AGENDA
PLANNING COMMISSION REGULAR MEETING (v.2) SHORS INE

Thursday, June 7, 2012 Shoreline City Hall
7:00 p.m. Council Chamber

17500 Midvale Ave N.
Estimated Time

1. CALL TO ORDER 7:00 p.m.
2. ROLL CALL 7:01 p.m.
3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 7:02 p.m.
4, DIRECTOR’S COMMENTS 7:03 p.m.
5. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 7:08 p.m.

A. May 3 Regular Meeting

Public Comment and Testimony at Planning Commission

During General Public Comment, the Planning Commission will take public comment on any subject which is not specifically
scheduled later on the agenda. During Public Hearings and Study Sessions, public testimony/comment occurs after initial
questions by the Commission which follows the presentation of each staff report. In all cases, speakers are asked to come to
the podium to have their comments recorded, state their first and last name, and city of residence. The Chair has discretion to
limit or extend time limitations and the number of people permitted to speak. Generally, individuals may speak for three
minutes or less, depending on the number of people wishing to speak. When representing the official position of an agency or
City-recognized organization, a speaker will be given 5 minutes.

6. GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT 7:10 p.m.

7. STUDY ITEMS 7:15 p.m.

A. Comprehensive Plan Major Update — Land Use Element and Map
« Staff Presentation
« Public Comment

DIRECTOR’S REPORT 8:55 p.m.

NEW BUSINESS 9:00 p.m.
A. Prepare for Upcoming Joint-Meeting with City Council

10. REPORTS OF COMMITTEES & COMMISSONERS/ANNOUNCEMENTS 9:20 p.m.
11. AGENDA FOR June 21 9:25 p.m.
12. ADJOURNMENT 9:30 p.m.

The Planning Commission meeting is wheelchair accessible. Any person requiring a disability accommodation should contact
the City Clerk’s Office at 801-2230 in advance for more information. For TTY telephone service call 546-0457. For up-to-date
information on future agendas call 801-2236.
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These Minutes Subject to
June 7" Approval

CITY OF SHORELINE

SHORELINE PLANNING COMMISSION
MINUTES OF REGULAR MEETING

May 3, 2012 Shoreline City Hall
7:00 P.M. Council Chamber
Commissioners Present Staff Present

Chair Moss Rachael Markle, Director, Planning & Community Development

Vice Chair Esselman Steve Szafran, Associate Planner

Commissioner Craft Miranda Redinger, Associate Planner

Commissioner Maul Juniper Nammi, Associate Planner

Commissioner Montero Brian Landau, Surface Water Manager

Commissioner Wagner Jessica Simulcik Smith; Planning Commission Clerk

Commissioners Absent Others Present

Commissioner Scully

CALL TO ORDER

Chair Moss called the regular meeting of the Shoreline Planning Commission to order at 7:00 p.m.
ROLL CALL

Upon roll call by the Commission Clerk the following Commissioners were present: Chair Moss, Vice
Chair Esselman, and Commissioners Craft, Maul, Montero and Wagner. Commissioner Scully was

absent.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA

The agenda was approved as presented.

DIRECTOR’S COMMENTS

Ms. Markle announced that the City is in the process of hiring a new police chief. An open house will
be held on May 8" at 5:30 p.m. for members of the community to meet the candidates.
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APPROVAL OF MINUTES

The minutes of the April 5, 2012 regular meeting were approved as amended.

GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT

Laethan Wene, Shoreline, said he would like the City to provide more wheelchair access.

PUBLIC HEARING ON DEVELOPMENT CODE AMENDMENT RELATED TO FEDERAL
EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY (FEMA) FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT
ORDINANCE

Chair Moss reviewed the rules and procedures for the public hearing and then opened the public hearing.

Staff Presentation

Ms. Nammi reminded the Commission that on April 5", staff presented proposed amendments to Title
20 of the Shoreline Municipal Code (SMC) that are required in conjunction with the proposed
Floodplain Management Ordinance (FMO) that would replace the current SMC 16.12 regarding flood
damage prevention. She briefly reviewed the changes to SMC 20 as follows:

e Definitions. Fourteen definitions that are obsolete or duplicate would either be deleted or moved to
the new FMO. One definition having to do with flood hazard areas would be modified.

e Administrative Changes.  Miscellaneous administrative/procedure development regulations
contained in SMC 20.30 would be modified to officially create a Floodplain Development Permit
and Floodplain Variance. References would also be added related to subdivisions and code
violations. In addition, the outdated standards that were under the Flood Hazard Section of the
Critical Areas Ordinance (CAQO) would be removed and new language would be inserted to indicate
that flood hazard areas are considered critical areas, but look to the new FMO for the standards that
would apply.

Ms. Nammi advised that maps showing the currently mapped flood hazard areas in Shoreline were
provide for information purposes. The maps include the Puget Sound shoreline, Boeing Creek and the
North Branch of Thornton Creek. She explained that the regulations would apply to any areas in
Shoreline that are mapped and added to the FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) in the future.
She further explained that the Shoreline Master Program (SMP) applies to the Puget Sound shoreline,
and the Critical Areas Ordinance (CAOQ) applies to streams, wetlands, steep slopes, fish and wildlife
habitat areas, etc. There is quite a bit of overlap between the three (SMP, FMO and CAQ) sections of
regulations. While not the focus of the public hearing, Ms. Nammi provided two examples to illustrate
how the existing CAO and SMP and the new FMO regulations would be applied:

e The “partial exemption” provision in the CAO would allow a bulkhead to be replaced along the
Puget Sound Shoreline and a retaining wall with stairs to be constructed. The SMP would also allow
the bulkhead to be replaced, but a Exemption Application would be required to demonstrate the
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proposal meets the standards of the SMP. Stairs with a maximum footprint of 200 square feet would
be allowed closer than the 20-foot setback on 27" Avenue Northwest. The proposed FMO would
require a Floodplain Development Permit. This review was previously done as part of the building
permit. The project is small enough that it would not be considered a substantial improvement or a
structure under the proposed FMO. Therefore, it would be subject to general standards, but not the
structure protection standards. Habitat protection standards would apply because there is critical
habitat identified along the Shoreline. A hydraulic project approval would also be required from the
State.

e If a substantial improvement in a flood hazard area creates new footprint area, it would have to
follow the CAO; and in most cases, the existing houses are closer than the current regulations would
allow. These existing non-conforming structures could be rebuilt or horizontally added onto, but
they could not get any closer to the critical area. The FMO would require a Floodplain Development
Permit. The project would have to be evaluated under all the sections of the FMO, including
structure and habitat protection. An existing non-conforming structure could be reconstructed, but it
would have to be brought into compliance with the structure protection standards. The location can
stay the same.

Questions by the Commission

Commissioner Wagner noted that the desk packet contains a comment letter from the Paramount Park
Neighborhood Group, which the City received today.. Ms. Simulcik Smith agreed to enter the comment
letter into the record as an additional exhibit. The Commission agreed it would also be appropriate to
take a short break at some point in the meeting to review the letter.

Commissioner Wagner asked staff to respond to the letter the Commission received from Molly
Lawrence of the law firm, Gordon DerrLLP, which suggests that FEMA, the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), and the National Marine Fisheries Service are overstepping their
authority. Mr. Landau said he cannot speak to the legal arguments contained in the letter, but he is
knowledgeable about the floodplain regulations and what the City is required to do. He expressed his
belief that the proposed FMO. is in compliance with what has been strongly recommended by FEMA and
the National Marine Fisheries Service, as well as the regulations relevant to Shoreline’s standing as a
participating community in the National Flood Insurance Program. If the City does not stay updated
with FEMA'’s floodplain regulations, they would not be eligible for any FEMA hazard funding.

Commissioner Wagner summarized that the letter cautions the City against overstepping their bounds in
regard to the proposed FMO, and staff has affirmed that nothing the City is proposing would be contrary
to the position stated in the letter. Ms. Nammi agreed with Commissioner Wagner’s summary. She said
the law firm was notified of the proposed amendment, and Ms. Lawrence did not respond with any
specific comments and concerns regarding the proposed ordinance.

Vice Chair Esselman asked if the FMO would apply to Boeing Creek. Ms. Nammi clarified that the
regulations would apply citywide. The City will look to the FEMA FIRMs to see where the FMO would
actually apply. The maps include the Puget Sound Shoreline, Boeing Creek, and the North Branch of
Thornton Creek. The data and boundaries related to the Puget Sound Shoreline were recently updated.
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The map for the North Branch of Thornton Creek is newly proposed and the map for Boeing Creek has
not been updated. She noted that FEMA has not officially accepted the maps for either Boeing Creek or
the North Branch of Thornton Creek, however they will be the effective maps in the interim because
they are the most current available data.

Vice Chair Esselman asked if Boeing Creek would still be considered part of the floodplain in light of
all the improvements that have been made in recent years. Mr. Landau answered affirmatively. He said
the City is currently working on a stormwater basin plan for Boeing Creek, which will also update the
approximate floodplain within the creek basin. He said he will work with FEMA to determine how this
new information could be used to improve the level of accuracy of the existing FEMA map. Vice Chair
Esselman asked how the homeowners along Boeing Creek would be impacted in the meantime. Ms.
Nammi said, in most cases, the structures are well outside of the mapped flood area. If there is some
question about where that elevation actually falls, property owners can go through a process called a
Letter of Map Amendment (LOMA) to document that their house is not actually in the flood plain. At
least two property owners along Boeing Creek have already completed this documentation. However, a
Floodplain Development Permit would still be required in order for the City to confirm that the proposal
is not in the floodplain. In most places along Boeing Creek; the slope and stream buffers have a much
greater level of protection than the regulatory floodplain.

Commissioner Wagner said it appears that the City is responsible for submitting information to FEMA
to allow them to update their maps. She asked if other parties would also be allowed to submit
information. If so, is there a formal process for this.to occur?. Mr. Landau answered that it is a City-
driven process. He explained that the City could sponsor astudy to delineate a floodplain, and then the
study would be submitted to FEMA to update the current maps. The City could also develop a
floodplain and create regulations that are stricter than those of FEMA.

Commissioner Craft pointed out that only-about eight structures along Boeing Creek would be impacted
by the proposed FMO. Although the current maps are not detailed enough, it is fairly clear that the
structures are not within the floodplain. He suggested it may be too onerous to require property owners
who want to remodel their homes to obtain a permit and meet all of the requirements of the new
regulation until the maps have been updated. Ms. Nammi said that development on any parcel that is in
a regulatory floodplain requires a Floodplain Development Permit to verify that the project is not subject
to the floodplain regulations. When it is fairly clear that a project is outside of the regulatory floodplain,
the application would be very basic. Again, she pointed out that this is a FEMA requirement.

Mr. Landau said that within the next few years, the City will develop an approximate floodplain
elevation for Boeing Creek. This might not meet FEMA'’s standard as a floodplain elevation, but it
would verify the location of the floodplain. He said the current floodplain maps for Boeing Creek are
erroneous because they were hand drawn in the 80s and 90s using 20-foot contour interval maps. New
technology will allow for a more detailed map.

Commissioner Craft said he would prefer that the maps be updated prior to final approval of the FMO.
Ms. Nammi pointed out that updated maps would not change the permit requirement. Because most of
the properties abut the stream, some portion of the property would fall within the regulatory floodplain.
Commissioner Craft agreed but noted that most of the structures would not fall within the floodplain.
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Ms. Nammi said the City has made a commitment to FEMA to adopt the FMO by the end of June.
While they could request an extension of the deadline, staff anticipates the floodplain elevations for
Boeing Creek would be updated in the near future and the current regulations are the same in this
respect.

Vice Chair Esselman asked if the current maps would be approved as part of the FMO. Ms. Nammi
clarified that the maps were provided for information only, and would not be adopted as part of the
FMO. The maps provide the best available information for the mapped flood areas, so FEMA considers
them to be “current effective maps.”

Ms. Nammi reminded the Commission that the draft FMO (SMC 13.12) starting on Page 31 of the Staff
Report was included for the Commission’s information only. It will replace the information coming out
of the CAOQ, but it is not final. This document will be finished and taken to the City Council for final
approval in June. Chair Moss pointed out that SMC 13.12.100(C)(7)-should be modified by adding the
word “to” before “assume.” Ms. Nammi agreed to make this change.

Chair Moss asked staff to explain what is meant by the term “other local regulatory purposes” as used in
SMC 13.12.300(D)(3)(c). Mr. Landau said it would be a stretch to say that any stream in the City has a
channel migration area because they tend to be on much larger rivers. This language was part of the
FEMA model ordinance, but it would not really be applicable to Shoreline. Thornton Creek is confined
to its current location and is not likely to migrate out of its current channel.

Chair Moss referred to SMC 13.12.300(E)(6) and (E)(7).and noted that, typically, when the City
references non-city documents, they also.include language to make it clear that future amendments to
the documents would also be applicable. Ms. Nammi agreed to research this issue for Council.

Chair Moss asked if the City has a definition for “critical facilities,” as used in SMC 13.12.400(D). Ms.
Nammi said that this term is_defined in SMC 13.12.105(H). Chair Moss also asked if the term “500-
year flood” is defined. Ms: Nammi said SMC 12.12.105(RR) defines the various types of special flood
hazard areas. She specifically noted that Items B, C, and X reference types of 500-year flood areas. She
noted that the City has a Type X flood hazard area along Boeing Creek, and another 500-year-flood area
is mapped along the southern part of 27" Avenue Northwest. Mr. Landau added that some are located
along Thornton Creek, as well. 'He explained that the new FEMA mapping guidelines require the City
to delineate a 500-year-flood plan, specifically for the “critical facility” part of the code. However, it
would not affect flood insurance for homeowners.

Public Testimony

Janet Way, Shoreline, said she was speaking on behalf of Paramount Park Neighborhood Group, which
is a long-standing group advocating for the benefits of their neighborhood, particularly Little’s Creek
and the Paramount Park Neighborhood. Ms. Way referred to a letter she wrote to the City to express her
interest in making sure that Little’s Creek is recognized in the FEMA floodplain mapping. She asked if
it would be possible for the City to contract a study for Little’s Creek where there have been numerous
flooding incidents over the years. She referred to a packet of information she gave to the Sound Transit
Board when she testified to them regarding the light rail station that will likely end up in the
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neighborhood. She asked that this information be entered into the City’s record. (She agreed to submit
copies of her exhibits to staff at a later time.)

Ms. Way specifically provided a photograph taken from Paramount Park, which shows Little’s Creek
overtopping the culvert. She explained that the 148" path is widely used by commuters who walk and
ride their bikes to the bus stations near the freeway. She said there have been numerous other situations
of flooding in the neighborhood, as well. She noted that a City Councilmember’s backyard near Little’s
Creek was completely flooded in 2007. She summarized that she would like the FMO to be amended at
some point to address Little’s Creek. While she recognized it could probably not be added before the
FMO is adopted, she would like the City to at least identify a process for adding it at some point in the
future. It’s a very important basin, and it has the best reach of creek in the entire City.

Ms. Way asked that the City’s 2004 Thornton Creek and Westlake Watershed Basin Characterization
Report be added to the FMO by reference. She noted that this report includes maps of the entire
Thornton Creek Watershed, and it also provides a map that refers to the geology of the area. She
explained that the brown streak on the map near Paramount Park identifies a liquefaction zone. There is
also a steep slope along the basin where landslides have occurred over the years. These slopes should
also be identified in the FMO.

Ms. Way said the draft FMO does not include any mention of trees. She suggested that SMC
13.12.400(B)(2)(a) be amended by adding, “and preserve and retain existing trees wherever possible,
especially conifers.” She stated that the reason‘they have flooding downstream is because there is a lot
of impervious surface. She noted that more conifers equals less flooding.

Commissioner Wagner questioned if it is possible for the Commission to accept and incorporate an
entire report by reference that they have not been able to peruse and contemplate. Mr. Szafran said the
characterization report is a current City document. "Ms. Nammi emphasized that the City Council will
review and take action on the proposed FMO, and the Commission is not being asked to provide a
recommendation regarding the document. Ms. Way’s request to add additional language related to tree
preservation could be presented to the City Council for consideration. Ms. Nammi also clarified that
while the State Environmental Protection Act (SEPA) Checklist (Item B.1.d) indicates that there are no
steep slopes in the Thornton Creek Basin, she meant to refer to the North Branch of Thornton Creek,
since that is the one that has flood mapping. Regardless, the information simply illustrates the need for
the updated standards and that the regulations would have a net benefit for the environment, in her
professional opinion.

Commissioner Wagner said she does not believe it is appropriate for the Commission to incorporate an
entire document or digital photographs that have not been reviewed by the Commission as part of the
hearing. However, it would be acceptable to acknowledge that the report is a City document that staff
has contemplated and has sufficient knowledge of. Chair Moss suggested, because the photographs are
not City-generated documents, it would be more appropriate to accept the hard copies provided by Ms.
Way than a digital copy that is provided to staff at a later time. The photographs were entered into the
record as Exhibit #8.
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Mr. Landau noted that the future studies and map updates requested by Ms. Way would have to be
discussed by the City Council and identified as future work items. Commissioner Moss said that rather
than adding language about future studies, the Commission could forward a recommendation to the City
Council that additional mapping or studies should be done in the future as a separate process. Ms.
Nammi agreed that updating flood data is a separate process per the City Council’s direction.

