
AGENDA 

 

PLANNING COMMISSION REGULAR MEETING 
 
Thursday, March 21, 2013 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. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 7:03 p.m.
 A. February 21 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. 
   

5. GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT 7:05p.m.
   

6. PUBLIC HEARINGS 7:10 p.m.
 A. State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) Development Code Amendments 
  Staff Presentation 

 Questions by the Commission 
 Public Testimony 
 Final Questions & Deliberations 
 Vote to Recommend Approval or Denial or Modification 
 Closure of Public Hearing

 

   

7. DIRECTOR’S REPORT 8:10 p.m.
   

8. NEW BUSINESS 
 A. Community Renewal Plan for Aurora Square 8:15 p.m.
 B. Discuss Annual Report to Council 9:15 p.m.
   

9. REPORTS OF COMMITTEES & COMMISSONERS/ANNOUNCEMENTS 9:25 p.m.
 A. Light Rail Station Area Planning Committee Report 
   

10. AGENDA FOR April 4 9:35 p.m.
   

11. ADJOURNMENT 9:40 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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DRAFT 
These Minutes Subject to 

March 21st Approval 
 

CITY OF SHORELINE 
 

SHORELINE PLANNING COMMISSION 
MINUTES OF REGULAR MEETING 

 
February 21, 2013     Shoreline City Hall 
7:00 P.M.      Council Chamber 
 
Commissioners Present Staff Present 
Chair Moss  
Vice Chair Esselman 
Commissioner Craft  
Commissioner Maul 
Commissioner Montero 
Commissioner Scully 
Commissioner Wagner  
 

Steve Szafran, Senior Planner, Planning and Community Development 
Jeff Forry, Permit Services Manager 
Jessica Simulcik Smith, Planning Commission Clerk 
 

 

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, Scully and Wagner. 
 
APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
 
The agenda was accepted as presented.   
 
DIRECTOR’S COMMENTS 
 
Mr. Szafran announced that presentation of the 2013 Comprehensive Plan Amendment Docket to the 
City Council has been postponed from February 25th to March 25th. 
   
GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
No one in the audience indicated a desire to address the Commission during this portion of the meeting.   
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STUDY SESSION:  STATE ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT (SEPA) DEVELOPMENT 
CODE AMENDMETS 
 
Staff Presentation 
 
Mr. Forry explained that the purpose of the study session is to discuss the proposed amendments to the 
City’s environmental review procedures and to provide background for a staff recommendation.  The 
background is intended to demonstrate that the City has adopted substantive environmental protections 
that mitigate the direct impacts of development.  He advised that the proposal includes exempting 
activities from environmental review that are below the exempt levels established by the Department of 
Ecology (DOE) and consideration of eliminating the automatic requirement to meet the procedural 
requirements of the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) when activities occur in or adjacent to 
critical areas.  He provided a chart that identifies the City’s current levels for minor new construction, as 
well as the proposed new levels.  He explained that the threshold identifies the upper limit, and activities 
below that level would be considered exempt.  He reviewed the following reasons for the proposed 
amendment: 
 
• New Legislation:  Adoption of Senate Bill 6406 presented the City with an opportunity to evaluate 

existing environmental procedures that haven’t been reviewed since incorporation in 1995.  The bill 
put in place interim thresholds, which were to revert to the current levels upon completion of the 
Department of Ecology’s (DOE) rule-making process.  The DOE conducted a thorough review of 
the thresholds for minor new construction and elected to provide agencies the flexibility to 
substantially amend their local procedures.  This process was completed on January 28, 2013, and 
the interim thresholds are no longer in effect.  The City must amend its environmental procedures in 
order to take advantage of the flexibility afforded by the DOE.   

• Recognize Existing Planning Efforts.  It is important to recognize existing planning efforts and 
environmental protections.  Given the extensive investment the City has and will continue to make in 
the Comprehensive Plan and Development Code, it is essential that project review start from the 
fundamental land-use choices that are made at the Comprehensive Plan level.  Plans and regulations 
should not be reevaluated through environmental review.  With the adoption of substantive 
environmental regulations, SEPA has become redundant for minor new construction.  The DOE has 
determined that, with appropriate local regulations, minor new construction below the exempt 
thresholds pose less than a probable significant impact. 

• Implement Council Goals:  Council Goal 1 directs the City to continue to implement efforts to make 
the permit process predictable, timely and competitive.  Review under the City’s current 
environmental procedures builds a bureaucratic redundancy that focuses on procedures and policies 
rather than the proposals and regulations intended to mitigate impacts.   

 
Mr. Forry advised that since SEPA was originally enacted in 1971, many new laws and procedures for 
environmental protection, land use planning, and the provisions for infrastructure have been 
implemented.  He specifically noted the following: 
 
• The City has made concerted efforts to adopt and implement environmental protections, starting as 

early as incorporation in 1995 when they adopted the King County regulations and environmental 
procedures that reflected the 1971 thresholds.   
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• In 1998 the first Comprehensive Plan was adopted, and the impacts of the plan were analyzed under 
an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). A development code that implements the policies and 
mitigations identified in the Comprehensive Plan was adopted in 2000.   

• In 2005, the Growth Management Act (GMA) directed a major update to the Comprehensive Plan, 
which required that adequate facilities be available at the time of development to meet the City’s 
Level of Service (LOS) Standard.  The update also provided protections for the natural environment 
and defined best available science (BAS) in policies and local regulations.  To support the new 
policies in the Comprehensive Plan update, the Critical Area Ordinance (CAO) was adopted in 2006.   

• The Surface Water Code was adopted in 2009 to implement the DOE’s Stormwater Manual and set 
the standards for low-impact development. 

• The Transportation Master Plan was adopted in 2011 to identify LOS for transportation and define 
the transportation network.  The plan also developed the transportation component of the 6 and 20-
year Capital Facilities Plan (CFP), which is intended to identify future improvements that mitigate 
the long-term impacts of development.   

• The Surface Water Master Plan was adopted in 2011 and sets the LOS for stormwater facilities for 
both the utility and new development. 

• The Shoreline Master Program was updated in 2012 and put in place the Shoreline Management 
Act’s (SMA) requirement of no net loss of environmental protection.   

• Vegetation and Tree Protections were adopted in 2012 to provide protections for the urban canopy 
and understory vegetation.   

• In 2012, the Floodplain Ordinance was updated as mandated by the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA) to incorporate provisions of the Endangered Species Act.   

• As mandated by GMA, the Comprehensive Plan was updated in 2012.  The environmental review 
analyzed the future impacts of development.   

• The Legislature approved an amendment to SEPA in 2012, which directed the DOE to modernize 
the rules that guide state and local agencies in conducting SEPA review in light of the increased 
environmental protections at the local and state levels. 

• The Commercial Design Standards will be adopted in 2013 to implement policies in the Land Use 
Element of the Comprehensive Plan and further support Council Goal 1.  The design standards are 
system-wide and form the basis for on-the-ground project decisions when permits come in.   

