of
the Interurban Trail from 183" to 185™ is part of the City’s long range pedestrian and
bicycle plan. Therefore, the proposed vacation as conditioned to construct the portion of
the Interurban Trail from 183" to 185™ fulfills the long-range circulation plan for this
area.

5.4 There are no policies in the Comprehensive Plan that specifically address street
vacations. The following comprehensive plan policies are met by the proposed street
vacation because the vacation will facilitate improved street design and circulation for
Midvale Avenue N., N, 185™ Street and Aurora Avenue N., bring the area up to current
City design and amenity standards, and will facilitate the assembly of land to encourage -
the redevelopment of a key, under-developed commercial area. The following policies do
have application to the proposed vacation:

Goal TV: Protect the livability and safety of residential streets from the adverse impacts
of the automobile. The intent of the street vacation is to realign Midvale, along with
other adjustments in circulation and access, to improve circulation in and around the site.

LU39: Ensure vital and attractive commercial areas through public/private investments
including pedestrian amenities, transportation services such as parking, bicycle and
pedestrian routes, The zoning and land use is Regional Business. The Comprehensive
Plan designates this property as Community Business.

LUS0: Encourage the redevelopment of key, underused parcels through incentives and
public/private partnerships.

LUS51: Initiate opportunities to build a showcase development as an example and template
for future development. ‘

LUG60: Assist with land assembly,‘redesign rights-of-way to improve intersections and
assemble property for redevelopment.

III. Recommendation
Based on the Findings, the Planning Commission recommends approval of this

application, subject to the following Conditions of Approval if the City Council finds that
it is consistent with the adopted Comprehensive Plan and adopted street standards:
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1. Any and all construction on adjacent parcels must meet City of Shoreline
requirements such as development standards, engineering guidelines, a.nd SEPA
mitigating measures.

2. A total width of 45 feet of right-of-way and a length of 170 feet south of the N.
185" Street R-0-W is vacated with reversionary rights to allow Seattle City nght
to move their R-0-W east and accommodate power poles and to retain a utility
access easement for existing and future underground utilities. (Area 1 in Exhibit
A).

3. Maintain Area 2 (Exhibit A) as Clty R-0-W and allow a use perrmt to redevelop
per city street standards.

" 4. Anaccess agreement is granted to the City for the area described in Area 3
(Bxhibit A) with construction to City street standards and maintenance completed
by property owner.

5. Allow with the permission of Seattle City Light the construction and use of the:
main entry to the site from Aurora Avenue N.

6. All existing encroachments in City of Shoreline right-of-way shall be removed.

7. Construction of the Interurban Trall must be-competed between N, 1839 and N,
185™ Streets.

8. Fasements for each utility need to be recorded prior to the vacation taking effect.
Utility easements must allow for extension of mains and allow for underground
service. .

9. All utilities have stated that any facility relocation or changes to service

- will be done at the cost of the applicant.

10. Seattle Clty Light requests that the vacation ordinance include language granting
and reserving rights to Seattle City Light for the perpetual use, operation, and
maintenance of its overhead and underground electrical system within the subject

property.

11. Ronald Wastewater has indicated that a sewer line is located in the subject
property, and a sewer easement agreement will need to be recorded prior to the
street vacation taking effect.

12. Seattle Public Utility has indicated that a water line is located in the subject

property, and an easement agreement will need to be recorded prior to the street
vacation taking effect. '
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13. There is an existing 2-inch gas line 20 feet west of the centerline of Midvale
Avenue N. This main currently serves customers at Monarch Appliances. If these
businesses are demolished, PSE would need to be notified prior to the work in
order to remove the gas meters to the existing building and to cut and cap the gas
main in Midvale to clear the proposed development area. If new gas service is
needed, the applicant should contact PSE.

14. AT&T Broadband would require a minimum four weeks, after payment is
received, to remove and relocated any facilities.

City of Shoreline Planning Commission

Date: %/ 29 / 04

David Harris, Planning Commission Chair
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Attachment E

ORDINANCE NO. 358

AN ORDINANCE OF THE -CITY OF SHORELINE, WASHINGTON,
VACATING MIDVALE AVENUE N. APPROXIMATELY 170 FEET
SOUTH OF N. 185™ STREET.