Robert Allen, Shoreline, pointed out that the proposed documents talk about the Boeing Creek Basin
rather than just specifically Boeing Creek. He reminded the Commission that there are other creeks
(Storm and Blue Heron) in the Boeing Creek Basin where there is severe erosion that threatens not only
habitat, but also the foundation of private residences. Floodwaters come through these locations,
spreading out over a larger floodplain or going down a channel that eats away the bank, causing it to
slough into the stream and wash out into Puget Sound. He noted that aerial photographs show a huge
plume of dirt, slime and mud, as well as a huge interruption in the kelp bed. Rather than confining the
ordinance to only Boeing Creek where the houses sit 50 feet back, they should also address Storm Creek
where soils are actually sloughing away from the foundations of the houses. He asked that the City
correct this omission before the ordinance is adopted because Storm.and Heron Creeks are threatening
both habitat and private property. If the Commission sends a. recommendation to the City Council based
on missing data, the lines for controversy will be opened. He agreed with Ms. Way that there should be
a process for addressing community concerns before the proposed Development Code amendments and
the draft FMO are presented to the City Council for review and approval. He summarized that property
owners are very concerned about their homes and the nearby habitat.

Mr. Landau explained that Storm Creek is not part of the Boeing Creek Basin. It is a separate basin that
drains to Puget Sound, and it does not have a FEMA regulatory floodplain map. The proposed changes
to the Development Code and the new. FMO would not apply to any of the properties above or along that
creek. There other regulations (i.e. steep slopes, stream habitat, etc.) to protect the environment of
streams such as Blue Heron and Storm_Creeks. The proposed code language specifically speaks to
FEMA regulatory floodplains-that have been mapped and have specific studies to indicate potential
flood risk to life and structures that are in areas that become inundated by flood waters. Ms. Nammi
explained that passing an update to the FMO would not close or otherwise end the process that studies
and updates the FEMA maps. This is an entirely separate process. She emphasized that the FMO is a
citywide ordinance that would apply-to any new flood areas that are identified as the data is updated.

Richard Kink, Shoreline, said he was present to speak on behalf of the Richmond Beach Preservation
Association. He said he understands that the public hearing is specifically about consolidating code
language. However, he was present to express concern about the FEMA FIRMs. He noted that because
the maps were not available until April 20", the association did not have a lot of time to research and
prepare a response. He said he recently spoke with a Department of Ecology (DOE) representative who
stated that any previous LOMAs to exclude a property from a floodplain is no longer applicable under
the new maps. He said he also obtained an enlarged map of 27" Avenue Northwest from King County,
which shows a velocity elevation of 22 feet for the shoreline along 27" Avenue Northwest, which means
that a velocity driven wave would be twice as high as the normal difference between low tide and an
extreme high tide.
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Mr. Kink said the Association has some serious concerns about the maps, which are tentative and still
have to be approved. He noted there are eight homes that would be seriously affected as far as future
remodeling, rebuilding, etc. He said some of the properties have been developed since almost the turn
of the century, and there has been no inundation, even when the Columbus Day Storm of 1999 occurred.
He said the association has questions about inundation versus soil saturation as it relates to flooding
issues, and he looks forward to working with the City to address these issues in the future.

Staff displayed a map contained in the Thornton Creek Basis Characterization Report on the screen so
the Commission could review the information that was referenced earlier by Ms. Way. The map was
entered into the record as Exhibit #9. Ms. Nammi used the map to explain that the new floodplain map
for the North Branch of Thornton Creek starts at Ronald Bog and extends to where the stream goes
under Interstate 5. She said there is currently no flood study for Little’s Creek or Hamblin Creek, which
is mostly piped. She also identified the steep slope area that Ms. Way referred to. Mr. Landau added
that these separate, small basins drain directly into Puget Sound. Therefore, they are addressed in the
Puget Sound Drainage Characterization Report rather than the Boeing Creek Basin Characterization
Report. He used a map to identify the location of both of the creeks for the Commission’s information.

The Commission took some time to review the letter they received. from the Paramount Park
Neighborhood Group.

Ms. Nammi emphasized that the two proposed floodplain maps (Coastal and the North Branch of
Thornton Creek) have not yet been officially accepted by FEMA. However, they are considered the
current effective maps because they are the most accurate and up-to-date information the City has for
those areas. FEMA will set forth a process for technical comment on the maps. However, there is
potential for substantial delay because FEMA must address a question about levies before they will
adopt any new floodplain maps in King County.

Final Questions and Deliberations

Commissioner Maul asked if the City produces the floodplain maps and submits them to FEMA for
approval. Ms. Nammi said that because the coastal map is multi-jurisdictional, the study was
commissioned by King County.. The maps currently before the Commission were produced by staff to
simplify and illustrate the available data from the official FIRMs. The official maps are available for
Commission review, as well. Commissioner Maul asked how the concerns raised by citizens could be
addressed. Mr. Landau explained that the City conducted the North Branch of Thornton Creek Study
and submitted a proposed new map to FEMA. The Coastal Flood Study was managed by King County,
and they also submitted a proposed new map to FEMA to update the FIRM. Once the draft maps have
been released by FEMA, public comment would be solicited regarding the proposed maps.

Commissioner Wagner noted that the City does not have jurisdiction to address the technical issues
raised by Mr. Kink about waves. These issues would be addressed by FEMA. Mr. Landau said the City
could help facilitate discussions with FEMA regarding this issue, but the official public comment
regarding the maps would take place during a FEMA process.
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Commissioner Wagner asked staff to respond to Mr. Kink’s comment that previous LOMAS would no
longer be valid. Ms. Nammi explained that existing LOMAs for the coastal area would have been based
explicitly on what the previous elevation was. These LOMASs would likely have to be reevaluated in
light of the new flood elevation data. She said the City has LOMAs for properties on Boeing Creek, and
her expectation is that these would be taken into consideration when that flood area is updated. In all
likelihood, the more accurate flood information would negate the need for the LOMAs. Commissioner
Wagner asked if there is some expectation that LOMAs that were reviewed and accepted by FEMA
would remain valid in perpetuity.

COMMISSIONER WAGNER MOVED THAT THE COMMISSION RECOMMEND THAT
THE CITY COUNCIL ADOPT THE CHANGES IN SHORELINE MUNICIPAL CODE (SMC)
CHAPTER 20 (ATTACHMENT A) AS DRAFTED BY STAFF. VICE CHAIR ESSELMAN
SECONDED THE MOTION.

Commissioner Wagner said staff has done a great job of explaining the proposed amendments. There
has been a lot of confusion, and she appreciates the discourse on the various complexities that are
involved. Staff has clarified that the proposed amendments are a limited aspect of the entire FMO. Staff
also addressed the comments related to SEPA, which were contained .in a letter from Ms. Way.
Consistent with the Commission’s previous discussion about the SEPA Checklist, staff did a good job of
addressing Ms. Way’s concern by explaining that the FMO.would apply citywide, including any new
flood areas that are identified when data is updated. Therefore, there would be no negative consequence
from not including the additional information recommended by Ms. Way.

Commissioner Wagner recalled that, historically, a transmittal letter drafted by staff is attached to the
Commission’s recommendation to the City Council. She proposed that the transmittal letter also
indicate that the Commission received a lot public comment and concern about flooding on other creeks
that are not specifically currently mapped-as FEMA floodplains and have not been explicitly studied. It
is important to make the City Council aware that this is a concern the Commission contemplated as part
of their discussion, but it is-outside of their purview.

Vote to Recommend Approval or Denial or Modification

THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

Ms. Nammi said staff took note of the Commission’s suggested changes to the proposed FMO, and
would forward them to the City Council for consideration. However, the Commission is not being asked
to make a recommendation regarding the FMO.

Closure of Public Hearing

Chair Moss closed the public hearing.
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STUDY SESSION ON COMPREHENSIVE PLAN MAJOR UPDATE - ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT

Staff Presentation and Commission Discussion

Mr. Szafran said the Economic Development Element addresses the following goals:

e Council Goal 1 - Strengthen Shoreline’s economic base.

e Council Goal 2 — Improve Economic Development Opportunities in Shoreline.

e Vision 2029 Framework Goal 6 — Make decisions that value Shoreline’s social, economic and
cultural diversity.

e Vision 2029 Framework Goal 15 — Create a business friendly environment that supports small and
local businesses, attracts businesses to serve the community and expand our jobs and tax base, and
encourages innovation and creative partnerships.

e Vision 2029 Framework Goal 16 — Encourage local neighborhood retail and services distributed
throughout the City.

Ms. Redinger credited Jonathan Morrison Winters, a University of Washington Graduate Student in the
Planning and Real Estate Program, for updating the supporting-analysis for the Economic Development
and Housing Elements. She said the Commissioners would have an opportunity to meet Mr. Winters at
their May 17" meeting. She referred to the draft Economic Development Element and noted that some
updating still needs to be done.

Chair Moss said the Staff Report asks the Commission to provide direction about how to best
incorporate the goals and policies contained in the Economic Development Strategy into the revised
goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan. She asked for clarification about what is meant by
“wholesale replacement.” Ms. Redinger reminded the Commission that the Parks and Transportation
elements were completely removed from the Comprehensive Plan and replaced with the goals and
policies contained in the recently adopted. Parks and Transportation Master Plans. This type of
wholesale replacement is also an option for the Economic Development Element. The element could be
eliminated entirely and replaced with the goals and policies contained in the Economic Development
Strategy. The other approach is to integrate the goals and policies contained in the Economic
Development Strategy into the Economic Development Element of the Comprehensive Plan so it is
more comprehensive. The Commission agreed to review the document page-by-page as follows:

e Commissioner Craft referred to the last bulleted item in Goal ED 1, and questioned the use of the
word “concentrating.” The goal is to enhance the economic vitality of the City as whole, and
concentrating on one or several specific areas without further clarification as to how this would
affect the greater good seems to be exclusionary. He suggested that a better word would be
“maximizing.”

e Vice Chair Esselman suggested that “including professional services” should be deleted from the
first bulleted item in Goal ED I. She also suggested the second bulleted item should be changed to
read, “Encourage businesses that provide goods and services . ..”
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e Commissioner Craft suggested that Goal ED 11 should be amended by replacing the word “job” with
“employment.”

e Commissioner Craft requested clarification of the third bulleted item in Policy ED1. Ms. Redinger
explained that this refers to an incubator program created by Mark McVeety, who is affiliated with
Shoreline Community College. Commissioner Craft suggested the language should be changed to
make this clear. He also referred to the fourth bulleted item in Policy ED1. He said he understands
the need to enhance housing density and population growth around high capacity transit centers, but
it should not be done to the detriment of enhancing opportunities in other areas that are not served by
bus rapid transit or light rail.

e Commissioner Craft said that while Policy ED3 is an outstanding goal, it should not be
exclusionary. There are other areas in the community that may-not be served by bus rapid transit
where commercial and mixed-use activity could be enhanced.« These areas should not be excluded.
Commissioner Maul agreed with Commissioner Craft’s coneern that Policy ED3 is too exclusionary.
He also commented that the term “locating multi-story-residential” is vague. He suggested that
“increased allowable building height” would be more specific and appropriate language.

e Commissioner Montero referenced Policy ED6 and said-that while he recognizes the importance of
the program provided by Shoreline Community College, the City could also work with other
technical colleges in Shoreline. Chair Moss suggested it. would be appropriate to expand the
language to include technical colleges in nearby jurisdictions. Vice Chair Esselman agreed that this
policy is too narrow, and the City should reach out to other colleges and universities in the region to
create opportunities in Shoreline. . The Commission agreed to change this policy to read, “Coordinate
with area educational institutions. . .”

e Chair Moss commented that the fourth bulleted item in Policy ED1 appears to be redundant with
Policy ED3. Ms. Redinger said the City Council has indicated a priority to focus on self-sustaining
economic strategies. As the City Council fleshes out this goal further, additional wording could be
provided. However, she agreed the language may be redundant. Perhaps the two policies could be
combined based on further City.Council direction.

e Commissioner Montero suggested that additional language be added at the end of Policy ED3 to
encourage non-motorized transportation within high-density residential and mixed-use
developments. Commissioner Wagner said she does not believe it is completely appropriate to build
language related to non-motorized transportation into the existing language for Policy ED3. She
suggested it be placed as a separate bullet under “Quality of Life” (Policy ED2) because there are so
many commercial mixed-use zoned properties along the Interurban Trail. She expressed her belief
that when considering changes to the mixed-use zone, the City lost an opportunity to incentivize
building towards the trail. It is important to explicitly state the importance of interconnections
between the trail and businesses. Chair Moss agreed that this connection is certainly part of the
City’s long-term vision for walkability and moving from cars.
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e Commissioner Montero referred to Policy ED16 and suggested that the word “available” should be
inserted before “commercial sites.” Ms. Redinger said the second half of the sentence implies
“available.”

e Commissioner Craft suggested that Policies ED7 and ED9 could be combined to read, “Expand the
City’s job base and attract living wages to the community.” He further suggested that a separate
goal could be created to read, “Diversify the economic and retail base to allow citizens to work and
shop in the community.”

e Commissioner Craft said he would like to include “mixed use” in Policies ED12 and ED16. He
reminded the Commission of the City’s goal to encourage the live/work environment.

e Commissioner Wagner expressed concern that Policy ED11 focuses only on the Aurora Corridor
and excludes other important neighborhood business districts. She suggested that the language be
changed to read, “Create a dynamic Aurora Corridor Neighborhood.” This would make it clear that
the intent is for the Aurora Corridor to be vibrant and fun; but it.is not the only economic core in
Shoreline.

e Chair Moss asked why Policy ED17 was deleted: Ms. Redinger said some policies were deleted
because they were not substantive or actionable.

e Chair Moss referenced Policy ED14 and pointed out that parking impacts come up frequently. She
noted that the definition for “compatible” can be different for each person. She said she supports the
policy to encourage and support home-based businesses in the City, but the additional language
could expand the potential for more contention.  She suggested the policy language should end after
“City.” Issues related to signage, parking, storage, etc, could be addressed as part of a future
Development Code review. Ms. Redinger announced that students from the University of
Washington are working-on a Right Sized Parking Study, which includes a very detailed inventory
of parking in local jurisdictions.  So far, the study is finding that there is excess parking capacity in
Shoreline. The students hope that cities will use the information provided in the study to create
policy recommendations related to parking. While she understands Chair Moss’ concern, Vice Chair
Esselman suggested that the latter portion of the policy language should be retained to acknowledge
that there is some sensitivity about how businesses can exist within neighborhoods. The
Commission agreed to leave the language in Policy ED14 as is for public hearing purposes.

e Commissioner Montero suggested that Policy ED27 should be amended to read, “Provide an
expeditious and customer service oriented. . .” Commissioner Craft suggested that the policy should
be further amended to include high-density mixed-use development. Commissioner Maul said he
does not believe it is necessary to specify the types of permits that should be expeditious. That
should be the City’s goal for all permit applications. Commissioner Wagner reminded the
Commission that one of the City Council’s goals is to improve the Development Code so it is
predictable to enable the City to draw developers. She suggested that customer service is not as
important to developers as predictability and expediency. It was noted that customer service begets
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expeditiousness and predictability. The Commission agreed to leave in the language that specifies
permit processes.

e Vice Chair Esselman recalled that Policy ED6 talks about educational institutions as it relates to job
creation. She suggested that Policy ED21 should also list educational institutions as entities the City
would work with to stimulate business retention and implement interlocal and regional strategies.

e Commissioner Maul referred to Policy ED29 and noted that market research is just one criterion the
City could use to guide economic development strategies and assist businesses. Chair Moss asked if
changing “conduct” to “use” is based on the thought of building on existing market research versus
starting and conducting market research. The word “conduct” implies a financial responsibility.
Ms. Redinger suggested that the language could be changed to be “Conduct and/or use market
research. ..”

e Commissioner Montero said Policy ED35 is confusing. Ms. Redinger said the intent was to discuss
opportunities for shared parking. The Commission agreed to change the word “planned” to “plan.”
Chair Moss expressed concern that the word “consider” is not a very active word. The Commission
agreed to change “consider working with” to “work with.”

e Commissioner Craft asked if the note provided for Policy EDxx, applies to all the items on the list or
just to “property valuation based on current.use.” Ms. Redinger said it only applies to property
valuation, which is an assessor’s function. - Chair.-Moss asked if the entire list would be removed
from the Economic Development Element. ‘Ms. Redinger said that, generally, bulleted lists have
been removed from the Comprehensive Plan because they were overly regulatory. Staff is proposing
that the entire list be removed, and the policy language would end after “strategies.”

e Commissioner Maul referred to Policy ED37 and suggested it is important to consider the needs of
both planned and unplanned future development. He recommended that the word “planned” should
be removed. Commissioner Wagner pointed out that the concurrency regulations require the City to
provide infrastructure to meet the needs of future development. She suggested that Policy ED37
should be deleted because it is superseded by the concurrency regulations. The Commission agreed
to delete this policy entirely.

e Commissioner Montero recommended that the word “and” should be inserted after “key” in Policy
EDxx.