 
Mr. Forry referred to Attachment A, which identifies the local, state and federal regulations that mitigate 
the impacts of new construction.  Additional analysis of the proposal is also provided in the staff report.  
Due to the extensive planning efforts the Planning Commission has undertaken to meet the requirements 
of GMA and the instituted environmental protections that were implemented through the permit process, 
staff recommends the environmental review thresholds for minor new construction be amended as 
proposed.  He briefly reviewed the process for Development Code amendments, noting that review and 
a public hearing by the Planning Commission is the first step in the process.  A public hearing has been 
tentatively scheduled for March 21st.  After the hearing, the Commission will forward a recommendation 
to the City Council.  A study session has been tentatively scheduled with the City Council for April 8th, 
with final action on the proposal on April 29th.  He noted that the time between the Commission’s 
recommendation and the City Council’s formal consideration will be used to satisfy the DOE’s 21-day 
comment period.  He clarified that while the DOE does not adopt or approve local regulations, they do 
review and comment as appropriate.   
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Mr. Forry referred to the table on Page 8 of the Staff Report, which outlines the numbers of activities the 
City has evaluated over the past eight years that were subject to SEPA.  Of the average 103 projects that 
were evaluated between 2004 and 2012, approximately 20 each year would have required SEPA review 
based on the proposed amendment.   He summarized that while the number and types of proposals 
subject to SEPA would decrease, the majority of the larger proposals processed by the City would still 
be subject to a public process.  As per the proposed amendment, the City would focus its environmental 
evaluation on the larger proposals that have greater impacts as opposed to minor new construction 
projects.   
 
Commissioner Wagner said the Commission previously heard testimony that a fair number of the SEPA 
appeals filed in the City ended up not having a significant impact on projects because the Hearing’s 
Board found in favor of the initial ruling.  She said it would be helpful to have information about recent 
SEPA appeals and whether or not the projects would have been subject to SEPA based on the proposed 
amendment.  Mr. Forry said CRISTA was the only project of note for which an appeal was filed, and 
SEPA would still be required for a project of that size.  More recently, a project was appealed and the 
City lost because the ordinance language was not substantive enough to craft valid mitigation.  It was 
remanded back to the City for reconsideration, and the permit was subsequently issued. 
 
Commissioner Scully observed that SEPA is supposed to be a study tool rather than a restrictive tool.  It 
is not supposed to call out what can and cannot be done, but rather the affects a project will have.  He 
referred to the Element and Regulation Matrix on Page 11 of the Staff Report and noted that most of the 
items in the right column are substantive restrictions.  For example, the Tree Code is not necessarily a 
study tool; it specifically calls out what is and is not allowed in relation to trees.  He questioned what 
would be lost in terms of information to help the City identify the impacts of a project. 
 
Mr. Forry explained that the City does not often issue Mitigated Determinations of Non-Significance 
(MDNS) because the regulations provide substantive support for the mitigations identified.  For 
example, the CAO mitigates based on a professional evaluation of the critical area.  It does not 
specifically enumerate all of the mitigation options, but it gives the City latitude to accept what a 
professional says needs to be done to mitigate the impacts.  The City has found it cannot identify 
mitigations above and beyond what the ordinance allows.   He explained that SEPA’s premise is that 
environmental review starts by identifying what can be mitigated based on regulations.  The next step is 
to review the Comprehensive Plan policies to identify what has not been mitigated.  The City has made 
an extensive effort over the past 15 years to provide more than adequate levels of protection.  The 
DOE’s thresholds identify levels for minor new construction, and any project below the upper threshold 
would be considered minor and exempt.   He referred to a recent 5-story, multi-family development on 
152nd with approximately 200 units.  The City conducted an extensive public process and environmental 
review and found there were no substantial impacts that could not be mitigated via the City’s existing 
ordinances.  There were no impacts significant enough for the City to exercise its SEPA authority.  
 
Commissioner Scully pointed out that if a project is exempt from SEPA, the applicant would not be 
required to submit a checklist and the City would lose this information piece.  He asked if these 
information-gathering components are contained in other existing City regulations.  Mr. Forry answered 
affirmatively.  For example, there are study components contained in the CAO, and the regulations 
related to traffic require projects to demonstrate that they meet the LOS standards. 
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Chair Moss asked staff to comment further on their recommendation that the CAO provides sufficient 
regulations to allow the City to eliminate automatic environmental reviews for activities in and around 
critical areas.  She noted that an EIS has already been done for a number of properties in the City so that 
developers to not have to repeat the process for each individual property.  Mr. Forry explained that the 
State’s Environmental Policy Act contains a provision that allows local jurisdictions to address 
exemptions within critical areas.  The permissive language was added in 1974 and was intended to 
provide assistance to cities that did not have critical areas regulations in place.  As local jurisdictions 
developed critical areas regulations, the need to do SEPA evaluations within critical areas became more 
of a procedural requirement than a pure analysis of what was going on.  The City’s current CAO 
requires an analytical analysis that focuses on projects rather than procedures.  Requiring a SEPA 
review, as well, results in a greater focus being placed on procedure, making it more difficult to focus on 
the actual project, its impacts, and appropriate mitigation. 
 
Chair Moss asked if the City’s study for the CAO went outside the boundaries of the actual critical 
areas.  Mr. Forry said the study included the critical areas and their associated buffer areas, which vary, 
depending on the scope of the critical area.   
 
Chair Moss asked if there are impacts that may not be covered by City regulations that a SEPA review 
would catch.  Mr. Forry said it would be incorrect and naïve to say there would not be any loss of 
potential study under SEPA.  However, the process for reviewing applications employs an evaluation of 
the majority of the SEPA components.  However, if an environmental checklist is no longer required, it 
is possible that some items would not be covered.  The DOE has indicated that the thresholds identified 
do not present themselves as probable significant impacts if appropriate environmental regulations have 
been adopted, and staff is suggesting that the City has appropriate environmental regulations in place.    
 
Commissioner Scully asked how other jurisdictions are addressing the new exemptions.  Mr. Forry said 
many have already exercised the interim threshold levels.  He noted that the City has two planned action 
areas (North City and Town Center), and an EIS has been completed for each one.  Therefore, new 
development would be exempt from the SEPA review requirement.  Many jurisdictions are using a 
similar approach by using area-wide planned actions as a way to opt out of SEPA review at the everyday 
project level.  All jurisdictions must go through the process staff is currently proposing in order to adopt 
the highest levels.   
 
Vice Chair Esselman asked how the DOE arrived at the interim and proposed new levels.  Mr. Forry 
said the interim levels were originally developed by the DOE through a rule-making process.  A similar 
process was used to identify the new thresholds, and the City participated.  A proposal was put forward 
by the DOE, and stakeholder groups were formed to participate in ad hoc committee meetings and 
public hearings.  The thresholds originally proposed were much higher, and through the rule-making 
process, they were put into a realm of reality that the DOE and all stakeholders were comfortable with.   
 
Chair Moss requested further clarification from Mr. Forry regarding his earlier comment about the City 
losing an appeal because the regulations were not strong enough.  Mr. Forry said this issue related to a 
proposal to remove a substantial number of trees within a critical area (slope) of an Innis Arden Reserve.  
The City’s intent was to protect as many trees as possible using the CAO and SEPA as a tool.  However, 
SEPA was not the correct tool to accomplish this goal.  Anytime SEPA is involved, the process is 
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opened up to appeal and the City is required to substantiate any mitigation it puts forward.  The City was 
unable to substantiate the mitigation under court scrutiny and lost the appeal.  If the City had strictly 
applied its ordinance, it would have had a very firm basis.  However, the City went beyond the scope of 
its ordinance and probably beyond the scope of SEPA in identifying mitigations and attempting to apply 
some unfounded science.   
 