WHEREAS, the City of Shoreline initiated a street vacation for Midvale Avenue N. from
N. 185th Street south 170 feet; and

WHEREAS, on August 19, 2004 the Planning Commission held a public hearing on the
proposed street vacation and recommended approval of the vacation subject to conditions; and

WHEREAS, the City Council held a closed record meeting on September 13, 2004 to
consider the recommendation of the Planning Commission to approve vacation; and

WHEREAS, the City Council has determined, following an engineering study, that the
right-of-way subject to this initiative is surplus to the future transportation needs of the City; that
vacation will relieve the City of liability and maintenance responsibility; that vacation will return
the property to the tax roles; and that the public interest is best served by the vacation of the
right-of way subject to payment of compensation and reservation of necessary utility easements;
NOW, THEREFORE, '

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

Section 1. Findings. The City Council concurs with the findings and conclusions
approved by the Planning Commission on August 19, 2004 and further finds that the vacation is
consistent with Criteria 4 and the Shoreline Comprensive Plan.

Section 2. Vacation. The right-of-way described below and depicted in Exhibit A
attached hereto consisting of approximately 7,650 square feet is hereby vacated to the owner of
property abutting the right-of-way on the east (Owner) subject to conditions set forth in Section
3:

Midvale Ave. North from a point 170 feet south of the southerly right-of-way line of N.
185" Street to said right-of-way line in the City of Shoreline, King County, Washington.

Section 3. Conditions. The vacation of the right-of-way described above shall be
subject to the following conditions:
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1. Any and all construction on adjacent parcels must meet City of Shoreline requirements such
as development standards, engineering guidelines, and SEPA mitigating measures.

2. An option for five years will be granted to the City by the Owner for the City to purchase up
to fifteen (15) feet of the vacated right-of way measured from the westerly right-of-way line
of the vacated portion of Midvale Ave. N, upon payment of fair market value, to allow
Seattle City Light to move their transmission right-of-way east to accommodate realignment
of Aurora Ave. N. by the City (See Exhibit A, Area 1).

3. Maintain Area 2 as City Right-of-Way and allow the developer a Use Permit to redevelop per
city street standards.

4. Public vehicle and pedestrian access Easements will be granted by the Owner to the City for
the area depicted approximately in Exhibit A, Area 3 consisting of approximately 15,000
square feet and the sidewalk areas south and east of Area 3 as shown approximately on
Exhibit A, all subject to adjustments through the City’s site plan approval. The easements
will be surveyed by the Owner and recorded prior to the vacation taking effect. The
easements shall be improved with a road and sidewalk constructed and maintained by the
Owner to City street standards of the Engineering Guide within 365 days (an extension may
be applied for) of recording the vacation and a bond for completion shall be posted prior to
recording the vacation. -

5. Allow with the permission of Seattle City Light the construction and use of the main entry to
the site from Aurora Avenue N.

6. All existing encroachments in City of Shoreline right-of-way shall be removed.

7. Construction of the Interurban Trail must be completed between N. 183 and N. 185™ Streets
to City approved design. '

8. Easements for each utility currently using the vacated right-of-way, including the City of
Shoreline stormwater utility, shall be recorded in a form acceptable to the utility providers.

9, All utilities facility relocation or changes to service will be done at the cost of the applicant
There is an existing 2-inch gas line approximately 20 feet west of the centerline of Midvale
Avenue N. The developer is required to coordinate with all surrounding and impacted
property owners to insure utility service is maintained.

The conditions of vacation listed in this section shall be satisfied prior to recording of this
ordinance with the King County Department of Records and Elections by the City Clerk. If
conditions are not satisfied and the ordinance is not recorded by the City Clerk within ninety (90)
days of passage, this ordinance shall become null and void.

Section 4. Effective Date. A summary of this ordinance consisting of its title shall be
published in the official newspaper of the City. This ordinance shall take effect and be in full
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force 5 days from publication.

PASSED BY THE CITY COUNCIL ON SEPTEMBER 13, 2004.

Mayor Ronald B. Hansen

ATTEST: APPROVED AS TO FORM:
Sharon Mattioli Ian Sievers

City Clerk City Attormey

Exhibits:

A. Vacation/Dedication area map

Date of Publication: September 16, 2004
Effective Date: September 21, 2004
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