The Commission reviewed the City Council’s Economic Development Element Goals and Policies
(Attachment C) as follows to make sure the proposed Comprehensive Plan language captures each one:

e Chair Moss referred to the introduction language and suggested that a new policy be added to the
proposed Comprehensive Plan language to address the concept of “place making.” Commissioner
Wagner agreed that place making is important and has been discussed a lot. Chair Moss noted that
speaker series presenters addressed the concept, which is becoming a much more prevalent term and
thought in the planning process.
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e Chair Moss suggested that if the introductory section is going to reference Fred Kent, the language
should acknowledge who he is. Mr. Szafran noted that the quote contained in the introduction is
also identified in the Economic Development Strategy. The Commission agreed that the language
should either reference where the quote came from or make the statement more generic.

Chair Moss referred the Commission to the Economic Development Element Supporting Analysis
(Attachment E). Commissioner Wagner questioned if it is appropriate for the Commission to propose
changes to the supporting analysis or if it was provided for the Commission’s information only. She
specifically asked if the supporting analysis would be presented to the Commission as part of the public
hearing packet. Ms. Redinger agreed to seek feedback from the City Attorney about whether they can
hold the public hearing on just the policy piece and leave the background piece as supporting analysis.
She suggested that “wordsmithing” the document is not nearly as important as commenting on the
policy language. She also invited the Commissioners to identify additional information they would like
the staff to provide.

Chair Moss said she has read that the supporting analysis must be included in the Comprehensive Plan
versus just referenced. Additional clarification from the City Attorney would be helpful. She also
agreed with Ms. Redinger that the Commission should focus their comments on clarifying policy issues.
Wordsmithing comments could be forwarded separately to staff.

Commissioner Maul observed that a lot of the economic and job information contained in the supporting
analysis only goes through 2001 or 2003. He asked if new information would be provided. Ms.
Redinger answered that the latest draft includes data for 2010. She noted that additional formatting
work is necessary, as well.

Vice Chair Esselman commented that the City’s plans for high-density and transit-oriented development
suggest that growth would be-greater than the target numbers identified in Table ED-3. Ms. Szafran
added that the Puget Sound Regional Council’s (PSRC) 2012 forecasts will be available in the summer,
and he anticipates the numbers will increase drastically. The numbers in Table ED-3 will be updated
accordingly. Ms. Redinger reminded the Commission that the City is not necessarily planning just for
the target. They are planning for the other benefits of density such as robust transit systems, economic
development, etc.

Chair Moss said that given that much of the data needs to be updated, she is not sure what more the
Commission can offer at this stage. She encouraged the Commissioners to review the document and
forward their comments and requests for additional information and clarification to staff. Commissioner
Craft asked the staff to be prepared to talk about or at least make reference to what the population
growth targets may be down the road based on current analysis. He commented that this information
will dictate the Commission’s discussion. The better they understand the data, the better their
deliberation process will be. Chair Moss said she would prefer a more complete version the next time
the supporting analysis is forwarded to the Commissioners. She encouraged staff to provide this
information as soon as it is available. Ms. Redinger suggested that the Commission could revisit the
Economic Development Element in June when the PSRC’s revised population projections are available
and the supporting analysis is more complete. The Commission agreed that would be appropriate.
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Chair Moss referred to staff’s comment that the Department of Ecology (DOE) suggested revisions to
the Shoreline Master Program since the Commission’s recommendation to the City Council. Ms
Redinger said the City Attorney recommended that Council hold its own public hearing to take
testimony on the changes; the hearing is scheduled for May 14™. She explained that the DOE updated
how they calculate buffer areas for wetlands. Now, in addition to the type system, the DOE wants cities
to give a score based on habitat function. The combined typing and scoring is what determines the
buffers. The new information would not change anything other than the analysis contained in a
qualified professional report, which would be needed anyway.

Commissioner Maul asked if the Right Size Parking Study is available on line. Ms. Redinger answered
that a website would be created in the fall to provide this information.

Public Comment

Janet Way, Shoreline, said she is particularly interested in the concept of “place making.” In order to
encourage place making, she suggested the Commission add language to the Economic Development
Element about promoting green businesses and green building. She referred to the Solar Fest event,
which promotes vibrancy and excitement. Many local, home-based businesses and artists are involved
in the event. She noted that the City has been working to promote the “green factor” for a number of
years. She said she would also like the Economic Development Element to highlight the historical
elements that exist in the City. They have many good ingredients in the City, and they should be
promoted. For example, the Crest Theater, is a jewel in the rough. It is a historical element that was
built in 1949, and it should be landmarked. At one time, there was excitement about the potential of
having it become part of the Seattle International Film Festival, but they need some investment to make
the needed improvements to the theater. She said it is also important to promote creative businesses,
arts, music and all manner of creativity. They also need to allow and encourage food carts to create
vibrancy throughout the community. In addition, she would like them to consider allowing small scale
manufacturing uses, such as a.micro brewery.

DIRECTOR’S REPORT

Ms. Markle did not have any additional items to report to the Commission.

OLD BUSINESS

Planning Commission Annual Report to City Council

Chair Moss referred the Commission to the revised Annual Report to the City Council, which she and
former Commissioner Wagner drafted. She noted that changes have been made to incorporate the
comments provided by the Commission at their past meetings. She asked the Commission to review the
report one more time and provide their final comments. The overall goal is to get concurrence that the
report is acceptable so it can be forwarded to the City Council.
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The Commissioners reviewed the document but did not make any additional comments. The draft was
accepted as presented. Chair Moss noted that the letterhead identifies the current and former
Commissioners.

NEW BUSINESS

Environmental Sustainability Indicators Website Demonstration

Ms. Markle advised that both she and Ms. Nammi were co-chairs of the Green Team. They also
participated with one other staff member to launch the Environmental Sustainability Indicators Website,
which was done in house by staff with the help of SiteCrafting and O’Brien & Company.

Ms. Redinger and Ms. Nammi provided a brief demonstration of the website, and Ms. Redinger agreed
to forward a link to the Commissioners so they could visit the site. «She explained that the website is
based on the five focus areas identified in the Sustainability Strategy. Each focus area has broader
performance measures that dial into specific indicators. Ms. Nammi said they are trying to keep the site
dynamic and regularly provide new information. Links are provided on the site to definitions, other
City websites, and external resources. They invited the Commissioners to provide their comments and
suggestions.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES AND COMMISSIONERS/ANNOUNCEMENTS

None of the Commissioners provided reports or announcements.

AGENDA FOR NEXT MEETING

Ms. Szafran announced that a review of the proposed Housing Element of the Comprehensive Plan is
scheduled for May 17",

ADJOURNMENT

The meeting was adjourned at 9:52 p.m.

Donna Moss Jessica Simulcik Smith
Chair, Planning Commission Clerk, Planning Commission
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TIME STAMP
May 3, 2012

CALL TO ORDER:

ROLL CALL:

APPROVAL OF AGENDA:
DIRECTOR’S COMMENTS: 0:56
APPROVAL OF MINUTES: 1:55
GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT: 2:39

PUBLIC HEARING ON DEVELOPMENT CODE AMENDMENT RELATED TO FEMA
FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT: 3:30

Staff Presentation: 5:45

Questions by the Commission: 12:10

Public Testimony: 36:59

Final Questions and Deliberations: 1:05:55

Vote to Recommend Approval or Denial or Modification: 1:17:35

Closure of Public Hearing: 1:19:12

STUDY SESSION ON COMPREHENSIVE PLAN MAJOR UPDATE - ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT

Staff Presentation: 1:19:40

Public Comment: 2:33:55

DIRECTOR’S REPORT: 2:37:27

OLD BUSINESS:
Planning Commission Annual Report to City Council: 2:37:3

NEW BUSINESS
Environmental Sustainability Indicators Website Demonstration: 2:41:00

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES AND COMMISSIONERS/ANNOUNCEMENTS: 2:50:50
AGENDA FOR NEXT MEETING: 2:50:55

ADJOURNMENT
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Planning Commission Meeting Date: June 7, 2012 Agenda Item: 7a

PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA ITEM
CITY OF SHORELINE, WASHINGTON

AGENDA TITLE: Comprehensive Plan Update, Land Use Element and Map
DEPARTMENT: Planning & Community Development
PRESENTED BY: Miranda Redinger, Associate Planner

Rachael Markle, AICP, Director P&CD

[] Public Hearing [X] Study Session [ | Recommendation Only
[ ] Discussion [] Update [] Other

INTRODUCTION & BACKGROUND

On January 5, 2012, staff and Commissioners discussed the proposed process for the
Comprehensive Plan Update and public involvement. To date, Commissioners have held
preliminary discussions about the Community Design; Parks, Recreation, and Open Space;
Transportation; Natural Environment; Capital Facilities; Utilities; Economic Development; and
Housing Elements. The subject of tonight’s agenda item will be the Land Use Element and
accompanying map.

RELEVANT COUNCIL AND VISION 2029 FRAMEWORK GOALS

Because Land Use is such an encompassing category, it could be argued that all the Council
and Framework Goals relate to this element. The Light Rail Station Area Planning Framework
Policies that were adopted by Council on May 14, 2012 have been incorporated directly into the
Land Use Element.

DISCUSSION
Proposed Changes to Land \Use Policies

Light Rail Station Area Planning and EcoDistricts: As with all the other elements, policies
deemed to be Redundant, Obsolete, Superseded, Background, or Regulatory were removed.
For example, there were many policies that dealt with the Aurora Corridor Improvement Project,
which was a major City priority during the previous Comprehensive Plan Update, but is nearing
completion now. Another example is that policies relating to the Natural Environment were
moved from the Land Use Element into their own element, which was reviewed by the
Commission in April.

In the place of obsolete or relocated policies, staff inserted ones dealing with current and future
priorities. These priorities include: Light Rail Station Area Planning; pursuing recognition from
Puget Sound Regional Center for Shoreline as a Regional Growth Center; promoting green
industry; creating community through pedestrian scale redevelopment; and exploring
possibilities to create “EcoDistricts” as areas in Shoreline redevelop.

EcoDistricts were the topic of the April 25" Speaker’s Series event related to the Economic

Development Element, and are defined in the Portland Sustainability Institute’s Toolkit as “a
neighborhood committed to sustainability that links green buildings, smart infrastructure and
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behavior to meet ambitious sustainability goals over time.” This concept is aligned with Council
goals to create a self-sustaining economic environment that helps to fund governmental
services, and provides jobs, goods and services to the community. This relates to
environmental and social equity goals in that a household’s ability to live within close proximity
to jobs, goods and services promotes alternative modes of travel, such as walking and biking,
which has both climate and health benefits.

As with all the other elements, new policies were added with the expectation that more
suggestions and refinement of language will come over the next several months from the
Planning Commission and the public. It is worth noting, however, that in the Land Use Element,
larger sections were removed or relocated, and there are several significant changes proposed
for map and zoning designations. This will be an opportunity for the Commission to engage in a
higher level, “big picture” discussion of how the City will mature from a first-tier residential
suburb to a more urban, interconnected and self-sustaining form as it evolves to incorporate
transit-oriented and economic development.

Comprehensive Plan Land Use and Zoning Designations: Much of our Development Code is a
remnant of King County’s, or still has inconsistencies or anomalies that belie this inheritance.
Each iteration of the Comprehensive Plan is an opportunity to address these issues, and
provide direction to revise the Development Code to be easier to administer and understand,
and evolve with changing City goals and regional circumstances.

One such anomaly is that the R-12 zoning designation is included as appropriate for both a
Medium Density Residential (MDR) and High Density Residential (HDR) Comprehensive Plan
designation. During the last Comprehensive Plan Update, rectifying this situation would have
involved changing the zoning or Comprehensive Plan designations of a large number of parcels.
At the time of this update, the staff analysis (which will be included in the meeting presentation)
demonstrates that only 49 parcels city-wide would be affected. Staff recommends considering
R12 as appropriate zoning for MDR, and removing it from the HDR category. If this change is
approved, it could result in one of three implementation strategies.

1. The 49 parcels that are zoned as R12, but designated as High Density Residential could
be legislatively rezoned to achieve the minimum density appropriate for HDR (R18).

2. The Commission could recommend that the Comprehensive Plan designation be
changed to MDR to match the zoning. This would decrease the current development
potential of these parcels.

3. The policy delineating appropriate zoning for the designation could be changed, with no
corresponding changes to the map. This would allow property owners to apply for
rezones to a higher density over time.

Other Noteworthy Items: Staff has also proposed changes to the Campus Land Use
Designation policies. These policies have been effect since 2008. During that time two
Campus Master Development Plan permits were processed. The two remaining Master
Development Plan permits for Shoreline Community College and the Fircrest have been
impeded by the policies set forth in the Comprehensive Plan. Staff is recommending changes
for your consideration. Most notably, the provision that requires a Comprehensive Plan
amendment to allow any new use proposed on a Campus has been problematic. For-example,
Shoreline Community College would like build Dormitories on the Campus. This is a new use.
Therefore, the College must coincide its Master Development Plan Permit application with the
once a year Comprehensive Plan update.

The GMA requires that City’s develop a process to identify and site Essential Public Facilities.
This update of the Comprehensive Plan includes a process to identify and site Essential Public
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Facilities. Staff is requesting that the Commission review these processes and either confirm or
suggest modifications to these proposals.

Proposed Changes to Land Use Map

Potential acquisition of 145™ St. Corridor: One recommendation from the Southeast
Neighborhoods Subarea Plan was to “Encourage the City to work with Seattle, King County,
Sound Transit, and WSDOT to undertake a corridor study on 145th St. that would result in a
plan for the corridor to improve safety, efficiency, and modality for all users. This plan should
include adjacent neighborhoods in the process, and should have a proposed funding strategy
for implementation.” '

On February 27, 2012, Council discussed logistic considerations, costs and benefits of
potentially acquiring the 145" Street Corridor. Staff is therefore recommending it be included on
the Land Use Map as a Potential Annexation Area.

Commercial Zones: Another change that stems from discussion during the creation and
implementation of the SE Neighborhoods Subarea Plan affects commercial zones. The Citizen
Advisory Committee that drafted the plan often discussed the need for a commercial zone that
was geared towards neighborhood services and scaled for pedestrians. Standards for the
Mixed Use Zone that was designed for the Aurora corridor allow for greater height and density
than are appropriate for the neighborhood scale, so they discussed creating another category of
business zoning that would be more compatible. The Planning Commission included a
recommendation in their transmittal letter urging Council to place this item as a high priority on
the work plan of the Planning and Community Development department, which it did. For the
past several months, staff have been analyzing how to best incorporate the expressed concerns
and desires of residents while streamlining zoning categories and Comprehensive Plan
designations, and has outlined a strategy. Because a major focus of the Town Center Subarea
Plan was to “protect and connect” the surrounding neighborhoods from and to the commercial
activity on Aurora, staff is redrafting the Community Business zoning category standards to be
more aligned with standards and protections created for Town Center.

In response to Council direction to not continue to create additional Planned Areas with unique
regulations, but to create more consistency and predictability in the code, staff also
recommends combining several redundant zoning categories. The proposal, which Planning
Commission will begin discussing in the fall, will be to go from 7 commercial zone designations
to 3 or 4. This also has an impact on the Comprehensive Plan designations because it is
important to distinguish which zoning categories will be appropriate in each land use category.

Currently, each commercial zoning category has a direct match in the Comprehensive Plan, and
is sometimes even called by the same name, which has created confusion. The proposal is to
alleviate this confusion by using different names for the zoning and Comprehensive Plan
designations. For example, there used to be Community Business, Regional Business, and
Mixed Use zoning and Comprehensive Plan designations. There were also special zoning
classifications for North City Business District, Town Center District, Contract Zone, Campus,
and Planned Areas, plus more standardized zoning classifications for Mixed Use, Community
Business, Neighborhood Business, Industrial, and Office zones.

The proposal for the Comprehensive Plan Update is to create categories that will be distinct and
clear, and draft policies to delineate which zoning designations are appropriate for the range
described in the Comprehensive Plan. Specific implementing regulations will be the outcome of
the upcoming Commercial Design Standards and Zoning Consolidation process. The
recommendation for Comprehensive Plan designations is to have two commercial categories,
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Mixed Use 1 and Mixed Use 2, so that it is clear which level of development intensity is intended
over the 20 year timeframe of the Comprehensive Plan. Each designation will have a range of
potentially appropriate zoning. The recommendation for zoning designations include:
e Renaming the current Mixed Use Zone to Arterial Business, which will include parcels
previously zoned Industrial because of the similarity of standards;
e Renaming Planned Areas and the North City Business District to the commercial
‘category that most closely matches their particular regulations; and
e Renaming Office zones to Community Business, also because of redundancy in their
regulations.

