AGENDA

CITY OF SHORELINE PLANNING COMMISSION
REGULAR MEETING

Thursday, May 3, 2007
7:00 p.m.
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6.

CALL TO ORDER

ROLL CALL

APPROVAL OF AGENDA
DIRECTOR’S REPORT

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
a. April 19, 2007

GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT

CITY OF

NE

-

Shoreline Conference Center
18560 1°* Ave. NE | Mt. Rainier Room

Estimated Time

7:00 p.m.
7:01 p.m.
7:02 p.m.
7:03 p.m.
7:08 p.m.

7:10 p.m.

The Planning Commission will take public comment on any subject which is not of a quasi-judicial nature or specifically
scheduled for this agenda. Each member of the public may comment for up to two minutes. However, Item 6 (General Public
Comment) will be limited to a maximum period of twenty minutes. Each member of the public may also comment for up to two
minutes on action items after each staff report has been presented. The Chair has discretion to limit or extend time limitations
and number of people permitted to speak. In all cases, speakers are asked to come to the front of the room to have their
comments recorded. Speakers must clearly state their name and city of residence.

7.

10.

11.
12.

13.

PUBLIC HEARING Quasi-Judicial Public Hearing
File #301436 and #201599 - 416 and 422 N. 145th St.

Site Specific Comp Plan Amendment and Rezone
a. Staff Overview and Presentation of Preliminary Staff Recommendation

Applicant Testimony

Questions by the Commission to Staff and Applicant

Public Testimony or Comment

Presentation of Final Staff Recommendation

Final Questions by the Commission and Commission Deliberation
Closure of the Public Hearing

Vote by Commission to Recommend Approval or Denial or Modification

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES AND COMMISSIONERS
UNFINISHED BUSINESS

NEW BUSINESS
a. Ridgecrest/Economic Development Update

ANNOUNCEMENTS

AGENDA FOR May 10, 2007 Special Meeting
Public workshop on "Strategic Points for Town Center Projects" & possible decision

ADJOURNMENT

SQ -~ ® 2 0 T

7:15 p.m.

7:50 p.m.
7:55 p.m.
8:00 p.m.

9:10 p.m.
9:14 p.m.

9:15 p.m.

The Planning Commission meeting is wheelchair accessible. Any person requiring a disability accommodation should contact
the City Clerk’s Office at 546-8919 in advance for more information. For TTY telephone service call 546-0457. For up-to-date
information on future agendas call 546-2190.
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These Minutes Subject to
May 3" Approval

CITY OF SHORELINE

SHORELINE PLANNING COMMISSION
SUMMARY MINUTES OF REGULAR MEETING

April 19, 2007 Shoreline Conference Center
7:00 P.M. Shoreline Room
COMMISSIONERS PRESENT STAFF PRESENT

Chair Piro Joe Tovar, Director, Planning & Development Services

Vice Chair Kuboi Steve Cohn, Senior Planner, Planning & Development Services
Commissioner Broili Paul Cohen, Senior Planner, Planning & Development Services
Commissioner Hall Steve Szafran, Planner I1, Planning & Development Services
Commissioner Harris Jessica Simulcik Smith, Planning Commission Clerk

Commissioner Phisuthikul
Commissioner Pyle (arrived at 7:06 p.m.)
Commissioner Wagner

COMMISSIONERS ABSENT
Commissioner McClelland

CALL TO ORDER

Chair Piro called the regular meeting of the Shoreline Planning Commission to order at 7:05 p.m.
ROLL CALL

Upon roll call by the Commission Clerk, the following Commissioners were present: Chair Piro, Vice
Chair Kuboi, Commissioners Broili, Harris, Phisuthikul, Hall and Wagner. Commissioner Pyle arrived

at 7:06 p.m. and Commissioner McClelland was excused.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA

The agenda was approved as presented.
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DIRECTOR’S REPORT

¢ Joint City Council/Planning Commission Fall Meeting

Mr. Tovar suggested that Monday, September 24, 2007 be scheduled as a joint dinner meeting for the
City Council and Planning Commission. This type of setting would allow more discussion and dialogue
between the two groups. The date would also afford the Commission an opportunity to identify
upcoming projects that might have some resource implications prior to the City Council getting to far
into the 2008 budget process.

e Update on Civic Center/City Hall Project

Mr. Tovar reported that a public workshop was conducted on March 20", and citizens were invited to
provide their ideas. A staff team has evaluated the Request for Qualifications submittals from six
developer/design teams. The three finalists have been invited to submit Request for Proposals,
including some conceptual representations showing how they might optimize the use of the site. The
staff team would review the Request for Proposals in early June and make a recommendation to the City
Council later in the month. It is anticipated the Council would select a development team sometime in
July, and then a developer agreement would be negotiated. The goal is for the City Council to make
decisions about many of the details by the end of 2007 so that construction could start in 2008.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

The minutes of March 15, 2007 were approved as submitted.

GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT

Maria Walsh, Mountlake Terrace, recognized that some effort has been made by the City of Shoreline
to contact the Washington State Department of Social and Health Services regarding the Fircrest
Property (City Council Goal 8), but the City has not received a response. She urged them to continue
their efforts to work with the State to keep the facility in Shoreline. Wonderful things are happening at
the facility, and the resource is very important to the community.