Mr. Forry clarified that the left hand column of the Element and Regulation Matrix (Attachment A) lists 
the elements contained in the environmental checklist that need to be evaluated under environmental 
review.  The right hand column lists the local, federal and state regulations already in place to address 
each element.  He emphasized that the matrix should accompany the amendment process all the way 
through to the City Council since the DOE’s process requires that the City Council enter findings to 
respond to each of the elements.  Chair Moss referred to the right hand column related to the “earth” 
element and asked if restrictions for impervious surfaces, hardscape, tree protection and site coverage 
are specifically called out in SMC 20.50.  Mr. Forry said SMC 20.50 includes restrictions on hardscape 
and mandated tree protection.  The protection for steep slopes is in SMC 20.80 of the CAO.   
 
Mr. Forry referred to Attachment B, which identifies the actions that require noticing and public 
comment.  Those actions with “checks” require some level of notice and public comment, regardless of 
whether or not a proposal is exempt under SEPA.  Most also have conditioning authority under the 
development regulations.  Administrative Design Review would only be required for development in the 
commercial areas when departures or variances from the development standards have been requested. 
 
While it is nice to provide an opportunity for the public to comment on development proposals, Mr. 
Forry cautioned that it can create an expectation that the comments can somehow affect the outcome.  
This is particularly true with SEPA review.  The City has struggled to determine what is “effective 
comment.”  Commissioner Scully countered that the public comment process allows the City to gather 
more information.  Even when public comments cannot influence the outcome, there is some value as 
long as the City appropriately messages what the affect will be.  Mr. Forry said staff is looking at ways 
to support public comment, but get the word out that it will not affect substantive changes.   
 
Chair Moss asked if the properties that would be developed under a Shoreline Substantial Development 
Permit have already had an independent analysis or an EIS.  Mr. Forry answered that these properties 
within the shoreline area have not been through an environmental process under SEPA.  However, many 
of the City’s ordinances have been through a thorough environmental evaluation at the plan level, and 
mitigations have been incorporated into the City’s regulations.  He commented that the public can get 
the “biggest bang for their buck” by participating in the regulatory process.  
 
Chair Moss noted that the list of projects that require noticing and public comment would not change as 
a result of the proposed amendment.  Mr. Forry agreed that the list is intended to demonstrate that a fair 
number of projects would require a public comment period.  He said they typically receive the most 
public comments on subdivision and short plat proposals, and it is important to keep in mind that the 
subdivision process is based on state law and is almost as rigorous as SEPA.  There is an opportunity for 
public comment, and the City has conditioning authority to mitigate impacts.   
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Mr. Forry referred to the proposed new language for SMC 20.30.560 (Attachment C).  Commissioner 
Montero pointed out that a parking lot that accommodates 90 vehicles would be significant in size.  Mr. 
Forry observed that it is not likely that a large, stand-alone parking facility would be constructed in the 
City given the cost of real estate.  Typically, parking would be associated with a commercial 
development that would likely be subject to SEPA anyway.   
 
Commissioner Scully questioned why the excavation threshold is the only exemption that is cumulative.  
Mr. Forry clarified that the exemption thresholds have been established by the DOE.  It was discussed 
that the extraction of cubic yards in conjunction with exempt activity would not have a critical impact.  
Although excavation and fill would not be evaluated under SEPA, it would be extensively evaluated 
under the Stormwater Regulations and CAO, and the properties would have to comply with the standard 
engineering principles for cut and fill on properties.  In addition, provisions in the Municipal Code 
require a developer to mitigate route traffic impacts and identify haul routes.  They would also be 
subject to regulations related to noise, time of construction activity, Puget Sound Clean Air Act, etc.  
Large projects would also be required to obtain a construction permit from the DOE to mitigate potential 
impacts to streams and runoff.  He summarized that there are substantial regulations in place to address 
the majority of impacts associated with larger developments.   
 
Commissioner Craft summarized that the thresholds should not be raised unless the appropriate 
regulations and ordinances are in place to monitor activities from a development standpoint.  He asked if 
staff is confident that the City’s current regulations and ordinances will effectively address the gap 
between the existing threshold and the proposed new threshold.  He also asked if staff believes the 
City’s regulations are more effective in their application on the various development components.  Mr. 
Forry answered affirmatively.   
 
Commissioner Craft observed that while some of the reporting aspects of SEPA may not be as clearly 
identified in the regulations and ordinances, staff believes the enforcement of various standards would 
still be as effective.  He said that while there is a certain level of frustration that the City is unable to 
address public comments that are received via the SEPA process, the comments can help identify 
elements of a project that the City did not previously understand.  He asked if language could be added 
to the regulations to replace the reporting techniques in SEPA that would disappear with the raised 
threshold, or would this be a redundant feature of what is already in place.  Mr. Forry explained that the 
project review process is set up to evaluate many of the components of the environment.  While the 
regulations do not specifically respond to some points, such as endangered species, raising the 
thresholds would not negate the City’s ability to react to these concerns at any point of time in the 
process.  Although there would be no formal public comment period, the public could submit 
information and concerns, and the City would have the ability to react quickly to address issues under 
their current regulatory and enforcement authority.  This would be true with or without SEPA.   
 
Chair Moss noted that some public projects are subject to the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA).  She asked if NEPA would be more stringent than SEPA.  Mr. Forry said that SEPA was 
derived from NEPA, and they are considered comparable.  NEPA is required for projects that involve 
federal funding, and SEPA is required for local level projects.  They perform the same general 
conceptual level of environmental review.   He said he does not know what the NEPA thresholds are at 
this time. 
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Public Comment 
 
No one in the audience indicated a desire to provide public comment during this portion of the meeting.  
 
DIRECTOR’S REPORT 
 
Mr. Szafran did not have any additional items to report to the Commission.   
 
REPORTS OF COMMITTEES AND COMMISSIONERS/ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 
Commissioner Scully reported that the Light Rail Station Area Planning Subcommittee is scheduled to 
meet on the third Friday of each month from 4:00 to 5:00 p.m.  He noted that the meetings would be 
more formal, as the public has expressed an interest in participating in the process.  Ms. Simulcik Smith 
advised that the meetings would be noticed on the bulletin board at City Hall, as well as on the City’s 
website.  
 
AGENDA FOR NEXT MEETING 
 
Mr. Szafran announced that the March 7th meeting agenda would include a study item on regional green 
building development code amendments.  Ms. Simulcik Smith recalled that, at their last meeting, 
Commissioner Montero raised the idea of forming a subcommittee to keep the Commission updated 
about the Point Wells property.  The Commission could discuss this further on March 7th.  Staff would 
also bring forward some amendments to the Commission’s Bylaws.  
 
Commissioner Wagner asked if a Commission retreat has been scheduled.  Ms. Simulcik Smith 
answered that staff is working to schedule the retreat and would provide an update on March 7th.  Chair 
Moss recalled that the Commission also holds joint meetings with the City Council twice each year.  
Commissioner Wagner noted that, in the past, the Commission has been invited to submit a formal 
report to the City Council.  The Commission agreed to discuss the content of the report on March 7th.   
 
Chair Moss reminded the Commissioners to notify staff as soon as possible of their planned absences 
from upcoming Commission meetings.   
 