Staff would also like the Planning Commission to consider removing Public Facility as a land
use category. Those parcels currently designated as Public Facility could be assigned
Comprehensive Plan designations that match the current zoning. Another map could be used
to denote all of the public facilities in the City. The benefit of this approach is that should a public
facility cease to exist, the City’s future land use map would allow for non public land uses.

Staff may have additional recommendations regarding Neighborhood Business and will
expressly request Commission direction by framing appropriate “big picture questions”.

Special Study Areas: One other category to address on the Land Use Map is Special Study _
Areas. Previously, there were several areas with this label; some have gone through a subarea
planning process and have been assigned standard Comprehensive Plan designations, some
have been postponed indefinitely until staff has availability on their work plan. The draft Land
Use Map (Attachment E) shows only 2 areas remaining for special study: Ballinger Commons
Apartments and Cedarbrook School. Staff is recommending that the Ballinger Special Study
Area be removed and replaced with land use designations that match the existing zoning. Staff
also recommends that the Highlands Special Study area be removed and revert to Low Density
Residential. (Note: Staff has a call into the Highlands to verify the status of this area). This
should provide clarity for property owners and those who may be interested in purchasing
property regarding the development potential of the land, as well as providing additional
certainty for residential neighbors about what uses and structures would be allowed.

NEXT STEPS

After tonight’s discussion, the only remaining Element to have a preliminary Commission review
will be the Shoreline Master Program (SMP), which will be based on the final document adopted
by City Council. Council held a public hearing on May 14™, and adoption of the SMP is
scheduled for the May 29" Consent Calendar. Commission will discuss the SMP Element on
June 21%, in addition to revisiting the Economic Development Element.

After all elements have been discussed, staff will continue to incorporate Commissioner and
public comments, solicit additional review and revision from internal and external stakeholders,
draft narrative for introductions and other background information, perform environmental
analysis, create a formatted template, update requisite maps, and compile a Draft
Comprehensive Plan document for Commission to discuss. Staff aims to have a functional draft
ready by September, but intends to bring forward policies that could potentially be incorporated
into various elements for Commission review in August. This will likely be necessary because
much of the discussion to date has dealt specifically with introducing each element and staff
recommendations on material to be deleted, which allowed for only general direction to be
provided regarding policies that should be incorporated.

Staff is still working on finalizing the last presentation of the Speaker’'s Series, which will relate
to the Land Use Element. Notification will be sent to Plancom, and Commissioners will receive
an Outlook invitation when this has been scheduled.
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If you have questions or comments prior to the meeting, please contact Miranda Redinger at
(206) 801-2513 or by email at mredinger@shorelinewa.gov.

ATTACHMENTS
Attachment A- Land Use Element, Goals & Policies, track change version

Attachment B- Land Use Element, Goals & Policies, clean version
Attachment C- Land Use Element, Analysis, track change version
Attachment D- Land Use Element, Analysis, clean version
Attachment E- Proposed Land Use Map

Attachment F- Current Land Use Map
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Land Use Element
Goals & Policies

Introduction

This Element contains the goals and policies necessary to support the City’s
responsibility for managing land resources and guiding development through
implementing regulations, guidelines, and standards. It establishes the framework
for how the City should develop, and as-such—itis closely linked to the other
elements of the Plan. Land use patterns have a direct impact on the quality of life,
personal-comfort,-convenience, and the safety of citizens within the City.

The Land Use policies contained in this element, along with the Comprehensive
Plan Map, (see Figure LU-1), identify the building-intensity_of development and
density recommended for each area of the City. These designations help to achieve
the City’s vision by providing for planned-sustainable growth that ; encouragesing
affordable-housing_choice, locates population centers adjacent to transit and
services, provides areas within the City to grow businesses, services, jobs and
entertainment, protectsing existing neighborhoods-and-uses, providesing for
appropriate density-and-intensity-transitions between uses with differing intensities,

safeguardsing the environment, and maintainsirg Shoreline’s sense of community.

The goals and policies of this element also address identifying and-siting-Essential
Public Facilities i i

The Land Use Element - Supporting Analysis section of this Plan contains the
background data and analysis that describe the physical characteristics of the City
and provides the foundation for the following goals and policies.

Land Use Goals

Goal LU I:  Create plans and implementation strategies to ensure transit
supportive development occurs within a %2 mile walk of future light rail

stations. Or

Attachment A

Comment [r1]: RCW 36.70A.070(1) A land use
element designating the proposed general
distribution and general location and extent of the
uses of land, where appropriate, for agriculture,
timber production, housing, commerce, industry,
recreation, open spaces, general aviation airports,
public utilities, public facilities, and other land uses.
The land use element shall include population
densities, building intensities, and estimates of future
population growth. The land use element shall
provide for protection of the quality and quantity of
groundwater used for public water supplies.
Wherever possible, the land use element should
consider utilizing urban planning approaches that
promote physical activity. Where applicable, the
land use element shall review drainage, flooding, and
storm water run-off in the area and nearby
jurisdictions and provide guidance for corrective
actions to mitigate or cleanse those discharges that
pollute waters of the state, including Puget Sound or
waters entering Puget Sound.

- [ Comment [sc2]: MOVED - Natural Environment]

- {Comment [r3]: This is just required.
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Attachment A

Develop station area plans that advance the City’s Vision 2029 once
the locations are known and before design and development of the
stations.

Goal LU XX: Work with regional transit providers to develop a light rail system that
includes two stations in Shoreline and connects all areas of the City to
high capacity transit using a multi modal approach.

Goal LU 1I: Ensure-thattheEncourage-aland-use-pattern-of-the City

Shetelme’s—sehseef—eemmemty—Enhance the character qualltv, and
function of existing residential neighborhoods while accommodating
the City’s anticipated growth.

Goal LU 1lI: _Establish land use patterns that promote walking, biking and_using
transit to access goods, services, employment and recreation.

Goal LU II: Implement the AnnexCity of Shorellne Subarea Plan for P0|nt Wells

Goal LU III‘: - {Comment [i4]: REDUNDANT TO HOUSING

ELEMENT

Goal LU IV: Encourage attractivestable;-development guality-residential-and
commerciatneighberhoods-that provide-creates a variety of housing,

shopping, entertainment, gathering spaces, employment and services
that are accessible at the neighborhood scale.

Goal LU V: Encouraqe pedestrian scale design in mlxed use areas. Ieassutethat

- Comment [j5]: Move the description to its
own policy:
“on arterials, in TOD transit centers, adjacent to
freeway transit stations, or within close walking
distance of high frequency transit, serving a
neighborhood commercial and residential
function.”

Goal LU VI:

ef—landPIan for commermal areas that serve the ¢ ommunltyland
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thatis-are- aesthencally pleasmg and have Iong term economic vitality.

~oal . S o I : I

Goal LU VIII:Encourage redevelopment ofGhange the Aurora Corridor from a
commercial strip to distinct centers with variety, activity, and interest.

Goal LU IX: Ensure-that lindustrial uses are—anrd-will be_-appropriately sited_and;
thapthelr |mpacts on surrounding areas WI|| be are mltlgated and-that

Goal LU XX: Allow areas in the City where clean green industry may be located.

Goal LU XI: Nominate Shoreline as a Regional Growth Center as defined by the
Puget Sound Regional Council.

Goal LU XII: Establish “Ecodistricts” in Shoreline. An Ecodistrict is a neighborhood
committed to sustainability that links green building, smart
infrastructure and behavior to meet ambitious sustainability goals over

time.

Goal LU X]lI: Maintain requlations and procedures that allow for the siting of
essentlal publlc facilties. Assu%&that—%ssenﬁ&l—%%l;aemﬂesare

Attachment A

= {Comment [r6]: Move concept to ED

and move to Econ Development Element.

— {Comment [i7]: Change to “throughout the City”

[Comment [sjs8]: Redundant of Goal LU Il
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Attachment A

- {Comment [i9]1: MOVED - Natural Environment

- {Comment [i10]: MOVED - Natural Environment

- {Comment [i11]: MOVED - Natural Environment

- {Comment [i12]: MOVED - Natural Environment

- {Comment [i13]: MOVED - Natural Environment

- {Comment [i14]: MOVED - Natural Environment

- {Comment [i15]: MOVED - Natural Environment
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Land Use Policies

Lu2: Assure-that existing-As-regionaHand-uses-and-facilities-expand-orcreate

LU4: Subjectto-the Capital-Facilities-Plan-Element and-the-concurrency

Attachment A

_ - {Comment [j16]: MOVED - Natural Environment}

_ — -1 Comment [j17]: MOVED - Economic
Development
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LU7:

plans-{ifany)required-to-implementthe-amendment: REGULATION

Residential Land Use
LU8:

LU9: The Low Density Residential land use designation is intended for areas
currently developed with predominantly single family detached dwellings.
Single family dwelling units will be allowed and other dwelling types, such
as duplexes, single-family attached, compact eettage housing and
accessory dwellings, may be allowed under certain
eireumstaneesconditions.

Appropriate zoning for this designation is R-4 or R-6 Residential, unless a
neighborhood plans- or subarea plan or special district overlay plan/zone
has been approved.

Attachment A

_ -7 Comment [r18]: | don’t think we need to generically
call out subarea planning as a tool. We should identify
future subareas on the FLUM . WAC says we can subarea
plan.

- {Comment [119]: REDUNDANT TO HOUSING

POLICY, WE NEED TO CITE IT
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_ - {Comment [r20]: Moved ]

_ — -1 Comment [j21]: Put specifics in Development
Code

LU11:

_ — -1 Comment [j22]: This is already in the
RN - Development Code

LU12: The Medium Density Residential land use designation is intended for areas Coilii: [[7Z]; (D6 e (N Cailisay
R R . | A . want to add policy language to support or modify
currently developed with medium density residential dwelling uses; and to existing code regarding ADUs?
areas where single family detached dwelling units might be redeveloped at
slightly higher densities; and to areas currently zoned for medium density
residential. Single family dwelling units, duplexes, triplexes, zero lot line
houses, townhouses and compact esttage housing will be permitted.
Apartments will be allowed under certain conditions.

The permitted base density for this designation may not exceed 12
dwelling units per acre unless a neighborhood plan, subarea plan or
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Attachment A

special district overlay plan/zone has been approved. Appropriate zoning
for this designation is R-8 or R-12 Residential.

~ -1 Comment [j24]: The PROS plan does not support
pocket parks.

- {Comment [r25]: moved ]

LU14: The High Density Residential designation is intended for areas near
| employment,-and-commercial areas;_and where high levels of transit
service are present or likely; and areas currently zoned high density
residential. This designation creates a transition between high-intensity
uses—mel%ng—commermal uses;-te and lower intensity residential uses.
sSome commercial uses are may also be - {ﬁgrsment [i26]: Consider expanding business uses in }

permitted.

The permitted base density for this designation will not exceed 48 dwelling
units per acre unless a neighborhood plan, subarea plan or special district

category and should be removed from the high-density

Comment [sjs27]: R12 is a medium density zoning ‘

AN designation.
N N
LU15: {Comment [r28]: This has FLUM implications. ]
housing-oppertunities. __ { comment [j29]: REGULATION? )
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LU16:  Allow clustering of residential units to preserve open space and reduce

surface water run- off Speemc—hmﬂaﬂen&epmeenwes—fer—elas%enng—mu—be

stands of trees and vegetation which serve as buffers

LU XX: Promote maintenance and establishment of small-scale activity
areas within neighborhoods that encourage pedestrian patronage and provide
informal opportunities for residents to meet.

LUXX: Maintain stability and improve the vitality of residential neighborhoods
through adherence to, and enforcement of, the city’s land use regulations.

LUXX: Provide, through land use regulation, the potential for a broad range of
housing choices to meet the changing needs of the community.

Mixed Use and Commercial Land Use

apeas—'FhfsrThe Mlxed Use 1 (MU 1) deS|gnat|on is mtended to encourage

the development of pedestrian oriented places, with architectural interest,
that integrate a wide variety of retail, office and service uses with

residential uses. ih}&desgna{ieﬂ—sheufd—bﬂeﬂeefed—m—zemng—and

Hse&efm#efenf—mfeHSMes.—Transmon to uses on adlacent S|tes can be
accomplished through appropriate design solutions or, alternatively,
through decreased density or intensity. Limited industriaimanufacturing
uses aremay be permitted under certain eiredmstaneesconditions.

LU18: The MUixed Use 2 (MU 2) designation is similar to the MU 1 designation
except it is not intended netto allow more intense uses such as
lightmanufacturing and other adisance-uses that generate light, glare,
noise or odor that may be incompatible with existing and proposed land
uses. The MU 2 designation applies to those commercial areas not on the
Aurora or Ballinger Way corridors such as Fhe-Community-Business
designation-apphies-to-areas-withinthe-Aurora-Corridor-Ridgecrest,

A

-

o
\{

Attachment A

Comment [r30]: SEPA

Comment [r31]: This is a new zone.

)

Comment [r32]: Does this have a FLUM
implication?

|

Comment [sjs33]: We don’t want to encourage
residential zones on Aurora and Ballinger Way.

|
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Attachment A

Richmond Beach, North City and Southeast Shoreline
Neighborhoodsaleng Balinger-Way-NE. This designation provides for
tallerbuildings-with-retail, office and service uses and greater residential
densities than are allowed in purely residential zones. Significant
pedestrian connection and amenities are anticipated. Limited-industrial

uses-are-permitted-under-certain-circumstances:

Depending-on-circumstances,-aAppropriate zoning for this area-may
inelude-the-designation is Neighborhood Business, Community Business,
Mixed-Use ZoneOffice, R-12, R-18, R-24, or R-48.

LU19: The Town Center District generally applies to the area along the Aurora
Corridor between N 170" Street and N 188" Street and between Stone
Avenue N and Linden Ave N. This designation provides for a mix of retail,
services, office with greater residential densities and building heights than

other land use designations. Fhe-RegioralBusiness-desighation-appliesto
%%MMH#W%@%@H@%M&%*M@%WN—L%“

Depending-onthe-cireumstanees,—-aAppropriate zoning for this area

designation is may-include-Community-Business-Office Mixed-Use-Zone;
lpdustrial-R-12 R-18-R-24 or R-48Town Center -1 (TC-1), Town Center -

2 (TC-2), Town Center 3 (TC-3) and Town Center 4 (TC-4).

LU20: L= {Comment [i34]: Should be shortened and moved to

Economic Development Element, or deleted

i

LU21:

__ -] Comment [j35]: Think about moving to Economic
Development Element

Participate in public/private investments-includingpartnerships that assist in '
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Attachment A

making commercial areas more vital and attractive with pedestrian scale
amenities such as signage, art, gateways and public spaces.:

_ - 7| Comment [j36]: Do we want to move away from
incentives? What should be mandated? We moved
away from incentives in Town Center.

spaees
Public-invelvementwill berequired: REGULATION

LU31: Reduce impacts to single-family neighborhoods adjacent to mixed use and
commercial land uses from traffic, noise, crime, and glare impacts through
design standards and other development criteria.

LU35: Consider Crime Prevention Though Environmental Design principles when
developing mixed use, commercial and high density residential luses. _ - { comment [r37]: Moved above and generalized |

Z [Comment [sjs38]: Incorporated into MU 1. J

_ - {Comment [r39]: Both now have limited access. ]
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Attachment A

. e i ———
» providesfor-an-efficient-and-timely-reviewprocess REGULATION |~ { comment [s40]: REGULATION )

| LU26: include parks-and-open-space-inthe-Aurora-Corridorplan- OBSOLETE

of the-Aurora-Coerridor-from-175" through-185". OBSOLETE

__ | Comment [j41]: Move to Economic Development
’ Element

- {Comment [i42]: MOVED - Economic Development ]

| - W Comment [j43]: REDUNDANT

Not a meaningful policy.

- {Comment [r44]: Moved above and generalized. ]

| LU32: __ -~ Comment [r45]: A new light rail goal encompasses
this concept.
LU33:
- {Comment [r46]: Done. OBSOLETE }
LU34:
- {Comment [r47]: Done. OBSOLETE ]
- {Comment [r48]: Moved above and generalized ]
- {cOmment [§49]: REDUNDANT ]
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Subarea Plans are optional elements in Comprehensive Plans.

These plans

Subarea Plan 1 — North City

include goals and policies for specific geographic areas within the City that
serve to supplement the general goals and policies of the Comprehensive
Plan. Subarea plans are prepared in partnership with interested public
stakeholders, the Planning Commission and City Council. The City has
adopted five subarea plans. These plans include:

Subarea Plan 2 — Point Wells

Subarea Plan 3 - Southeast SherelineNeighborhoods

Subarea Plan 4 — Aldercrest

Subarea Plan 5 — Town Center

Other Land Uses

LU42:

LUA43:

proposed facilities within the community. It is anticipated that the '
underlying zoning for public facilities shall remain unless adjusted by a )
formal amendment to this plan. 0

The Campus land use designation applies to four institutions within the e
community that serve a regional clientele on a large campus—Existing e

uses-in-these-areas-shall- constitute-allowed-uses-in-the City's Development

DBevelopment-Code-will-berequired—All development within the Campus ,
Land Use shall be governed by a Master Development Plan_Permit. )
Existing uses in these areas constituted allowed uses in the City’'s ,
Development Code. A new use or uses may be approved as part of a b

Master Development Plan [Permit. .

13

Attachment A

Comment [r50]: Move to Economic
Development.

Comment [d51]: OBSOLETE - Town Center
Subarea Plan adopted.

LU37:  Assist with land assembly to encourage redevelopment of underdeveloped
parcels. ign-Fi i i i . /{

LU38: |

LU39:

LU40:

LUA4L:

Subareas

Comment [r52]: Public Facilities — Facilities
which serve the general public or provide public
benefit, such as streets, roads, highways, sidewalks,
bicycle facilities, street and road

lighting systems, traffic signals, domestic water
systems, sanitary sewer systems,

storm water conveyance systems, park and
recreational facilities, schools, libraries,

fire stations and other city facilities. Public facilities
are fixed assets.

Comment [r53]: Consider eliminating this as a
land use category. Map or list instead. Match the
current zoning to the appropriate land use category.

Comment [r54]: It has been problematic for ex.
for SCC to have to wait for the once a year window
to add dorms as a use to the campus. Staff is
suggesting that the Master Development Plan permit
process affords the public notice, comment and
appeal and that new uses could be reviewed and
approved or denied using this detailed yet more
flexible process.
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These areas include:

1. CRISTA Ministries Campus—CRISTA-Ministries-is-a-n
. | i I . |

#er—l—,zgg—llre—t(—te—hﬁghéeheeﬂﬁtudemﬂ— - ‘{Comment [r55]: Reducing text — campus shown on

FLUM.
2. Fircrest Campus:—Fhe Firerest Campus-is-an-approximately-78-aere
e Exicti el X hool. |

__ -] Comment [r56]: Reducing text — campus shown on
FLUM.

{B%I%Haberatew—usesa&eu#enﬁy—[deﬁned& 77777777777777777777 __ - Comment [r57]: Reducing text - campus shown on

FLUM.

Stgpg_and_peepeaggﬂaj#aemgesP _ _ - | Comment [r58]: Reducing text — campus shown on

FLUM.
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LU44:

LUA45:

LUA46:

LUxx: OtherAddothersSpecial study areas include the Highlands Open

Attachment A

The Public Open Space land use designation applies to all publicly owned
open space and to some privately owned property that might be
appropriate for public acquisition. It is anticipated that the underlying
zoning for this designation shall remain_until the City studies and approves

the creation of a complementary zone for this designation. Comment [sjs59]: Parks should have their own
zoning designation because uses in parks may not be

allowed in the R6 zoning category.

The Private Open Space land use designation applies to all privately
owned open space. It is anticipated that the underlying zoning for this
designation shall remain.

districts, neighborhood planning, or other study. It is anticipated that the
underlying zoning for this designation shall-remains unless it is changed
through an amendment to the Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map
and Development Code.

Comment [sjs60]: This is not on Staff’s long-
term work program. Staff recommends to adopt land
use designations that match current zoning.

Comment [r61]: Alternatively, verify that the

Space, Cedarbrook Schoool and Ballinger Commons Apartmentsthat

REea emeteryana a =0 »" | Highlands has decided to keep their property as

%@E / private open space & revert it to private open space
————————————————————————————————————————————— ~ as the designation. Revert Ballinger Commons back

to prior designation, | think it was LDR.
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Potential Annexation Area

LU47: Support annexations that are in the mutual desire, best interest, and
general welfare of the community members of the annexation area and the
City.

LU48: Support annexations:

= in which the areas to be annexed and the City share a community
identity;
which are logical and orderly and are contiguous with the City;
which complete the geographical areas of interest as indicated in
pre-incorporation boundaries;
which offer benefits and opportunities consistent with City vision
statements and framework goals;
= which balance the short-term costs of annexation with long-term
gains to the fiscal health of the annexation areas and the City;
to which the City can provide public safety, emergency and urban
services at a level equal to or better than services in existence at
the time of annexation;
= where uniform land use, regulations and coordinated impact
mitigation are in the best interests of the City and annexation area;
and
= which provide improved local governance for the City and the
annexation areas.
LU 49: Consider annexation of 145" Street adjacent to the existing southern
border of the City: West side of 3" Avenue NW ; East: Up to, but not including, the Bothell

Way NE (SR 522) right-of-way; and South: All of the 145" St ROW.

- {Comment [r62]: Redundant to LU48 & 49

LU5S1: Assure that adequate funding is in place or will be available within a
reasonable time to support required public facilities and services.

). et i

WW%WWM 77777777777777 - ‘[Comment [r63]: This is not a useful/meaningful

policyl
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LU5S7:

Ensure-Assign and equitable share of the City’s bonded indebtedness

tothat newly annexed areas-assume-an-eguitable-share-ofthe City's
bonded-indebtedness.

NE 185" and NE 145" Light Rail Stations and Station Areas|

LU XX: Partner with regional transit providers to design transit stations and facilities
that further the City’s vision by employing lsuperior design techniques, use of

sustainable materials, inclusion of public amenities, spaces and art, substantial
landscaping and retention of significant trees.

LU XX: Encourage regional transit providers to work closely with affected
neighborhoods (e.g. through neighborhood workshops, design charettes, advisory
committees) in the design of any light rail transit facilities.

17

Attachment A

1

Comment [r64]: Superseded by Point Wells
Subarea Plan.

1

Comment [r65]: Superseded by Pt. Wells
subarea plan.

1

Comment [r66]: Superseded by Pt. Wells
Subarea Plan.

.

Comment [r67]: Superseded by Pt. Wells
Subarea plan.

Comment [r68]: Add definition. the %2 mile
walk-shed from a light rail station. This area will
always be evaluated for multi-family residential
housing choices that support light rail transit
service (R-18 and greater), non-residential
uses, non-motorized transportation
improvements and traffic and parking mitigation.
Areas within a ¥ mile walk-shed of a station will
be evaluated for multi-family residential housing
choices that support light rail transit service (R-
48 or greater). Planning for station areas
includes evaluating land uses, transportation
and parking issues associated with the
development of a light rail station. Station area
planning incorporates both the station area and
the study area.

Comment [r69]: Bellevue’s policy says superior,
I think Shoreline deserves superior too.
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LU XX: Work with neighborhood groups, business owners, other stakeholders, and
regional transit providers to identify and fund additional improvements that can be
constructed efficiently in conjunction with the construction of light rail facilities.

LU XX: Maintain and enhance the safety of Shoreline’s streets when incorporation
light rail, through the use of street design features, materials, street signage and
lane markings that provide clear, unambiguous direction to drivers, pedestrians and

bicyclists.

LU XX: Develop and implement an integrated wayfinding system.

LU XX: Use the City's Framework Policies for Light Rail Station Area Planning to
guide City actions in pursuit of creating and implementing new land use that fully
utilizes and integrates access to high capacity transit throughout Shoreline; (or adopt

all of the Framework policies as follows} OR __ { Comment [r70]: Use this generic “one liner” to
””””””””””””””””””” incorporate the Framework policies by reference or insert
all of the framework policies into the Comp Plan.

LUXX: Evaluate property within a half mile walk of a light rail station for multi-family
residential choices that support light rail transit service (R-18 or greater), non
residential uses, non motorized transportation improvements and traffic and parking

mitigation.

LUXX: Evaluate property within a quarter mile walk of a light rail station multi-family
residential housing choices that support light rail transit service (R-48 or greater),
non residential uses, non motorized transportation improvements and traffic and
parking mitigation.

LUXX : Implement a robust community involvement process that develops tools and
plans to create vibrant, livable and sustainable light rail station areas.

LUXX: Create and apply innovative methods to address land use transitions in
order to ensure impacts on residents and businesses are managed and individual
property rights are protected. Develop mechanisms to provide timely information so
residents can plan for and respond to changes.

LUXX: Encourage and solicit the input of all stakeholders associated with station
area planning the ensure that a variety of issues are evaluated in the planning
process. Participants may include residents, non-motorized transportation
advocates, transit agencies, affordable housing experts, environmental preservation
organizations and public health agencies.

LUXX: Identify long-range development tools and mechanisms to assist people that
live in areas adjacent to light rail stations during transitions from their present use to

a planned use.
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LUXX: Create a strategy in partnership with the adjoining neighborhood for phasing

redevelopment of current land uses to [Equitable Transit Communities taking into

account when the City’s development needs and market demands are ready for
change.

LUXX: Allow and encourage uses in station areas that will foster the creation of
communities that are socially, environmentally and economically sustainable and are

Attachment A

_ - ‘[Comment [r71]: Add definition

supported by planned minimum and maximum residential densities.

LUXX: Develop land use regulations for station areas at NE145" and NE185"
streets that: include transit supportive densities; encourage existing businesses;
enhance property values; encourage the creation of jobs; are built sustainably;
encourage affordable housing stock; and attract investment.

LUXX: Design station areas, with large residential components mixed with
complimentary commercial and office uses. Pursue market studies to determine the
feasibility of developing any of Shoreline’s station areas as destinations (example:
regional job, shopping or entertainment centers).

LUXX: Identify the market and potential for redevelopment of public properties
located in station and study areas.

LUXX: Design station areas to serve the greatest number of riders traveling to and
from Shoreline through a combination of appropriate residential densities, a mix of
land uses and multi-modal transportation facilities.

LUXX: Develop station areas as inclusive neighborhoods in Shoreline with
connections to:
e _Commercial nodes (North City, 15" Avenue NE, Town Center, Aurora
Corridor)
e Existing neighborhoods
e Planned areas for growth and transit-oriented development, such as the N
192" Street Park and Ride
e Bus rapid transit and local transit corridors.

LUXX: Encourage the location of uses within station areas in a manner that limits
noise and visual impacts to the most sensitive receptors, such as residential

development.

LUXX: Design study areas to provide a gradual transition from high density multi-

family residential development to single family residential development utilizing
parks and other public facilities as buffers and community amenities.

LUXX: Through redevelopment opportunities in station areas, promote restoration of
adjacent streams, creeks, and other environmentally sensitive areas, improve public

19

Comment [r72]: Definition: A larger area
surrounding the station area. The boundaries
can vary depending upon the existing
development and transportation facilities, as
well as natural boundaries, such as topography
or critical areas. The analysis and evaluation of
the study area will include existing and
proposed major land uses, large attractors
and/or generators of potential riders, land use
transitions between high and low intensity land
uses, the linkages to the transportation network,
and developing transportation solutions.
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access to these areas, and provide public education about the functions and values
of the adjacent natural areas.

LUXX: Use the investment in light rail as the foundation for other community
enhancements.

LUXX: Ensure that transportation facilities in station areas are designed and
constructed to maximize safety for pedestrians, bicyclists and drivers.

LUXX: Identify and implement measures to accommodate the anticipated increase in
the number of people accessing light rail stations via motorized and non-motorized
transportation options within station and study areas with the objective of creating
livable communities.

LUXX: Work with Metro Transit, Sound Transit and Community Transit to develop a
transit service plan for the light rail stations. The plan should focus on connecting
residents from all neighborhoods in Shoreline to the stations in a reliable, convenient
and efficient manner. The service plan should integrate with the transit needs of the
entire City, allowing residents to travel to, from and within Shoreline using transit.

LUXX: Explore and promote a reduced dependence upon automobiles by
developing transportation alternatives and determining the appropriate number of
parking stalls required for TODs. These alternatives may include: car sharing (i.e.
Zipcar) or bike sharing; and walking and bicycle safety programs for school children.

LUXX: Consider a flexible approach to designing parking to serve light rail stations
that can be converted to other uses as demands for parking may be reduced over
time.

LUXX: Transit Oriented Developments (TODs) [should include non-motorized
corridors that are accessible to the public and provide shortcuts for bicyclists and
pedestrians. These corridors should be connected with the surrounding bicycle and

sidewalk networks.

LUXX: Explore opportunities to use undeveloped right-of-way for pedestrian and
bicycle connections that shorten travel distances to light rail stations.

LUXX: Employ design technigues that deter crime within station areas.

LUXX: Employ effective technologies to protect the safety of station users and
neighbors.

Attachment A

Comment [r73]: Definition: site specific
development located above or adjacent to a transit
facility that include such services as buses, light rail
or transit user parking. A TOD can be located in a
Station Area or Study Area. With the presence of
reliable, frequent transit in the vicinity, TODs are
designed to minimize the need for residents to own
an automobile. A TOD will be described using
quantifiable elements, such as number of residential
units, square footage of commercial and/or office
space, areas of public open space, number of
parking spaces, square footage of public amenities
and non-motorized (i.e. bicycle and pedestrian)
transportation amenities.
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Transit & Parking

LUGO:

LU XX:

forConsider the addition of compatible mixed uses and shared (joint-use)
parking_on Park and Ride facilities.

Evaluate existing Park and Ride facilities to determine if the use is

LUGL:

LUG2:

LUB3:

LU6G4:

LUGS:

LUGG:

optimally located to advance the City’s Vision and goals.

thatwilHmprove-transit-operations-or-attractiveness.-Encourage large

commercial or residential projects to include transit stop improvements
when appropriate. .

—Parking
requirements should be designed for average need, not full capacity. The
DirectorInclude requlatory provisions fer-has-the-authority-to reduce parking
standards when-appropriate.-Eespecially for those uses located within ¥4
mile of high-capacity transit. Other -parking reductions shall be based on
results of King County Right-Sized Parking Initiative.

Support the creation of residential parking zones or other strategies to
protect neighborhoods from spillover parking from major parking
generators.

Encourage shared use of parking_lots;—and, and construction of
underground parking_areas, and parking structures.

Sustainable Land Use

21

Attachment A

_ — -1 Comment [r74]: Development of new park and
ride lots conflicts with transit provider goals.

_ — -1 Comment [j75]: Move to Community Design
Element and rewrite (improvements to improve)

_ - {Comment [r76]: Regulation. ]
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LU XX: Educate the community about [EcoDistrict and LEED-Neighborhood

for future policy and regulatory changes.

LUXX: Initiate public/private partnerships between utilities and; support research,
development, and innovation for energy efficiency and renewable enerqgy

technology.

LUXX: Explore providing -incentives to residents and businesses that improve
building energy performance.

LUXX: Explore offering incentives for low carbon buildings and onsite renewable
energy.

Essential Public Facilities |

LU67:  Provide for Essential Public Facilities as required by State regulations.

Ensure-thatthese-essential-public-facilities:

LU A: Define essential public facilities, consistent with the GMA, as

facilities that are difficult to site or expand and that provide services to the public, or
are substantially funded by government, or are contracted for by government, or are
provided by private entities subject to public service obligation.

LU B: Require land use decisions on essential public facilities meeting

the following criteria to be made consistent with the process and criteria set forth in
LUD:

1. The facility meets the Growth Management Act definition of an essential public
facility at RCW 36.70A.200(1) now and as amended; or

2. The facility is on the statewide list maintained by the Office of Financial
Management, ref. RCW 36.70A.200(4) or on the countywide list of essential

public facilities;

AND

Attachment A

Comment [r77]: Add definition: An EcoDistrict is a
neighborhood or district with a broad commitment to
accelerate neighborhood-scale sustainability.
EcoDistricts commit to achieving ambitious
sustainability performance goals, guiding district
investments and community action, and tracking the
results over time.

Comment [r78]: Add definition LEED for
Neighborhood Development rating system aligns the
principles of smart growth, New Urbanism and green
building into a set of national standards for green
design at the neighborhood scale. LEED-ND
certification provides independent, third-party
verification that a development's location and design
meet accepted high levels of environmentally

responsible, sustainable development.

Comment [r79]: Add definition: Those facilities that
are typically difficult to site, such as airports, state
education facilities and state or regional transportation
facilities as defined in RCW 47.06.140, regional transit
authority facilities as defined in RCW 81.112.020, state
and local correctional facilities, solid waste handling
facilities, and in-patient facilities including substance
abuse facilities, mental health facilities, group homes, and
secure community transition facilities as defined in RCW
71.09.020.

__ -] Comment [r80]: The EPF policies are labeled with

letters since they refer throughout to each other. These
will be updated in the final draft to LU ##.
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3. The facility is not otherwise requlated by the Shoreline Municipal Code (SMC).