Commissioner Scully asked that the Commissioners consider moving forward with their discussion 
regarding exemptions for affordable housing, which is currently an item on their parking lot agenda.  He 
noted there is currently a lot of community interest in the topic.  Mr. Szafran agreed to discuss this issue 
with Director Markle to determine if it could be included as part of the next batch of Development Code 
amendments.   
 
Chair Moss noted that a presentation on the King County Right Sized Parking Project might be 
scheduled for 4th quarter of 2013.  She asked if the Light Rail Station Area Planning Subcommittee 
would find it helpful to have this information earlier.  Ms. Simulcik Smith said the website was just 
recently launched, and she included it on the Commission’s parking lot agenda as an idea for future 
discussion.  Mr. Forry said a staff member has attended several of the sessions and has compiled a lot of 
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information to assist the City on future projects.  Chair Moss asked staff to make arrangements for the 
presentation to occur sooner than the 4th quarter.   
 
Mr. Szafran said he anticipates that the Shoreline Community College Master Plan proposal would 
likely move forward during the 2nd quarter.  He noted that the proposal would come before the Hearing 
Examiner for review and not the Commission.  The public meetings would be advertised.   
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 9:11 p.m. 
 
 
 
 
 
______________________________ ______________________________ 
Donna Moss    Jessica Simulcik Smith 
Chair, Planning Commission  Clerk, Planning Commission 
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TIME STAMP 
February 21, 2013 

 
CALL TO ORDER:   
 
ROLL CALL:   
 
APPROVAL OF AGENDA:  
 
DIRECTOR’S COMMENTS:  1:01 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES:  1:20 
 
GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT:  1:26    
 
STUDY SESSION:  STATE ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT (SEPA) DEVELOPMENT 
CODE AMENDMENTS 
 Staff Presentation:  1:30 
 Public Comment:  1:01:45 
 
DIRECTOR’S REPORT:  1:01:56 
 
REPORTS OF COMMITTEES AND COMMISSIONERS/ANNOUNCEMENTS:  1:02:10 
 
AGENDA FOR NEXT MEETING:  1:03:17 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
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ELEMENT AND REGULATION MATRIX 

Summary of environmental protections in codes/rules (Substantive Authority) compared to a 

complete list of topics addressed by environmental review pursuant to the SEPA:    

SEPA Authority by Element of the Environment 
(20.50. SMC) 

How Addressed by Other Codes/Rules* 

Earth   

 Chapter13.10  (Surface Water), Chapter 20.80 
(Critical Areas Code), Best Management 
Practices, and general development standards 
in chapter 20.50 (General Development 
Standards)together with restrictions on 
impervious surfaces, hardscape, tree protection 
and site coverage by buildings provide 
protection to steep slope areas and control 
erosion. 

 Chapter 15.05  (Construction and Building 
Codes)   provide mitigation of impacts to slopes  

Air Quality  Three agencies have air quality jurisdiction 
in the City: the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), 
the Washington State Department of 
Ecology (Ecology), and the Puget Sound 
Clean Air Agency (PSCAA).  Although their 
regulations are similar in stringency, each 
agency has established its own standard. 
Unless the state or local agency has 
adopted a more stringent standard, the 
EPA standards apply. Development is 
subject to applicable federal (EPA), 
regional (PSCAA), and State (DOE) air 
quality regulations.  Washington DOE air 
quality regulations applicable to the City 
are found at Chapter 173‐400 WAC.  
Particularly relevant air quality 
regulations.  
 
Construction and demolition activity must 
comply with Puget Sound Clean Air Agency 
(PSCAA) regulations requiring reasonable 
precautions to minimize dust emissions 
(Regulation I, Section 9.15).  
 
Stationary equipment used for the 
construction activities must comply with 
PSCAA regulations requiring the best 
available measures to control the 
emissions of odor‐bearing air 

Attachment AExhibit 3
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SEPA Authority by Element of the Environment 
(20.50. SMC) 

How Addressed by Other Codes/Rules* 

contaminants (Regulation I, Section 9.11).  
 
Commercial facilities could use stationary 
equipment that emits air pollutants (e.g., 
fumes from gas stations, ventilation 
exhaust from restaurants, and emissions 
from dry cleaners).  These facilities would 
be required to register their pollutant‐
emitting equipment with PSCAA 
(Regulation I and Regulation II).  PSCAA 
requires all commercial and industrial 
facilities to use the Best Available Control 
Technology (BACT) to minimize emissions.  
The agency may require applicants for 
high‐emission facilities to conduct an air 
quality assessment to demonstrate that 
the proposed emissions would not expose 
offsite areas to odors or air quality 
concentrations exceeding regulatory 
limits. 
 
Transportation roadway projects must be 
included in the Regional Transportation 
Plan (RTP) or TIP prior to start of 
construction to show that they conform to 
the Puget Sound region’s Air Quality 
Maintenance Plans and would not cause or 
contribute to regional exceedances of the 
federal standards.  Once included in the 
RTP or TIP, the projects must meet all 
transportation conformity requirements 
and demonstrate regional conformity. 
Project‐Level Transportation Conformity 
Analyses for Future Roadway and 
Intersection Improvements:  As part of 
future project‐specific NEPA 
documentation for individual new 
roadway improvement projects, the City 
would be required to conduct CO hot‐spot 
modeling  (as required under WAC 173‐
420) to demonstrate that the projects 
would not cause localized impacts related 
to increased CO emissions from vehicle 
tailpipes at congested intersections.  
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 Air Quality – Construction Impacts 
 

 International Building and Fire Codes contain 
provisions for the removal of hazardous and 
combustible materials (Section 3303). 

 PSCAA rules and best practices apply to mitigate 
impacts from fugitive dust and other potentially 
hazardous demolition waste materials, such as 
lead. 

 PSCAA permit required for asbestos removal 
and includes survey and mitigation measures 
for dust control techniques and use of toxic air 
control technologies. 

Water 
Surface 
Ground 
Runoff 

 20.80 Critical Area Code and Chapter 13.12 
Floodplain Management contain regulations 
that provide for mitigation of impacts to 
landslide hazards areas, steep slopes, unstable 
soils, wetlands, streams, flood prone areas, 
aquifer recharge areas, and fish/wildlife habitat  
Chapter 20.200. 

 Shoreline Master Program contains regulations 
for preservation and enhancement of shorelines 
consistent with DOE rules regarding no net loss  

 Chapter 13.10 Surface Water Code include 
environmental & water quality protections. 

 Best Management Practices included in the 
Department of Ecology Stormwater 
Management Manual for Western Washington   
and NPDES permitting provide stormwater 
pollution prevention measures. 

 State Hydraulic Project Approvals provide for 
protection of freshwater resources. 

Plants and Animals   Tree preservation and landscaping regulations 
provide protections for natural areas and 
wildlife habitat, and promote use of native 
plants.  Chapters 20.50, 20.80, and Low Impact 
Development, Technical Guidance for Puget 
Sound Puget Sound. 

 Federal and state regulations provide 
protection for endangered species (16 U.S.C. 
§1531 et seq. and Chapter 77.12 RCW). 

Energy and Natural Resources   Energy Codes WAC 51‐11 adopted by the City   
and chapter 15.05 mandate high levels of 
energy efficiency. 

 Critical Areas Ordinance (SMC 20.80) protects 
streams, wetlands and flood prone areas. 
 