Siting Essential Public Facilities (EPF)

LU C: Participate in efforts to create an inter-jurisdictional approach to

the siting of countywide or statewide essential public facilities with neighboring
jurisdictions as encouraged by Countywide Planning Policies FW-32|(establisha
countywide process for siting essential public facilities) and S-1 (consideration of
alternative siting strategies). Through participation in this process, seek agreements
among jurisdictions to mitigate against the disproportionate financial burden which
may fall on the jurisdiction which becomes the site of a facility of a state-wide,

regional or county-wide nature.

The essential public facility siting process set forth in LU D is an interim

process. If the CPP FW-32 siting process is adopted through the Growth
Management Planning Council the city may modify this process to be consistent with
the GMPC recommendations.

LU D: Use this interim Siting Process to site the essential public facilities
described in LU B in Shoreline. Implement this process through appropriate
procedures incorporated into the SMC.

Interim EPF Siting Process

1. Use policies LU A and LU B to determine if a proposed essential public
facility serves local, countywide or statewide public needs.

2. Site EPF through a separate multi-jurisdictional process, if one is available, if
the city determines that a proposed essential public facility serves a countywide
or statewide need.

3. Require an agency, special district or organization proposing an essential public
facility to provide information about the difficulty of siting the essential public
facility, and about the alternative sites considered for location of the essential
public facility proposed.

4. Process applications for siting essential public facilities through SMC Section
20.30.330 — Special Use Permit.

5. Address the following criteria in addition to the Conditional Use Permit decision
criteria:

a. Consistency with the plan under which the proposing agency, special district
or organization operates, if any such plan exists;

b. Include conditions or mitigation measures on approval that may be imposed
within the scope of the city’s authority to mitigate against any environmental,
compatibility, public safety or other impacts of the EPF, its location, design,

use or operation; and

c. The EPF and its location, design, use and operation must be in compliance
with any gquidelines, regulations, rules or statutes governing the EPF as
adopted by state law or by any other agency or jurisdiction with authority

over the EPF.

23
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Comment [r81]: Update this reference after
CPPs ratified in Oct 2012.
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LU E: After a final siting decision has been made on an essential public

facility according to the process described in LU D, pursue any amenities or
incentives offered by the operating agency or by state law or other rule or requlation
to jurisdictions within which such EPF are located.

LU F: For EPF having public safety impacts that cannot be mitigated

through the process described in LU D, the city should participate in any

process available to provide comments and suggested conditions to mitigate those
public safety impacts to the agency, special district or organization proposing the
EPF. If no such process exists, the city should encourage consideration of such
comments and conditions through coordination with the agency, special district or
organization proposing the EPF. A mediation process may be the appropriate means

of resolving any disagreement about the appropriateness of any mitigating condition
requested by the city as a result of the public safety impacts of a proposal.

LU G: Locate essential public facilities equitably throughout the city,

county and state. No jurisdiction or area of the city should take a disproportionate
share of essential public facilities. This policy shall not be interpreted to require the
preclusion of an essential public facility from locations in the city.

Attachment A

Comment [r82]: Suggest replacing all of this language
with an actual way to identify EPFs and a siting process.
It has been identified in the Comp Plan as a “to do” since
1998 — making these changes will complete this GMA
obligation.
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Natural Environment
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Wetlands and Habitat Protection
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Water Quality and Drainage
LU137: Design, locate, and construct surface water facilities to:

= promote water quality,

= enhance public safety

= preserve and enhance natural habitat

= protect critical areas, and

= reasonably minimize significant, individual and cumulative adverse
impacts to the environment.

LU138:

LU139:

Attachment A

_ — -1 Comment [j121]: MOVED - Natural
Environment
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LU140:

system—tmprevement& REGULATION

LU141: AectivelypPursue state and federal grants to improve surface water
management and water quality.

LU142:

& _ — -1 Comment [j126]: Redundant to LU143, Superseded
777777777777777777 by DOE manual

SUPERSEDED

LU143: Protect water quality through the continuation and possible expansion of
the-street sweepingCity programs, Development Code, and pilot projects.

LU144: Protect water quality by educating citizens about proper waste disposal
and eI|m|nat|ng poIIutants that enter the stormwater systemﬂasrarncesm!e—eaE

LU145:

useue#—pe#meableupavememsﬂand—su#aee& REGULATION

LU146: Maintain and enhance natural drainage systems; to protect water quality,
reduce public costs, protect property, and prevent environmental
degradation.
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LU147:

and-struetures-is-dispesed-ofpropery- REGULATION

LU148: Cooperate with the Department of Ecology and neighboring jurisdictions,
including participation in regional forums and committees, to improve
regional surface water management, water quality, and resolve related
inter-jurisdictional concerns.

LU149: Where feasible, stormwater facilities, such as retention and detention
ponds, should be designed to provide supplemental benefits, such as
wildlife habitat, water quality treatment and passive recreation.

LU150:

LU152:

LU153: Pursue obtaining access rights, such as easements or ownership, to lands
needed to maintain, repair or improve portions of the public drainage
system that are located on private property and for which the City does not
currently have legal access.

Clean Air
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Land Use Element
Goals & Policies

Introduction

This Element contains the goals and policies necessary to support the City’s
responsibility for managing land resources and guiding development through
implementing regulations, guidelines, and standards. It establishes the
framework for how the City should develop, and is closely linked to the other
elements of the Plan. Land use patterns have a direct impact on the quality of
life, convenience, and the safety of citizens within the City.

The Land Use policies contained in this element, along with the Comprehensive
Plan Map, (see Figure LU-1), identify the intensity of development and density
recommended for each area of the City. These designations help to achieve
the City’s vision by providing for sustainable growth that encourages housing
choice, locates population centers adjacent to transit and services, provides
areas within the City to grow businesses, services, jobs and entertainment,
protects existing neighborhoods, provides for appropriate transitions between
uses with differing intensities, safeguards the environment, and maintains
Shoreline’s sense of community. The goals and policies of this element also
address identifying Essential Public Facilities.

The Land Use Element - Supporting Analysis section of this Plan contains the
background data and analysis that describe the physical characteristics of the
City and provides the foundation for the following goals and policies.

Land Use Goals

Goal LU I: Create plans and implementation strategies to ensure transit
supportive development occurs within a % mile walk of future light
rail stations.

Or

Develop station area plans that advance the City’s Vision 2029
once the locations are known and before design and development
of the stations.

Goal LU 1I: Work with regional transit providers to develop a light rail system

that includes two stations in Shoreline and connects all areas of
the City to high capacity transit using a multi modal approach.
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Goal LU llI;

Goal LU IV:

Goal LU V:

Goal LU VI:

Goal LU VII:

Goal LU VIII:

Goal LU IX:

Goal LU X:

Attachment B

Enhance the character, quality, and function of existing residential
neighborhoods while accommodating the City’s anticipated
growth.

Establish land use patterns that promote walking, biking and
using transit to access goods, services, employment and
recreation.

Implement the City of Shoreline Subarea Plan for Point Wells.
Encourage development that creates a variety of housing,
shopping, entertainment, gathering spaces, employment and
services that are accessible at the neighborhood scale.

Encourage pedestrian scale design in mixed use areas.

Plan for commercial areas that serve the community,
areaesthetically pleasing and have long term economic vitality.

Encourage redevelopment of the Aurora Corridor from a
commercial strip to distinct centers with variety, activity, and
interest.

Industrial uses will be appropriately sited and their impacts on
surrounding areas will be mitigated.

Goal LU XI: Allow areas in the City where clean green industry may be

Goal LU XIlI:

Goal LU XIlI:

Goal LU XIV:

located.

Nominate Shoreline as a Regional Growth Center as defined by
the Puget Sound Regional Council.

Establish “Ecodistricts” in Shoreline. An Ecodistrict is a
neighborhood committed to sustainability that links green building,
smart infrastructure and behavior to meet ambitious sustainability
goals over time.

Maintain regulations and procedures that allow for the siting of
essential public facilties.

Residential Land Use

LUZL: The Low Density Residential land use designation is intended for
areas currently developed with predominantly single family detached
dwellings. Single family dwelling units will be allowed and other
dwelling types, such as duplexes, single-family attached, compact
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housing and accessory dwellings, may be allowed under certain
conditions.

Appropriate zoning for this designation is R-4 or R-6 Residential,
unless a neighborhood plan or subarea plan or special district overlay
plan/zone has been approved.

LU2: The Medium Density Residential land use designation is intended for
areas currently developed with medium density residential dwelling
uses; and to areas where single family detached dwelling units might
be redeveloped at slightly higher densities; and to areas currently
zoned for medium density residential. Single family dwelling units,
duplexes, triplexes, zero lot line houses, townhouses and compact
housing will be permitted. Apartments will be allowed under certain
conditions.

The permitted base density for this designation may not exceed 12
dwelling units per acre unless a neighborhood plan, subarea plan or
special district overlay plan/zone has been approved. Appropriate
zoning for this designation is R-8 or R-12 Residential.

LU3: The High Density Residential designation is intended for areas near
employment and commercial areas; and where high levels of transit
service are present or likely; and areas currently zoned high density
residential. This designation creates a transition between commercial
uses and lower intensity residential uses. Some commercial uses are
may also be permitted.

The permitted base density for this designation will not exceed 48
dwelling units per acre unless a neighborhood plan, subarea plan or
special district overlay plan has been approved. Appropriate zoning
for this designation is R-18, R-24 or R-48 Residential.

LU4: Allow clustering of residential units to preserve open space and
reduce surface water run-off.

LUS: Review and update infill standards and procedures that promote
guality development and complement the character of the existing
neighborhood.

LUG: Protect existing stands of trees and vegetation which serve as buffers.

LU7: Promote maintenance and establishment of small-scale activity areas
within neighborhoods that encourage pedestrian patronage and provide
informal opportunities for residents to meet.
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LU8: Maintain stability and improve the vitality of residential neighborhoods

through

adherence to, and enforcement of, the city’s land use regulations.

LU9: Provide, through land use regulation, the potential for a broad range of

housing choices to meet the changing needs of the community.

Mixed Use and Commercial Land Use

LU10:

LU11:

LU12:

LU13:

The Mixed Use 1 (MU 1) designation is intended to encourage the
development of pedestrian oriented places, with architectural interest,
that integrate a wide variety of retail, office and service uses with
residential uses. Transition to uses on adjacent sites can be
accomplished through appropriate design solutions or, alternatively,
through decreased density or intensity. Limited manufacturing uses
may be permitted under certain conditions.

Appropriate zoning for this designation is Arterial Business,
Neighborhood Business or Community Business.

The Mixed Use 2 (MU 2) designation is similar to the MU 1
designation except it is not intended to allow more intense uses such
as manufacturing and other uses that generate light, glare, noise or
odor that may be incompatible with existing and proposed land uses.
The MU 2 designation applies to those commercial areas not on the
Aurora or Ballinger Way corridors such as Ridgecrest, Richmond
Beach, North City and Southeast Shoreline Neighborhoods. This
designation provides retail, office and service uses and greater
residential densities than are allowed in purely residential zones.
Significant pedestrian connection and amenities are anticipated.

Appropriate zoning for this designation is Neighborhood Business,
Community Business, R-12, R-18, R-24, or R-48.

The Town Center District generally applies to the area along the
Aurora Corridor between N 170™ Street and N 188™ Street and
between Stone Avenue N and Linden Ave N. This designation
provides for a mix of retail, services, office with greater residential
densities and building heights than other land use designations.
Appropriate zoning for this designation is Town Center -1 (TC-1),
Town Center -2 (TC-2), Town Center 3 (TC-3) and Town Center 4
(TC-4).

Participate in public/private partnerships that assist in making

commercial areas more vital and attractive with pedestrian scale
amenities such as signage, art, gateways and public spaces.
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LU14: Reduce impacts to single-family neighborhoods adjacent to mixed use
and commercial land uses from traffic, noise, crime, and glare impacts
through design standards and other development criteria.

LU15: Consider “Crime Prevention Though Environmental Design” principles
when developing mixed use, commercial and high density residential
uses.

LU16: Encourage the redevelopment of key, underdeveloped parcels
through incentives and public/private partnerships.

LU17:  Assist with land assembly to encourage redevelopment of
underdeveloped parcels.

Subareas

Subarea Plans are optional elements in Comprehensive Plans. These plans
include goals and policies for specific geographic areas within the City that
serve to supplement the general goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan.
Subarea plans are prepared in partnership with interested public stakeholders,
the Planning Commission and City Council. The City has adopted five subarea
plans. These plans include:

Subarea Plan 1 — North City

Subarea Plan 2 — Point Wells

Subarea Plan 3 -- Southeast Neighborhoods

Subarea Plan 4 — Aldercrest

Subarea Plan 5 — Town Center

Other Land Uses

LU18: The Public Facilities land use designation applies to a number of
current or proposed facilities within the community. It is anticipated
that the underlying zoning for public facilities shall remain unless
adjusted by a formal amendment to this plan.

LU19: The Campus land use designation applies to four institutions within
the community that serve a regional clientele on a large campusAll
development within the Campus Land Use shall be governed by a
Master Development Plan Permit. Existing uses in these areas
constitute allowed uses in the City’s Development Code. A new use
or uses may be approved as part of a Master Development Plan
Permit.

These areas include:

1. CRISTA Ministries Campus

2. Fircrest Campus

3. Public Health Laboratory Campus

5
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LU20:

LU21:

LU22:

LU23:

Attachment B

4. Shoreline Community College Campus

The Public Open Space land use designation applies to all publicly
owned open space and to some privately owned property that might
be appropriate for public acquisition. It is anticipated that the
underlying zoning for this designation shall remain until the City
studies and approves the creation of a complementary zone for this
designation.

The Private Open Space land use designation applies to all privately
owned open space. It is anticipated that the underlying zoning for this
designation shall remain.

The Special Study Area designate future subarea planning special
districts, neighborhood planning, or other study. It is anticipated that
the underlying zoning for this designation remains unless it is
changed through an amendment to the Comprehensive Plan Future
Land Use Map and Development Code.

Special study areas include the Highlands Open Space, Cedarbrook
School and Ballinger Commons Apartments.

Potential Annexation Area

LU24:

LU25:

Support annexations that are in the mutual desire, best interest, and
general welfare of the community members of the annexation area
and the City.

Support annexations:

= in which the areas to be annexed and the City share a
community identity;

= which are logical and orderly and are contiguous with the City;

= which complete the geographical areas of interest as indicated
in pre-incorporation boundaries;

= which offer benefits and opportunities consistent with City vision
statements and framework goals;

= which balance the short-term costs of annexation with long-term
gains to the fiscal health of the annexation areas and the City;

= to which the City can provide public safety, emergency and
urban services at a level equal to or better than services in
existence at the time of annexation;

= where uniform land use, regulations and coordinated impact
mitigation are in the best interests of the City and annexation
area; and

= which provide improved local governance for the City and the
annexation areas.
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LU27:

LU28:
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Consider annexation of 145™ Street adjacent to the existing southern
border of the City: West side of 3 Avenue NW; East: Up to, but not
includin%, the Bothell Way NE (SR 522) right-of-way; and South: All of
the 145" St ROW.

Assure that adequate funding is in place or will be available within a
reasonable time to support required public facilities and services.

Assign and equitable share of the City’s bonded indebtedness to
newly annexed areas.

NE 185" and NE 145™ Light Rail Stations and Station Areas

LU29:

LU30:

LU31:

LU32:

LU33:

LU34:

OR

Partner with regional transit providers to design transit stations and
facilities that further the City’s vision by employing superior design
techniques, use of sustainable materials, inclusion of public amenities,
spaces and art, substantial landscaping and retention of significant trees.

Encourage regional transit providers to work closely with affected
neighborhoods (e.g. through neighborhood workshops, design charettes,
advisory committees) in the design of any light rail transit facilities.

Work with neighborhood groups, business owners, other stakeholders,
and regional transit providers to identify and fund additional
improvements that can be constructed efficiently in conjunction with the
construction of light rail facilities.

Maintain and enhance the safety of Shoreline’s streets when
incorporation light rail, through the use of street design features,
materials, street signage and lane markings that provide clear,
unambiguous direction to drivers, pedestrians and bicyclists.

Develop and implement an integrated wayfinding system.

Use the City’s Framework Policies for Light Rail Station Area Planning
to guide City actions in pursuit of creating and implementing new land
use that fully utilizes and integrates access to high capacity transit
throughout Shoreline; (or adopt all of the Framework policies as
follows...)

Evaluate property within a half mile walk of a light rail station for multi-
family residential choices that support light rail transit service (R-18 or
greater), non residential uses, non motorized transportation
improvements and traffic and parking mitigation.
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LU36:

LU37:

LU38:

LU39:

LU40:

LUA41:

LU42:

LU43:

Attachment B

Evaluate property within a quarter mile walk of a light rail station multi-
family residential housing choices that support light rail transit service
(R-48 or greater), non residential uses, non motorized transportation
improvements and traffic and parking mitigation.

Implement a robust community involvement process that develops tools
and plans to create vibrant, livable and sustainable light rail station
areas.