Environmental Health   Federal, state and regional regulations, as well 
as locally adopted Fire and Building Codes, are 
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the primary means of mitigating risks associated 
with hazardous and toxic materials. 

 WAC 365‐230 Lead Based Paint Abatement 

Noise    Chapter 19.05 Noise provides for 
daytime/nighttime noise level limits, 
exemptions, variances and public nuisances and 
authority to mitigate impacts related to 
exceeding noise level limits and specific noise 
generating activities.  

Land and Shoreline Use   Zoning and Development standards and 
Shoreline Master Program SMC Chapter20.20, 
Subdivision regulations, Design and 
Construction Standards, and Critical Areas code 
address the scale of development and other 
aspects related to compatibility, environmental 
protection and uses. 

Housing   Zoning and development standards provide for 
a broad range of housing types in the City, 
zoning for a range of densities, and flexible 
development standards to achieve the 
allowable density. 

 Design and transition criteria provide for 
compatibility. 

Aesthetics    20.50 General Design Standards include 
transition criteria. A design review process 
applies to, mixed‐use and commercial zones 
providing a consistency review of height, bulk, 
and scale. 
 

Light and Glare   20.50 Development Code standards for 
screening and landscaping, shading of lighting,  
and performance standards related to glare 
provide mitigation.   
 

Recreation   

 Policies contained in the Parks Recreation and 
Open Space Element of the Comprehensive Plan

 Shoreline Master Program addresses public 
access to shoreline Chapter 20.200). 

 Multifamily and mixed‐use performance criteria 
require common open space (SMC 20.50.160). 

Historic and Cultural Preservation 
 

 The Landmark Designation and Preservation 
code is in place for landmark preservation 
(15.20). 

 Federal and state regulations address 
protection of cultural/archaeological resources 
(including RCW Chapters 27.34, 27.53, and 
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27.44 RCW; and WAC Chapter 25.48) 

Transportation   Transportation Master Plan Establishes Master 
Street Plan coupled with the Transportation 
Element of the Comprehensive Plan identify a 
multimodal transportation network and 
establish minimum levels of service impacts of 
development must be mitigated. 

 Six year Capital Facility Plan identifies growth 
related project and mitigations. 

  Infrastructure Improvements Code SMC 20.70.  

 Chapter 20.60 Adequacy of Public facilities 
provides mitigation for impacts to 
infrastructure, including transportation. 

 14.10 Commute Trip Reduction code requires 
affected employers to make a good faith effort 
to develop and implement a CTR program that 
will encourage employees to reduce VMT and 
drive‐alone commute trips. 

 SMC (Chapter 20.50) includes authority to 
requires or reduce parking requirements 
according to land use, considering unique 
circumstances and temporary parking needs. 

Public Services/Facilities and Utilities   Authority for requiring utility improvements is 
identified in SMC 20.60 Adequacy of Public 
Facilities based on adopted levels of service 
applied during permit review.  This includes 
water, sewer, storm drain, and electrical 
improvements. Development must offset direct 
impacts. 

 Fire codes mitigate impacts of built 
environment on emergency services (SMC 
15.05). 

 Solid waste code SMC 13.14 also addresses 
recycling and yard waste collection  

 Water and sewer service providers 
Comprehensive Service Plans provide for 
mitigation of the direct impacts of development 

*All citations are from the City of Shoreline Municipal Code(SMC) , unless otherwise indicated.  RCW = 

Revised Code of Washington.  WAC= Washington Administrative Code. 
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ACTIONS WITH PUBLIC PROCESS 

Action  Noticing & Public 
Comment 

 Accessory Dwelling Unit  

Lot Line Adjustment including Lot Merger   

Building Permit  

Final Short Plat  

Home Occupation, Bed and Breakfast, 

Boarding House  

 

Right-of-Way Use  

Shoreline Exemption Permit   

Sign Permit  

Site Development Permit  

 Deviation from Engineering Standards  

Temporary Use Permit    

 Clearing and Grading Permit  

Planned Action Determination  

 Administrative Design Review   

Floodplain Development Permit  

Floodplain Variance   

Binding Site Plan    

Conditional Use Permit (CUP)   

Preliminary Short Subdivision   

Shoreline Substantial Development Permit   

Shoreline Variance and Shoreline CUP   

Zoning Variances    

Preliminary Formal Subdivision    

Rezone    

Special Use Permit (SUP)   

Critical Areas Special Use Permit   

Final Formal Plat  

SCTF – Special Use Permit   

 Street Vacation   

Master Development Plan   
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20.30.560 Categorical exemptions – Minor new construction. 

The following types of construction shall be exempt, except: 1) when undertaken wholly or partly on lands 

covered by water; 2) the proposal would alter the existing conditions within a critical area; 3) a rezone is 

requested; or 43) any license governing emissions to the air or discharges to water is required. 

A. The construction or location of any residential structures up to of four thirty dwelling units. 

B. The construction of a multi family structure with up to sixty dwelling units. 

C.    The construction of an office, school, commercial, recreational, service or storage building with 4,000 

30,000 square feet of gross floor area, and with associated parking facilities designed for 20 90 

automobiles. 

C.    The construction of a parking lot designed for 2200 90 automobiles.  This exemption includes stand-

alone parking lots. 

D.    Any landfill or excavation of 500 1,000 cubic yards throughout the total lifetime of the fill or 

excavation not associated with an exempt project in sections, A, B, or C and any fill or excavation 

classified as a Class I, II, or III forest practice under RCW 76.09.050 or regulations there under. (Ord. 591 

§ 1 (Exh. A), 2010; Ord. 324 § 1, 2003; Ord. 299 § 1, 2002; Ord. 238 Ch. III § 9(h), 2000). 
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HISTORICAL SUMMARY 

1 
 

 

 SEPA was enacted in 1971 when the nation’s awareness of 
environmental problems was emerging. Many laws and 

procedures for environmental protection, land use planning 

and the provision of infrastructure have been implemented 

since SEPA was first adopted. The City has made a concerted 

effort to adopt and implement environmental protections . 

 CITY INCORPORATION 1995  

 Adopted King County regulations and environmental 

procedures that reflected the 1971 thresholds. 

 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 1998   

The first Comprehensive Plan was adopted. An Environmental 

Impact Statement (EIS) was used to analyze impacts.   

 DEVELOPMENT CODE 2000   

The Development Code implements the policies and 

mitigations identified in the Comprehensive Plan   

 North City District Subarea Plan 2001 
The subarea plan was approved as a Planned Action.   A 

Supplemental EIS was issued for this action.  As a Planned 
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HISTORICAL SUMMARY 

2 
 

Action additional environmental review is not required for 

proposals that are consistent with the plan. 

 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 2005 / CRITICAL AREAS 2006 

As directed by the Growth Management Act (GMA) a major 

update to the Comprehensive Plan was completed in 2005.   

The update established Level of Service (LOS) for sewer and 

water and concurrency standards for traffic. LOS standards 

require that adequate facilities are available at the time of 

development. The update provided protections for natural 

environment and defined best available science in policies 

and local regulations.  To support the policies the Critical 

Areas Code was adopted in 2006. 

 SURFACEWATER CODE 2009 

Surfacewater Code implemented the Department of Ecology 

(DOE) Stormwater Manual and sets standards for Low Impact 

Development. 

 

TRANSPORTATION MASTER PLAN (TMP) 2011 

 TMP identified levels of service for transportation, defined 

the transportation network, and developed the 

transportation component of the six and 20 year Capital 

Facility Plans.  The plans are intended to identify 
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HISTORICAL SUMMARY 

3 
 

infrastructure improvements that mitigate the long term 

impacts of development.  

 Town Center Subarea Plan 2011 

The subarea plan was approved as a Planned Action.  A 

Supplemental EIS was issued for this action.  As a Planned 

Action additional environmental review is not required for 

proposals that are consistent with the plan. 

 

SURFACEWATER MASTER PLAN (SWMP) 2011 

 SWMP sets the Levels of Service (LOS) for stormwater 

facilities both for the utility and new development. 

 

SHORELINE MASTER PROGRAM 

 The Shoreline Master Program (SMA) put in place the “no net 

loss of environmental protection” policies of the Shoreline 

Management Act.  The SMA and Growth Management Act 

(GMA) are examples of new regulation that DOE has used in 

support for reevaluating and proposing new thresholds. 

 

VEGETATION AND TREE PROTECTION 2012 

 Enhanced mitigation to provide protection for the urban tree 

canopy and understory vegetation was adopted.  
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HISTORICAL SUMMARY 

4 
 

FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT 2012 

  FEMA mandated that local floodplain ordinances incorporate 

provisions of the Endangered Species Act .  

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE 2012 

 GMA mandated update.  During the update process the 

impacts of future development were analyzed. A wide range 

of impacts that may result from the implementation of the 

policies and future development were considered. 

LEGISLATIVE AMENDMENTS 2012 

 The 2012 legislature directed Ecology to modernize the rules 

that guide state and local agencies in conducting SEPA 

reviews, in light of the increased environmental protections 

in local, state, and federal regulations. 

 

COMMERCIAL DESIGN STANDARDS (CDS) 2013  

 Commercial design standards were adopted to implement 

policies in the land use element of the Comprehensive Plan 

and further support Council goal #1. 

  

The focus of the environmental review and analysis for both 

the Comprehensive Plan and the CDS was system wide at the 
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HISTORICAL SUMMARY 

5 
 

plan level which will form the basis for “on the ground” 

project decisions.  

 

Due to the extensive planning efforts that this body has 

undertaken to meet the requirements of the Growth 

Management Act and institute environmental protections that are 

implemented through the permit process, we recommend that 

the environmental review thresholds for minor new construction 

be amended as proposed.   
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9/5/2012 Aurora Square Community Renewal Area FAQs 1 

Community Renewal Area FAQs 

Shoreline’s City Council adopted Resolution 333 on September 4, 2012, thereby 

creating the Aurora Square Community Renewal Area (CRA). The CRA establishes 

that economic renewal of the 70+ acre Aurora Square commercial area is clearly 

in the public interest. With the CRA in place, the Shoreline Office of Economic 

Development is freed to work in cooperation with the Aurora Square property 

owners to draft an economic renewal plan for the CRA.   

 

Q: What is a Community Renewal Area (CRA)? 

Washington law (RCW 35.81) allows cities to establish a Community Renewal Area along with a 

Community Renewal Plan (collectively a CRA) to help areas that need renewal. In the case of Aurora 

Square, economic renewal is needed. Once a CRA is established, the city gains a toolkit designed to help 

it facilitate renewal. For example, while Washington law typically limits cities from working with private 

enterprise, cities are encouraged to partner with private enterprise to rejuvenate a Community Renewal 

Area, a tool that can be particularly effective at helping Aurora Square reach its potential.  

Q: Why a CRA at Aurora Square?  

RCW 35.81 describes what an area that needs economic renewal looks like, and Council affirmed that 

four of the five reasons aptly describe Aurora Square:  

1. “Old, obsolete buildings” such as the vacant Sears Catalogue Sales building and the three 

vacant buildings on the Joshua Green triangle. The Sears retail building, while occupied, 

reflects a Sears of decades ago rather than a structure it would build today.  

2. “Defective or inadequate street layout” and “faulty lot layout” is readily apparent at Aurora 

Square. Shoppers cannot walk or drive easily between buildings, and traffic on Aurora and N 

160th Street has difficulty accessing the site. In addition, the lot layout and topography of the 

site work against the retail function of the businesses.   

3. “Excessive land coverage” at Aurora Square is evident in acres of parking in inaccessible or 

unnecessary locations, a lack of landscaping, and inadequate storm water management that 

poses costly hurdles for additional development.  

4. “Diversity of ownership” at Aurora Square—which has ten different ownership groups—

results in the inability to make changes at the speed necessary to respond to opportunities.  

Aurora Square faces daunting challenges which developed over decades, leaving a center that is difficult 

to navigate with disconnected islands of buildings. What’s more, current building and storm water laws 

add more challenges to those demanded by today’s lifestyles and customers. Together, these challenges 

stymied redevelopment, limited reinvestment and produced poor sales, values and rents.  
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9/5/2012 Aurora Square Community Renewal Area FAQs 2 

Q: What is Aurora Square’s potential?  

Aurora Square is a sleeping giant. Given its size, location, demographics, transportation access, and the 

projections for growth in the Puget Sound economy, Aurora Square could be special. The City regularly 

surveys its citizens about ways to improve Shoreline, and better shopping, entertainment, and 

destination restaurants are constantly mentioned. Aurora Square is a key to accomplishing all of these 

opportunities. Of course, outstanding businesses already operate on site, and we trust that these 

ventures can grow even more successful with the synergy created. All this activity means sustainable 

sources of revenue for city services, too. Aurora Square can become a model of “lifestyle Shoreline,” 

with smart-built infrastructure, residences, offices and generous open spaces tied to transit, 

neighborhoods, and the Interurban Trail.  

Q: What role might the City play?  

Now that the CRA is established, the City will initiate tailored assistance to create a Community Renewal 

Plan based on the needs of the site and its interaction with the property owners.  Examples may include:  

 Designing area-wide storm water management or energy systems that allow individual lots to 

take advantage of economies of scale;  

 Commissioning traffic and parking studies to justify more development through right-sizing 

parking and providing improved access;  

 Creating a special signage district to offset the fact that the Interurban Trail pedestrian bridges 

tend to block site visibility from passing motorists on Aurora;  

 Reworking N 160th Street with hopes of giving Aurora Square another “front door” and of better 

engaging Shoreline Community College’s 9,000+ students;  

 Tailoring zoning in special districts that will generate new investment from tenants or users that 

aren’t currently on site;  

 Designating central, consolidated plazas and parks that serve the entire center and become 

focal points for community gatherings;  

 Financing major infrastructure improvements that allow for more predictable and intensive 

development.  

Q: Does the CRA change zoning or heights of buildings?  

No, the CRA itself doesn’t change anything, but is merely a toolkit for a city to use for the very limited 

purpose of bringing about renewal.  

Q: Will the City master plan Aurora Square?  

In a limited way; the City will partner with Aurora Square property owners to provide connections and 

the infrastructure necessary to serve the site. However, the City will not be dictating to the owners how 

they use or develop their sites.   
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9/5/2012 Aurora Square Community Renewal Area FAQs 3 

Q: Will my property taxes or values increase or decrease?  

The King County Assessor’s Office confirmed that creating a CRA or a community renewal plan will not 

affect property assessments positively or negatively, as it does not guarantee improvement, increase 

potential, or devalue property. Property taxes and property values will only be affected when and if the 

area experiences significant improvement through investment or increased tenant activity. 