Create and apply innovative methods to address land use transitions in
order to ensure impacts on residents and businesses are managed and
individual property rights are protected. Develop mechanisms to provide
timely information so residents can plan for and respond to changes.

Encourage and solicit the input of all stakeholders associated with
station area planning to ensure that a variety of issues are evaluated in
the planning process. Participants may include residents, non-motorized
transportation advocates, transit agencies, affordable housing experts,
environmental preservation organizations and public health agencies.

Identify long-range development tools and mechanisms to assist people
that live in areas adjacent to light rail stations during transitions from
their present use to a planned use.

Create a strategy in partnership with the adjoining neighborhood for
phasing redevelopment of current land uses to Equitable Transit
Communities taking into account when the City’s development needs
and market demands are ready for change.

Allow and encourage uses in station areas that will foster the creation of
communities that are socially, environmentally and economically
sustainable and are supported by planned minimum and maximum
residential densities.

Develop land use regulations for station areas at NE145™ and NE185™
streets that: include transit supportive densities; encourage existing
businesses; enhance property values; encourage the creation of jobs;
are built sustainably; encourage affordable housing stock; and attract
investment.

Design station areas, with large residential components mixed with
complimentary commercial and office uses. Pursue market studies to
determine the feasibility of developing any of Shoreline’s station areas
as destinations (example: regional job, shopping or entertainment
centers).
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LU47:

LU48:

LU49:

LUSO0:

LUSI:

LU5S2:

LUS3:

Attachment B

Identify the market and potential for redevelopment of public properties
located in station and study areas.

Design station areas to serve the greatest number of riders traveling to
and from Shoreline through a combination of appropriate residential
densities, a mix of land uses and multi-modal transportation facilities.

Develop station areas as inclusive neighborhoods in Shoreline with
connections to:

Commercial nodes (North City, 15" Avenue NE, Town Center, Aurora
Corridor)

Existing neighborhoods

Planned areas for growth and transit-oriented development, such as the
N 192" Street Park and Ride

Bus rapid transit and local transit corridors.

Encourage the location of uses within station areas in a manner that
limits noise and visual impacts to the most sensitive receptors, such as
residential development.

Design study areas to provide a gradual transition from high density
multi-family residential development to single family residential
development utilizing parks and other public facilities as buffers and
community amenities.

Through redevelopment opportunities in station areas, promote
restoration of adjacent streams, creeks, and other environmentally
sensitive areas, improve public access to these areas, and provide
public education about the functions and values of the adjacent natural
areas.

Use the investment in light rail as the foundation for other community
enhancements.

Ensure that transportation facilities in station areas are designed and
constructed to maximize safety for pedestrians, bicyclists and drivers.

Identify and implement measures to accommodate the anticipated
increase in the number of people accessing light rail stations via
motorized and non-motorized transportation options within station and
study areas with the objective of creating livable communities.

Work with Metro Transit, Sound Transit and Community Transit to
develop a transit service plan for the light rail stations. The plan should
focus on connecting residents from all neighborhoods in Shoreline to the
stations in a reliable, convenient and efficient manner. The service plan
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LUSS:

LUS6:

LUS7:

LUS8:

LUS9:
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should integrate with the transit needs of the entire City, allowing
residents to travel to, from and within Shoreline using transit.

Explore and promote a reduced dependence upon automobiles by
developing transportation alternatives and determining the appropriate
number of parking stalls required for TODs. These alternatives may
include: car sharing (i.e. Zipcar) or bike sharing; and walking and bicycle
safety programs for school children.

Consider a flexible approach to designing parking to serve light rail
stations that can be converted to other uses as demands for parking
may be reduced over time.

Transit Oriented Developments (TODs) should include non-motorized
corridors that are accessible to the public and provide shortcuts for
bicyclists and pedestrians. These corridors should be connected with the
surrounding bicycle and sidewalk networks.

Explore opportunities to use undeveloped right-of-way for pedestrian
and bicycle connections that shorten travel distances to light rail stations.

Employ design techniques that deter crime within station areas.

Employ effective technologies to protect the safety of station users and
neighbors.

Transit & Parking

LUGO:

LUBL:

LUGZ:

LUGS:

LUG4:

Consider the addition of compatible mixed uses and shared (joint-use)
parking on Park and Ride facilities.

Evaluate existing Park and Ride facilities to determine if the use is
optimally located to advance the City’s Vision and goals.

Encourage large commercial or residential projects to include transit
stop improvements when appropriate. .

Parking requirements should be designed for average need, not full
capacity. Include regulatory provisions to reduce parking standards
.especially for those uses located within ¥ mile of high-capacity
transit. Other parking reductions shall be based on results of King
County Right-Sized Parking Initiative.

Support the creation of residential parking zones or other strategies to
protect neighborhoods from spillover parking from major parking
generators.
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LUG5: Encourage shared use of parking lots, and construction of underground
parking areas, and parking structures.

Sustainable Land Use

LU66: Educate the community about EcoDistrict and LEED-Neighborhood
Development concepts as part of the station area planning process to
build support for future policy and regulatory changes.

LUG7: Initiate public/private partnerships between utilities and support
research, development, and innovation for energy efficiency and
renewable energy technology.

LUG8: Explore providing incentives to residents and businesses that improve
building energy performance.

LUG9: Explore offering incentives for low carbon buildings and onsite
renewable energy.

Essential Public Facilities

LU70: Provide for Essential Public Facilities as required by State regulations.

Identifying Essential Public Facilities (EPF)

LU71: Define essential public facilities, consistent with the GMA, as facilities
that are difficult to site or expand and that provide services to the public,
or are substantially funded by government, or are contracted for by
government, or are provided by private entities subject to public service
obligation.

LU72: Require land use decisions on essential public facilities meeting the
following criteria to be made consistent with the process and criteriaset
forth in LU74 :

1. The facility meets the Growth Management Act definition of an
essential public facility at RCW 36.70A.200(1) now and as amended,;
or

2. The facility is on the statewide list maintained by the Office of
Financial Management, ref. RCW 36.70A.200(4) or on the
countywide list of essential public facilities; and

3. The facility is not otherwise regulated by the Shoreline Municipal
Code (SMC).

11
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Siting Essential Public Facilities (EPF)

LU73:

LU74:

Participate in efforts to create an inter-jurisdictional approach to the
siting of countywide or statewide essential public facilities with
neighboring jurisdictions as encouraged by Countywide Planning
Policies FW-32 (establish a countywide process for siting essential
public facilities) and S-1 (consideration of alternative siting strategies).
Through participation in this process, seek agreements among
jurisdictions to mitigate against the disproportionate financial burden
which may fall on the jurisdiction which becomes the site of a facility of a
state-wide, regional or county-wide nature.

The essential public facility siting process set forth in LU74 is an interim
process. If the CPP FW-32 siting process is adopted through the Growth
Management Planning Council the city may modify this process to be
consistent with the GMPC recommendations.

Use this interim Siting Process to site the essential public facilities
described in LU72 in Shoreline. Implement this process through
appropriate procedures incorporated into the SMC.

Interim EPF Siting Process

1. Use policies LU71 and LU72 to determine if a proposed essential
public facility serves local, countywide or statewide public needs.

2. Site EPF through a separate multi-jurisdictional process, if one is
available, if the city determines that a proposed essential public
facility serves a countywide or statewide need.

3. Require an agency, special district or organization proposing an
essential public facility to provide information about the difficulty of
siting the essential public facility, and about the alternative sites
considered for location of the essential public facility proposed.

4. Process applications for siting essential public facilities through SMC
Section 20.30.330 — Special Use Permit.

5. Address the following criteria in addition to the Conditional Use
Permit decision criteria:

a. Consistency with the plan under which the proposing agency,
special district or organization operates, if any such plan exists;

b. Include conditions or mitigation measures on approval that may
be imposed within the scope of the city’s authority to mitigate
against any environmental, compatibility, public safety or other
impacts of the EPF, its location, design, use or operation; and

c. The EPF and its location, design, use and operation must be in
compliance with any guidelines, regulations, rules or statutes
governing the EPF as adopted by state law or by any other
agency or jurisdiction with authority over the EPF.

Attachment B
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LU75:

LU76:

LU77:

Attachment B

After a final siting decision has been made on an essential public facility
according to the process described in LU74, pursue any amenities or
incentives offered by the operating agency or by state law or other rule
or regulation to jurisdictions within which such EPF are located.

For EPF having public safety impacts that cannot be mitigated through
the process described in LU74, the city should participate in any process
available to provide comments and suggested conditions to mitigate
those public safety impacts to the agency, special district or organization
proposing the EPF. If no such process exists, the city should encourage
consideration of such comments and conditions through coordination
with the agency, special district or organization proposing the EPF. A
mediation process may be the appropriate means of resolving any
disagreement about the appropriateness of any mitigating condition
requested by the city as a result of the public safety impacts of a
proposal.

Locate essential public facilities equitably throughout the city, county
and state. No jurisdiction or area of the city should take a
disproportionate share of essential public facilities. This policy shall not
be interpreted to require the preclusion of an essential public facility from
locations in the city.

Water Quality and Drainage

LU78:

LU79:

LUS8O:

LU81:

LUB2:

Design, locate, and construct surface water facilities to:

= promote water quality,

» enhance public safety

» preserve and enhance natural habitat

= protect critical areas, and

= reasonably minimize significant, individual and cumulative
adverse impacts to the environment.

Pursue state and federal grants to improve surface water
management and water quality.

Protect water quality through the continuation and possible expansion
of City programs, Development Code, and pilot projects.

Protect water quality by educating citizens about proper waste
disposal and eliminating pollutants that enter the stormwater system.

Maintain and enhance natural drainage systems to protect water
quality, reduce public costs, protect property, and prevent
environmental degradation.

13
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LU83:

LU84:

LU8S:
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Cooperate with the Department of Ecology and neighboring
jurisdictions, including participation in regional forums and
committees, to improve regional surface water management, water
guality, and resolve related inter-jurisdictional concerns.

Where feasible, stormwater facilities, such as retention and detention
ponds, should be designed to provide supplemental benefits, such as
wildlife habitat, water quality treatment and passive recreation.

Pursue obtaining access rights, such as easements or ownership, to
lands needed to maintain, repair or improve portions of the public
drainage system that are located on private property and for which the
City does not currently have legal access.
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Land Use Element
Supporting Analysis

Background and Context

The Growth Management Act (GMA) requires that cities provide a comprehensive plan with
a Land Use Element to designate the proposed general distribution, general location, and
extent of the uses of land. The Act further specifies that the Land Use Element be the
foundation of a comprehensive plan. This process of designating future land uses must
account for future population growth and must be supported by adequate levels of public
facilities and services. In this respect, the Land Use Element is an explicit statement of the
ultimate vision for the City and determines the system and capacity of the infrastructure
necessary to serve the land uses. Additionally, the GMA requires cities to designate and
protect environmentally critical areas to protect the public and private property from natural
hazards, to help to protect significant environmental features and the community’s quality of
life, to preserve ecological functions (RCW 36.70A.172).

One of the features of Shoreline’s high quality of life is its attractive and vital residential
neighborhoods. Part of this quality results from the trees and views in the neighborhoods.
The variety of housing types adds immensely to Shoreline’s diversity and provides safe
haven for many families. Encouraging this vitality and diversity will help maintain Shoreline’s
quality of life for our children. Allowing for more retail and commercial development will
provide a broader choice of goods and services in the community. Encouraging
entertainment and cultural uses will enrich the community and provide activities for all age
groups within the City. Providing opportunities for businesses will help provide employment
opportunities for Shoreline’s citizens. And finally, suitable locations for industrial and
institutional uses will protect the City’s neighborhoods and provide those essential facilities
needed by every community.

The original framework goals for the city were developed through a series of more than 300
activities held in 1996-1998.They were updated through another series of community
visioning meetings and open houses in 2008-2009. These Framework Goals provide the
overall policy foundation for the Comprehensive Plan and support the City Council’s vision.
When implemented, the Framework Goals are intended to preserve the best qualities of
Shoreline’s neighborhoods today and protect the City’s future. To achieve balance in the
City’s development the Framework Goals must be viewed as a whole and not one pursued
to the exclusion of others. Shoreline is committed to being a sustainable city in all respects.

FG 1: Continue to support exceptional schools and opportunities for lifelong learning.

FG 2: Provide high quality public services, utilities, and infrastructure that accommodate
anticipated levels of growth, protect public health and safety, and enhance the quality
of life.

FG 3: Support the provision of human services to meet community needs.

Attachment C

Comment [sc1]: GMA requirements:
(1)A land use element designating the
proposed general distribution and general
location and extent of the uses of land, where
appropriate, for agriculture, timber
production, housing, commerce, industry,
recreation, open spaces, general aviation
airports, public utilities, public facilities, and
other land uses. The land use element shall
include population densities, building
intensities, and estimates of future population
growth. The land use element shall provide
for protection of the quality and quantity of
groundwater used for public water supplies.
Wherever possible, the land use element
should consider utilizing urban planning
approaches that promote physical activity.
Where applicable, the land use element shall
review drainage, flooding, and storm water
run-off in the area and nearby jurisdictions
and provide guidance for corrective actions to
mitigate or cleanse those discharges that
pollute waters of the state, including Puget
Sound or waters entering Puget Sound.

Are all these items in the Plan Element? If not,

does the Plan conform to GMA requirements if

some required parts are in a supporting

document?
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FG 4: Provide a variety of gathering places, parks, and recreational opportunities for all
ages and expand them to be consistent with population changes.

FG 5: Encourage an emphasis on arts, culture and history throughout the community.

FG 6: Make decisions that value Shoreline’s social, economic, and cultural diversity.

FG 7: Conserve and protect our environment and natural resources, and encourage
restoration, environmental education and stewardship.

FG 8: Apply innovative and environmentally sensitive development practices.

FG 9: Promote quality building, functionality, and walkability through good design and
development that is compatible with the surrounding area.

FG 10: Respect neighborhood character and engage the community in decisions that affect
them.

FG 11: Make timely and transparent decisions that respect community input.

FG 12: Support diverse and affordable housing choices that provide for Shoreline’s
population growth, including options accessible for the aging and/or developmentally
disabled.

FG 13: Encourage a variety of transportation options that provide better connectivity within
Shoreline and throughout the region.

FG 14: Designate specific areas for high density development, especially along major

transportation
corridors.

FG 15: Create a business friendly environment that supports small and local businesses,
attracts large businesses to serve the community and expand our jobs and tax base, and
encourages innovation and creative partnerships.

FG 16: Encourage local neighborhood retail and services distributed throughout the city.

FG 17: Strengthen partnerships with schools, non-governmental organizations, volunteers,
public agencies and the business community.

FG 18: Encourage Master Planning at Fircrest School that protects residents and
encourages
energy and design innovation for sustainable future development.

Attachment C
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Existing Conditions_(update numbers that are highlighted)

Existing Land Use

area remaining vacant. Single lots scattered throughout the City (rather than large

contiguous tracts of land) primarily characterize the vacant land. Approximately 911196 of the

city’s land area is redevelopable; most of these sites are zoned for commercial or multifamily
residential-uses.

Residential-sSingle family residential development accounts for approximately 55 5% percent
of the land uses in the community. Multifamily residential development, approximately 3.4
37 percent of the of the land use, is primarily located near the commercial areas along
Aurora Avenue and in neighborhood centers {e-g—Richmond-Beach,-Echo-Lake, North-City
and-Balingen-

Commercial development accounts for approximately 7.2 4- percent of the land uses in the
community. Large commercial uses within the City are located primarily along Aurora
Avenue SmaIIer commercral centers are Iocated throughout the Crty—anel—rnelude-the—Nerth
F : d tndustrialuses-are
lrmrted—4 percent of Shorellne s Iand area is comprlsed of the Shorellne Community College,
Fircrest, CRISTA Ministries and King’s Schools, and the Washington State Public Health
Lab.