Q: Are there property rights objections to CRAs?   

Two common property rights objections often surface when cities create CRAs: the dislocation of 

residents and the use of condemnation or eminent domain for economic development. Since no 

residents live in the Aurora Square area, the first objection doesn’t apply. As for condemnation, Council 

adopted Resolution 333 which explicitly states that condemnation and eminent domain not be used for 

economic renewal at Aurora Square, even though RCW 35.81 provides cities with that tool. This action 

follows our legal counsel’s recommendation that condemnation and eminent domain only be used as a 

last resort to renew areas with severe health and safety challenges, but that it not be used for economic 

renewal. With eminent domain removed, the creation of a CRA poses no threat to property rights.  

Q: Does the City intend to acquire property?  

The City already owns a great deal of right-of-way that it can use to help renew Aurora Square. Should 

the City find it necessary to acquire additional property, the City would act in the public interest as a 

typical buyer, using a negotiated purchase agreement. In addition, RCW 35.81 prescribes that cities that 

acquire property for economic renewal in CRAs need to do so with the intention of returning the 

property to the private sector as soon as is reasonable.   

Q: Where can I learn more about Community Renewal Areas?  

The Municipal Research and Services Center of Washington maintains a webpage with examples of CRA 

ordinances from Anacortes, Bremerton, and Vancouver. It also includes a link to the text of RCW 35.81.  

http://www.mrsc.org/subjects/econ/ed-comrenewal.aspx. Questions can also be directed to Dan 

Eernissee, Economic Development Manager, at either 206-801-2218 or deernissee@shorelinewa.gov.   

Q: Can I follow the progress of the Aurora Square Community Renewal Area?  

Shoreline City Council packet information, staff presentations, and a video recording of all meetings are 

available on the City of Shoreline’s website.   http://www.shorelinewa.gov/index.aspx?page=82 

Q: Can I comment on the Aurora Square Community Renewal Area proposal?  

The Shoreline City Council values community input and looks forward to hearing from you on the CRA 

proposal. If your comments are submitted before 4:00 p.m. on the day of the City Council meeting, your 

comments will be distributed to the City Council and appropriate staff prior to the Council meeting that 

evening as well as posted on the City's website under public comment in the Document Library. 

Comments can be submitted online at http://www.shorelinewa.gov/index.aspx?recordid=20&page=696 
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Property ownership by City Without CRA Additional abilities with CRA in place

Buy, lease, condemn, acquire real property
Allowed, but not with intent to be resold to private 

party for economic development 
Allowed with preference to resale to private parties*

Hold, clear, or improve real property Allowed, but only for public facilities Allowed for both public or eventual private use

Dispose of real property
Allowed, but not with intent to be resold to private 

party for economic development 
Allowed with preference to resale to private parties*

* Condemnation only to be exercised to cure health and safety blight, not 
economic blight

Zoning changes Without CRA Additional abilities with CRA in place

Rezone property Allowed as a Planned Area
Allowed as a spot zone regardless of GMA/Comprehensive 

Plan cycle 

Use resources to master plan private property
Not allowed since it can be construed to benefit private 

property
Allowed

Create special districts with unique rules
Allowed in a limited way as part of the Planned Area 

zoning
Allowed

Private partnerships Without CRA Additional abilities with CRA in place

Enter into a developer agreement
City can only sell property it owns through competitive 

bid without strings attached. 

Before purchasing property, the city can  identify partners 
to develop all or some. City can also dictate to buyers how 

the property will be used.

Select buyer who agrees to further CRA goals Not allowed
Allowed after some kind of competitive process or any non-

profit buyer without competitive process

Execute contracts and other instruments Allowed to carry out City purposes only Allowed to carry out CRA purposes as well

Provide incentives to tenants who help fulfill the community 
renewal plan

Allowed with limitations Allowed with more flexibility
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Building infrastructure Without CRA Additional abilities with CRA in place

Build and repair roads, parks, utilities Allowed Allowed

Close, vacate & rearrange streets and sidewalks Allowed for city purposes Allowed to promote economic development as well

Borrow money and accept grants to carry out community 
renewal

Not allowed Allowed

Form Local Improvement Districts to finance Allowed Allowed

Incentives and impacts Without CRA Additional abilities with CRA in place

Provide loans, grants, or other assistance to property 
owners or tenants affected by the community renewal 

process
Not allowed, except in aid of lower income persons Allowed

Provide financial or technical incentives for job creation or 
retention

Not allowed Allowed

Relocate persons affected by community renewal
Not allowed except for persons affected by 

condemnation for public facilities
Allowed
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RENEWAL
PLAN

The September 1967 Grand Opening of the City of Shoreline’s Sears 
was heralded with great fanfare. After 45 years, though, the Sears 
store and its surroundings are in need of renewal.

AURORA 
SQUARE CRA
The Shoreline City Council recently designated the 70+ acre Aurora 
Square area as a Community Renewal Area (CRA) where economic 
renewal would clearly deliver multifaceted public benefits. Now 
that the CRA is established, the City is empowered to partner with 
private enterprise to encourage 21st century renewal.

http://www.fontsquirrel.
com/fonts/Bebas
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Aurora Square 
Community Renewal Plan

Project Type
Public Private Partnership

Web Site
www. shorelinewa.gov/

aurorasquarerenewal

Aurora Square CRA
70+ acres

155th & Aurora Ave N

Current Anchors
Sears, Central Market,  

Marshalls, Pier 1, Big Lots

 “Aurora 
Square is a 

sleeping
giant.” 

THE VISION
Imagine an open, green plaza in the center of Shoreline, filled with 
sunbathing and studying students, young families watching their 
children run and play, an elderly couple enjoying a Central Market 
picnic, dogs wagging their tails, actors practicing their lines, and 
the sound of college-age buskers singing with an occasional clink 
as coins fall into a hat.

This is the backdrop to the busy comings and goings of shoppers 
and lunching workers who relish the time of their day that allows 
them to visit the renewed Aurora Square shopping center. It is a 
“one-stop” convenient shopping solution that provides dining, 
nightlife, and healthy-lifestyle options. It is a community gathering 
place, where a leg stretching walking easily turns into a serendipi-
tous rendezvous with friends. 

It is an environmentally sensitive district within walking distance of 
Metro’s RapidRide bus service and the Interurban Trail:  the intersec-
tion of life, study, entertainment, sustainability and retail.

THE CHALLENGE
Aurora Square was developed as a Sears-anchored retail center, and 
Sears Holding Company owns nearly 17 acres of the site. Unfortu-
nately, Sears is no longer a major retail draw, and it is struggling 
not only in Shoreline, but nationwide. Ownership of the balance of 
the site was sold to nine other property owners creating a difficult 
environment for cohesive planning and renewal.

THE PLAN
The Council’s action to designate Aurora Square as a CRA provides 
a toolkit of powers that the City intends to utilize so that public re-
sources complement that of private enterprise. In the CRA, the City 
can master plan the site, buy and sell property, build infrastructure, 
negotiate with private enterprise, borrow money and accept grants, 
and form local improvement districts. 

The CRA Renewal Plan identifies a number of high value projects 
that the City wishes to accomplish for the good of all.  The City is 
therefore seeking willing private partners to enter into binding per-
formance agreements that result in mutually beneficial results. 
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THE MASTER PLAN 
Aurora Square is home to many 
outstanding businesses, but due 
to the absence of cohesive plan-
ning and investment, the center 
provides little synergy between 
them. In the first step of the Re-
newal Plan, the City of Shoreline 
is stepping in to act as the mas-
ter planning agent. 

The master plan is intended to 
provide a dynamic and flexible 
framework for guiding public-
private partnership projects by 
allowing each individual prop-
erty owner to understand and 
invest in the “big picture” while 
not needing to control other 
properties. 

The master plan also illustrates 
that the City of Shoreline is 
seeking to renew Aurora Square 
dramatically by augmenting the  
current structures and road net-
work, rather than starting with a 
complete new slate. That is why 
the master plan emphasizes re-
purposing buildings, increasing 
land use efficiency, enhancing 
the “on-ground” experience, and 
providing creative solutions to 
stubborn design and connectiv-
ity problems.

 INCREASE LAND 
EFFICIENCY 

 BY 100%
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Dan Eernissee
Economic Development Manager
206.801.2218
deernissee@shorelinewa.gov
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CREATE AN      
ECO-DISTRICT
Exceptional environmental wins 
are achieved when clusters 
of buildings work together to 
achieve sustainability in a “eco-
district.” The Aurora Square CRA 
provides sufficient size to expe-
rience economies of scale with 
cost-effective facilities and infra-
structure, whether they be treat-
ing storm or waste water, pro-
viding clean power, or achieving 
other  environmental goals.  

 
DIRTY

TO CLEAN

 “a model 
of design 

for the 21st 
century”

 Aurora Square 
Community Renewal Plan Project

Project Type
Public-Private Partnership 

involving local improvement 
districts or financing

Contact
Dan Eernissee
206.801.2218

deernissee@shorelinewa.gov
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TRANSFORM 
WESTMINSTER
Westminster Way between 155th 
and 160th is transformed into a 
green and attractive pedestri-
an-friendly street that provides 
additional retail and residential 
frontage, on-street parking, and 
festival gatherings while at the 
same time providing the critical 
connection between the upper 
and lower parts of the center.

 
OFFRAMP

TO STROLL

 “shoppers
want a 

fun place 
to walk”

 Aurora Square 
Community Renewal Plan Project

Project Type
Public-Private Partnership 

involving vacation of right-of-way

Contact
Dan Eernissee
206.801.2218

deernissee@shorelinewa.gov
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BUILD A NEW  
CENTER POINT
The center of a place is defined 
by where the lines intersect, but 
unfortunately the intersecting 
lines were never built at Aurora 
Square. By creating two strong 
connections between the sepa-
rate areas of the site, the poten-
tial of the entire site is broken 
open and it begins functioning 
as a cohesive whole. 

 
BIG BLOCKS

TO SMALL

 “I can get 
to so many 

places from 
this spot.” 

 Aurora Square 
Community Renewal Plan Project

Project Type
Public-Private Partnership 

involving right-of-way dedication 
and infrastructure construction

Contact
Dan Eernissee
206.801.2218

deernissee@shorelinewa.gov
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REIMAGINE THE 
SEARS PROPERTY
Sears built its flagship  suburban 
store in Shoreline in 1967; nearly 
five decades later, the site com-
bines its nearly 17-acres with 
strong demographics, progres-
sive zoning, and outstanding 
traffic counts on Aurora Ave N 
to make it one of the best adap-
tive reuse opportunities in the 
northwest.  

 
TIRED  

TO FRESH

 “adaptive 
resuse can 
allow us to 
span time”

 Aurora Square 
Community Renewal Plan Project

Project Type
Public-Private Partnership 

involving financing and grants

Contact
Dan Eernissee
206.801.2218

deernissee@shorelinewa.gov
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BUILD A NEW 
HOME
Zoning once divided homes from 
other uses, but we now appreci-
ate the lifestyle advantages of 
living close to shopping, dining, 
work, transit, education, and lei-
sure. Residential units built in 
Aurora Square will take advan-
tage of these at-hand amenities 
while enjoying a period of prop-
erty tax exemptions. 

 
MY MARKET

TO MY HOME

 “people 
who get to 

live here 
are lucky”

 Aurora Square 
Community Renewal Plan Project

Project Type
Public Incentive

involving property tax exemptions

Contact
Dan Eernissee
206.801.2218

deernissee@shorelinewa.gov
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TRADE SURFACE 
PARKING FOR JOBS
Washington State Department of 
Transportation’s 16-acre region-
al headquarters is dominated by 
surface parking. By providing 
WSDOT adequate parking in a 
structure a third of the site can 
be freed up to allow for industry 
or office uses that bring jobs to 
Shoreline and help the retailers 
and restaurants in the CRA. 

 
PAVED LOT 

TO GARAGE

 “structured 
parking frees 

up land for 
better uses”

 Aurora Square 
Community Renewal Plan Project

Project Type
Public-Private Partnership 

involving public land purchase 
and infrastructure finance 

Contact
Dan Eernissee
206.801.2218

deernissee@shorelinewa.gov
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INCORPORATE   
THE COLLEGE 
Shoreline Community College 
(SCC) is a dynamic local asset that 
can serve as a cultural anchor by 
giving it a presence in the CRA. 
The City is already working with 
SCC to improve 160th from Au-
rora to SCC. The next steps are 
to provide onsite programming, 
housing, and performance ven-
ues in the CRA that add life that 
add more life and vitality to the 
center.  

 
SUBDUED         

TO LIVELY

 “SCC’s ten 
thousand 

students are 
steps away”

 Aurora Square 
Community Renewal Plan Project

Project Type
Public-Private Partnership 

involving grants, branding, 
and onsite facilities 

Contact
Dan Eernissee,

206.801.2218
deernissee@shorelinewa.gov
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ADD NIGHTLIFE  
TO THE MIX
Annual resident surveys reveal 
a strong desire for more enter-
tainment and dining options in 
Shoreline. Combine that desire 
with a supportive arts commu-
nity, a college specializing in 
performance art and digital me-
dia, and a lack of options, and 
the  conclusion is that an enter-
tainment district could be wildly 
successful. 

 
DARK

TO LIGHTS

 “OMW 
can’t wait 
to join u 4 

drinks”
 Aurora Square 

Community Renewal Plan Project

Project Type
Public-Private Partnership 

involving infrastructure finance 

Contact
Dan Eernissee
206.801.2218

deernissee@shorelinewa.gov
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Aurora Square Community Renewal Area Public Process
12‐Feb 12‐Mar 12‐Apr 12‐May 12‐Jun 12‐Jul 12‐Aug 12‐Sep 12‐Oct 12‐Nov 12‐Dec 13‐Jan 13‐Feb 13‐Mar 13‐Apr 13‐May 13‐Jun

Alternatives Analysis

Story Board/Concepts

UW Architecture Studio

Current Condition Inventory

Participation Projects Formulated

Federal Gov't Priorities

State Capital/Land Options

Infrastructure Financing Options

Public Engagement

Property Owner Input

Neighborhood Meetings 6th 13/27 TBD 18th

Chamber of Commerce

Currents  Article

Comp Plan Speaker Series 25th 12th

News stories * ***

Expert Roundtable TBD

City Process

CRA Designation Phase

CRA Plan Phase

Planning Commission 1st 21st

City Council 9th 13th 4th 1st TBD
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Storm Facility
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