The following table includes estimated acreages for existing land uses within the City of
Shoreline.
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Table LU-1
Inventory of Existing Land Uses

Land Use Type Acres % Total
Single Family 4,061.3;842 55514
Multi Family 235273 437
Commercial 536313 842
Institution 224240 332
Parks & Recreation 365580 578
Private Open 342181 524
Space/Water
Public Facilities 632553 974
Right-of-way 7974386 11185
Vacant 106 14

Total 7,192474 100.0

Source: City of Shoreline GIS Department 201203

Population

The population of Shoreline remained relatively constant from 2000-2010, after increasing

inereased-13 percent everthelast decadefrom-47100-infrom 1990 to 53,296-in-2000-

(About two-thirds of this growth was due to ehanges-in-city-managed
beundanesannexatlon ) Shorellne S ave;age—annual—g#ew{hpopulatlon was baS|caIIv stable

the—GHy—ésee—Table—l:U—Z—beiew-}over the decade, as compared to qrowth in the Countv of

11% and the State of 14%.
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Historic Population Growth Comparison

Table LU-2
City of Shoreline & King County

Avg. Annual

Growth
2000-2010
1996 2000 200120 2002 2003 1996- 2000-
10 2000 2003
King 1,628,800 | 1,737,046 | 1458312 | 74312 | 1779:300 1.3% 0.8%
County 1931249 14%
Shoreline 48,195 53,296 53;42153 53,250 52,730 2-0% -0-4%
025 0%
Source: Puget-Seund-Regional-Couneil2002-Small-AreatFerecastsCensus 2000 and 2010
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Residential and Employment Growth Targets_and Capacity

The King County Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs) establish residential and
employment growth targets for all the municipalities in King County as well as growth targets
for the unincorporated portions of the County. The State Office of Financial Management
develops growth targets for each County based on its forecast for statewide growth over the
next 20 years. In King County, the County and cities work collaboratively to allocate the
targets to smaller areas based on city policies and policies in the CPPs. For the 25 year
period 2006-2031, Shoreline has a growth target of 5,000 housing units and 5,000 jobs.
This translates to an average growth of 200 new homes and jobs each year. Due to
economic fluctuations, over portions of the 25 year period, the city may see more growth or
less. Assuming that the County grows by 233,000 new homes and 428,000 new jobs by
2031, Shoreline would be expected to have the zoning and infrastructure in place to accept
the 5000 new jobs and 5000 new households assumed in its growth target.

Capacity-forResidential- Growth Residential and Job Growth Capacity

Shoreline’s existing Comprehensive Plan would support the zoning to accommodate

the growth assumed in the adopted 25 year targets. Most of the growth is likely to occur

along the Aurora Avenue corridor, either in the Town Center or in other parts of the corridor
eurrently zoned-MUZ. It is expected that redevelopment along Aurora will largely occur in

multi-story buildings, some of which might be mixed-use structures, with commercial uses

on the bottom floor and office or residential uses on the upper floors, and some of which will

be horizontal mixed use with several structures on a lot, often structures of varying heights,

some of which might be purely residential or office buildings and others that might be solely

retail or other commercial uses.

Attachment C
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Redevelopment is also a potential in the smaller mixed use commercial areas located

adjacent to several neighborhoods. These areas, developed decades ago, might be

redeveloped more intensely as mixed use areas

Table LU-3
Capacity in Single Family Zones_(including vacant and redevelopable properties)

2-40-5 4-65-7 du/acre  6-87-9 du/acre  Total Capacity

du/acre in SF Zones
Net Acres of Land* 30.9 579.27 19.260 1.372.322.14
Density 134 526 10-3N/A
Capacity in Units 851123 3,024.21747 198N/A 4,0621870
MreSemOLIST (SIS (2648)(605) 099) (8:261)(680)
Net Capacity 33748 3641142 990 8011190

Source: King County Buildable Lands Report September2002, 2007

* Net acres of land = Gross Acres of vacant and redevelopable land reduced to account for critical areas, right of way, public

purpose lands, and market factors

Table LU-4
Capacity in Multi Family Zones (including vacant and redevelopable properties)
8-129-13  12-1813-31  18-30-31-48 30-480ver Total
du/acre du/acre du/acre 48 du/acre  Capacity in
MF Zones
Net Acres of 18.2535.2 6:831.8 74224 5.8472.1 38.34
Land
Density 14.011 18.024 24-024-48 32.965
Capacity in 256 123 178 192 955
Units
Mi Existing Unit
Minus Existing Units (104170)  (350) (29116) (3233) (297)
Parcels
Net Capacity 155212 8843 149722 1604052 5515629

Source: King County Buildable Lands Report September206022007

* Net acres of land = Gross Acres of vacant and redevelopable land reduced to account for critical areas, right of way, public

purpose lands, and market factors
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largely located along Aurora Avenue. The 2007 King County Buildable Lands Report

estimates that there are approximately 80 net acres of redevelopable land in these
commercial/mixed use areas. They are currently developed at an average FAR of .27.
FARs of 1.0 are easily achievable with structured parking. An FAR of 1.0 would result in
capacity for almost 7500 new jobs.}

Essential Public Facilities
Process for Identifying and Siting Essential
Public Facilities

The Growth Management Act (GMA) requires the Comprehensive Plan to include
a process for identifying and siting Essential Public Facilities (EPF). According to
the GMA, no local comprehensive plan may preclude the siting of essential public
facilities.

The GMA defines essential public facilities as those “that are typically difficult to

site, such as airports, state education facilities and state or regional transportation
facilities as defined in RCW 47.06.140, state and local correctional facilities, solid

waste handling facilities, and in-patient facilities including substance abuse facilities,
mental health facilities, group homes, and secure community transition facilities as
defined in RCW 71.09.020.” Difficulties that make these facilities difficult to site include the
number of jurisdictions affected or served by the facility, the size of the facility, and the
facility’s potential adverse impacts, such as noise, odor, traffic, and pollution generation. The
facilities can be either desirable or undesirable to jurisdictions. Some of the facilities are
privately owned and regulated by public entities. Facilities also can be owned by the State
and used by residents from throughout the State, such as universities and their branch

campuses.

Establishing an EPF siting process is a mandate of the Growth Management Act.

Including a process for siting EPF in the Comprehensive Plan has benefits, including
minimizing difficulties in the siting process and addressing local impacts equitably.
Shoreline’s Comprehensive Plan Land Use Element contains goals and policies for siting
EPF. These policies are intended to guide the creation of provisions in the Land Use Code
to site EPF that are not otherwise regulated by the Shoreline Municipal Code. EPF that are
otherwise requlated by the Shoreline Municipal Code will continue to be regulated as set
forth in the Shoreline Municipal Code without need to use the siting policies set forth in the
Land Use Element.

The siting process described in this section is intended as an interim process. The
Growth Management Planning Council (GMPC), which is made up of the cities
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in King County and the County, is required by the Countywide Planning Policies
(CPP) to establish a countywide process for siting essential public facilities (ref.

CPP FW-32). That process is to address EPF definitions, inventories, incentives,
public involvement, environmental protection and consideration of alternative siting
strategies (ref. CPP S-1). When that process is established, Shoreline may modify this

process to reflect the GMPC recommendations.
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Land Use Element
Supporting Analysis

Background and Context

The Growth Management Act (GMA) requires that cities provide a comprehensive plan with
a Land Use Element to designate the proposed general distribution, general location, and
extent of the uses of land. The Act further specifies that the Land Use Element be the
foundation of a comprehensive plan. This process of designating future land uses must
account for future population growth and must be supported by adequate levels of public
facilities and services. In this respect, the Land Use Element is an explicit statement of the
ultimate vision for the City and determines the system and capacity of the infrastructure
necessary to serve the land uses. Additionally, the GMA requires cities to designate and
protect environmentally critical areas to protect the public and private property from natural
hazards, to help to protect significant environmental features and the community’s quality of
life, to preserve ecological functions (RCW 36.70A.172).

One of the features of Shoreline’s high quality of life is its attractive and vital residential
neighborhoods. Part of this quality results from the trees and views in the neighborhoods.
The variety of housing types adds immensely to Shoreline’s diversity and provides safe
haven for many families. Encouraging this vitality and diversity will help maintain Shoreline’s
quality of life for our children. Allowing for more retail and commercial development will
provide a broader choice of goods and services in the community. Encouraging
entertainment and cultural uses will enrich the community and provide activities for all age
groups within the City. Providing opportunities for businesses will help provide employment
opportunities for Shoreline’s citizens. And finally, suitable locations for industrial and
institutional uses will protect the City’s neighborhoods and provide those essential facilities
needed by every community.

The original framework goals for the city were developed through a series of more than 300
activities held in 1996-1998.They were updated through another series of community
visioning meetings and open houses in 2008-2009. These Framework Goals provide the
overall policy foundation for the Comprehensive Plan and support the City Council’s vision.
When implemented, the Framework Goals are intended to preserve the best qualities of
Shoreline’s neighborhoods today and protect the City’s future. To achieve balance in the
City’s development the Framework Goals must be viewed as a whole and not one pursued
to the exclusion of others. Shoreline is committed to being a sustainable city in all respects.

FG 1: Continue to support exceptional schools and opportunities for lifelong learning.
FG 2: Provide high quality public services, utilities, and infrastructure that accommodate
anticipated levels of growth, protect public health and safety, and enhance the quality

of life.

FG 3: Support the provision of human services to meet community needs.
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FG 4: Provide a variety of gathering places, parks, and recreational opportunities for all
ages and expand them to be consistent with population changes.

FG 5: Encourage an emphasis on arts, culture and history throughout the community.
FG 6: Make decisions that value Shoreline’s social, economic, and cultural diversity.

FG 7: Conserve and protect our environment and natural resources, and encourage
restoration, environmental education and stewardship.

FG 8: Apply innovative and environmentally sensitive development practices.

FG 9: Promote quality building, functionality, and walkability through good design and
development that is compatible with the surrounding area.

FG 10: Respect neighborhood character and engage the community in decisions that affect
them.

FG 11: Make timely and transparent decisions that respect community input.

FG 12: Support diverse and affordable housing choices that provide for Shoreline’s
population growth, including options accessible for the aging and/or developmentally
disabled.

FG 13: Encourage a variety of transportation options that provide better connectivity within
Shoreline and throughout the region.

FG 14: Designate specific areas for high density development, especially along major
transportation
corridors.

FG 15: Create a business friendly environment that supports small and local businesses,
attracts large businesses to serve the community and expand our jobs and tax base, and
encourages innovation and creative partnerships.

FG 16: Encourage local neighborhood retail and services distributed throughout the city.

FG 17: Strengthen partnerships with schools, non-governmental organizations, volunteers,
public agencies and the business community.

FG 18: Encourage Master Planning at Fircrest School that protects residents and

encourages
energy and design innovation for sustainable future development.

Page 90



Attachment D

Existing Conditions

Existing Land Use

The City is substantially developed, with 56 acres of the total land area remaining vacant.
Single lots scattered throughout the City (rather than large contiguous tracts of land)
primarily characterize the vacant land. Approximately 11% of the city’s land area is
redevelopable; most of these sites are zoned for commercial or multifamily uses.

Single family residential development accounts for approximately 55 percent of the land
uses in the community. Multifamily residential development, approximately 3.4 percent of
the of the land use, is primarily located near the commercial areas along Aurora Avenue and
in neighborhood centers.

Commercial development accounts for approximately 7.2 percent of the land uses in the
community. Large commercial uses within the City are located primarily along Aurora
Avenue. Smaller commercial centers are located throughout the City. 4 percent of
Shoreline’s land area is comprised of the Shoreline Community College, Fircrest, CRISTA
Ministries and King’s Schools, and the Washington State Public Health Lab.

The following table includes estimated acreages for existing land uses within the City of
Shoreline.

Table LU-1
Inventory of Existing Land Uses

Land Use Type Acres % Total
Single Family 4,061. 55
Multi Family 235 4
Commercial 536 8
Institution 224 3
Parks & Recreation 365 5
Private Open 342 5
Space/Water
Public Facilities 632 9
Right-of-way 797 11

Total 7,192 100.0

Source: City of Shoreline GIS Department 2012

Population

The population of Shoreline remained relatively constant from 2000-2010, after increasing
13 percent from 1990 to 2000 (About two-thirds of this growth was due to annexation.)
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Shoreline’s population was basically stable over the decade, as compared to growth in the
County of 11% and the State of 14%.

Table LU-2
City of Shoreline & King County
Historic Population Growth Comparison

Avg. Annual
Growth
2000-2010
1996 2000 2010
King 1,628,800 | 1,737,046 | 1931249
County 14%
Shoreline 48,195 53,296 53025
0%

Source: Census 2000 and 2010

Residential and Employment Growth Targets and Capacity

The King County Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs) establish residential and
employment growth targets for all the municipalities in King County as well as growth targets
for the unincorporated portions of the County. The State Office of Financial Management
develops growth targets for each County based on its forecast for statewide growth over the
next 20 years. In King County, the County and cities work collaboratively to allocate the
targets to smaller areas based on city policies and policies in the CPPs. For the 25 year
period 2006-2031, Shoreline has a growth target of 5,000 housing units and 5,000 jobs.
This translates to an average growth of 200 new homes and jobs each year. Due to
economic fluctuations, over portions of the 25 year period, the city may see more growth or
less. Assuming that the County grows by 233,000 new homes and 428,000 new jobs by
2031, Shoreline would be expected to have the zoning and infrastructure in place to accept
the 5000 new jobs and 5000 new households assumed in its growth target.

Residential and Job Growth Capacity- Shoreline’s existing Comprehensive Plan would
support the zoning to accommodate the growth assumed in the adopted 25 year targets.
Most of the growth is likely to occur along the Aurora Avenue corridor, either in the Town
Center or in other parts of the corridor. It is expected that redevelopment along Aurora will
largely occur in multi-story buildings, some of which might be mixed-use structures, with
commercial uses on the bottom floor and office or residential uses on the upper floors, and
some of which will be horizontal mixed use with several structures on a lot, often structures
of varying heights, some of which might be purely residential or office buildings and others
that might be solely retail or other commercial uses. Redevelopment is also a potential in
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the smaller mixed use commercial areas located adjacent to several neighborhoods. These
areas, developed decades ago, might be redeveloped more intensely as mixed use areas.

Table LU-3
Capacity in Single Family Zones (including vacant and redevelopable properties)
0-5 du/acre 5-7 du/acre 7-9 du/acre Total Capacity
in SF Zones

Net Acres of Land* 30.9 579.27 0 322.1
Density 4 6 N/A
Capacity in Units 123 1747 N/A 1870
Minus Existing Units on (75) (605) 0 (680)
Redevelopable Parcels
Net Capacity 48 1142 0 1190

Source: King County Buildable Lands Report , 2007

* Net acres of land = Gross Acres of vacant and redevelopable land reduced to account for critical areas, right of way, public
purpose lands, and market factors

Table LU-4
Capacity in Multi Family Zones (including vacant and redevelopable properties)
9-13 13-31 31-48 Over 48 Total
du/acre du/acre du/acre du/acre Capacity in
MF Zones
Net Acres of 35.2 1.8 24 72.1 38.34
Land
Density 11 24 24-48 65
Capacity in
Units
Minus Existing Unit
on Redeveiopable  (L70) © (116) (33) (
Parcels
Net Capacity 212 43 722 4052 5629

Source: King County Buildable Lands Report 2007

* Net acres of land = Gross Acres of vacant and redevelopable land reduced to account for critical areas, right of way, public
purpose lands, and market factors
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Capacity for Commercial & Industrial Growth

Shoreline’s commercial/mixed-use areas are largely located along Aurora Avenue. The
2007 King County Buildable Lands Report estimates that there are approximately 80 net
acres of redevelopable land in these commercial/mixed use areas. They are currently
developed at an average FAR of .27. FARs of 1.0 are easily achievable with structured
parking. An FAR of 1.0 would result in capacity for almost 7500 new jobs.

Essential Public Facilities

Process for Identifying and Siting Essential Public Facilities- The Growth Management Act
(GMA) requires the Comprehensive Plan to include a process for identifying and siting
Essential Public Facilities (EPF). According to the GMA, no local comprehensive plan may
preclude the siting of essential public facilities.

The GMA defines essential public facilities as those “that are typically difficult to site, such
as airports, state education facilities and state or regional transportation facilities as defined
in RCW 47.06.140, state and local correctional facilities, solid waste handling facilities, and
in-patient facilities including substance abuse facilities, mental health facilities, group
homes, and secure community transition facilities as defined in RCW 71.09.020.” Difficulties
that make these facilities difficult to site include the number of jurisdictions affected or
served by the facility, the size of the facility, and the facility’s potential adverse impacts, such
as noise, odor, traffic, and pollution generation. The facilities can be either desirable or
undesirable to jurisdictions. Some of the facilities are privately owned and regulated by
public entities. Facilities also can be owned by the State and used by residents from
throughout the State, such as universities and their branch campuses.

Establishing an EPF siting process is a mandate of the Growth Management Act.

Including a process for siting EPF in the Comprehensive Plan has benefits, including
minimizing difficulties in the siting process and addressing local impacts equitably.
Shoreline’s Comprehensive Plan Land Use Element contains goals and policies for siting
EPF. These policies are intended to guide the creation of provisions in the Land Use Code
to site EPF that are not otherwise regulated by the Shoreline Municipal Code. EPF that are
otherwise regulated by the Shoreline Municipal Code will continue to be regulated as set
forth in the Shoreline Municipal Code without need to use the siting policies set forth in the
Land Use Element.

The siting process described in this section is intended as an interim process. The

Growth Management Planning Council (GMPC), which is made up of the cities

in King County and the County, is required by the Countywide Planning Policies

(CPP) to establish a countywide process for siting essential public facilities (ref. CPP FW-
32). That process is to address EPF definitions, inventories, incentives, public involvement,
environmental protection and consideration of alternative siting strategies (ref. CPP S-1).
When that process is established, Shoreline may modify this process to reflect the GMPC
recommendations.
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