PUBLIC HEARING ON 2007 DEVELOPMENT CODE AMENDMENTS

Chair Piro advised that this item is a continuation of a public hearing that was held on March 15"
regarding the proposed second batch of 2007 Development Code Amendments. He briefly reviewed the
rules and procedures for the public hearing.

Staff Overview and Presentation of Preliminary Staff Recommendation

Mr. Szafran recalled that 17 code amendments were presented to the Commission at the March 15
public hearing. One amendment was pulled by staff, and the Commission recommended that
Amendments 9, 13 and 14 be reviewed further by the staff. He reviewed the staff’s further evaluation of
each of the three amendments.
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Amendment 9 — Section 20.50.020(2) Density and Dimensions for the CB Zones Along Aurora

Mr. Szafran said that because the original proposal would only immediately affect two parcels (James
Alan Salon and Fire Station Properties), staff reconsidered the scope of the amendment and evaluated its
applicability in other parts of Shoreline. He explained that, as per the revised amendment, the proposal
would be expanded to affect all CB zoned parcels within 1,300 feet of Aurora Avenue North and
Ballinger Way. He advised that staff is recommending that the revised Amendment 9 be adopted for the
following reasons:

1. A standard measurement for a maximum walk time to get to a specific destination is 1,300 feet or a
15-minute mile walk time.

2. Aurora Avenue North and Ballinger Way are principal arterials and provide convenient alternative
modes of transportation.

3. There are many parcels along Aurora Avenue North and Ballinger Way that have a potential for CB
zoning, and most of them are topographically separated from or not directly adjacent to single-
family areas.

Amendment 13 — Section 20.50.420 Vehicle Access and Circulation Standards

Mr. Szafran recalled that the Commission requested historical information regarding the establishment
of a 5-foot setback requirement for driveways. He said it appears the amendments were established to
clarify when a driveway could be within a setback. He also recalled the Commission requested
additional information from recent City Council discussions on this item, and the following identifies
the comments they provided:

Adjacent properties could be impacted.

Setbacks should be required.

Perhaps variances could be used instead.

The amendment affects the housing stock in Shoreline and growth management goals.
Neighbors should not have veto power over projects.

arLDdDE

Mr. Szafran suggested the City Council’s concern about the impact to adjacent property owners could be
addressed by eliminating Section C and modifying Section B to require a solid fence between the access
and the property line wherever the access is within the required yard setback.

Amendment 14 — Section 20.70.030(C)(3)(1) Required Improvements

Mr. Szafran recalled the Commission’s concern that this code amendment would create the possibility
for developers to circumvent required improvements. To address this concern, he suggested that Item 3
be changed to state that subdivisions, short plats and binding site plans where all the lots are fully
developed with at least one dwelling unit or habitable structure on every lot shall be exempt from all of
the requirements of the section.

Mr. Szafran recommended the Commission approve the revised amendments as proposed by staff.
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Questions by the Commission to Staff

Vice Chair Kuboi asked if other arterials in the City were evaluated to determine the potential for
applying Amendment 9 to other CU properties in the City. Mr. Szafran answered that Ballinger Way
and Aurora Avenue North were selected because they are principal arterials, which is the City’s highest
street classification. Vice Chair Kuboi pointed out that Westminster Way and 15™ Avenue Northeast are
also principal arterials. Mr. Tovar added that Ballinger Way and Aurora Avenue North are also State
highways. Vice Chair Kuboi suggested the proposed amendment clarify the reason why only these two
roads are being considered in the findings.

At the request of the Commission, Mr. Szafran clarified that staff is recommending adoption of the new
language they proposed for Item B of Amendment 13.

Commissioner Kuboi referred to Amendment 14 and asked staff to clarify the difference between a
“dwelling unit” and a “habitable structure.” Mr. Cohen explained that “dwelling unit” references a
place where people live. A “habitable structure” could reference a structure that is used for a store or
other type of business, with no people living in it. He advised that a binding site plan is the process by
which a commercial property is subdivided. Because they are combining the uses into one provision,
they must show the variation of how the spaces could be used.

Public Testimony or Comment

Michelle Cable, Seattle, expressed her support for Amendment 9, as modified by staff. She advised
that she owns property on Ballinger Way that is zoned CB, and she is interested in potentially
developing it as Mixed-Use building. Changing the amendment would allow future developers greater
opportunities for different decision-making processes. She said she hopes to develop affordable senior
housing on her property, and she noted that it is easy to walk from properties on Ballinger Way to bus
stops and stores. Ballinger Way is also easily accessible from Interstate 5. She noted there is a shortage
of senior housing opportunities in Shoreline, and the modified amendment would help remedy that
problem. She pointed out that the viability of financing projects of this type is dependent on the density
allowed.

Commissioner Hall asked Ms. Cable how she became aware of proposed Amendment 9. Ms. Cable
said she has attended City meetings, visited the City’s website, and discussed her property with the City
staff. She provided written comments in support of the proposed amendment, too.

Tyler Abbott, Seattle, said he works in Shoreline and was present to support Amendment 9. He said
he represents the redevelopment of the James Alan Salon Property, and they have recently come before
the Commission with a request to rezone. He referred the Commission to the feasibility study that was
completed by an architect to identify what could be done with the site. The property is currently zoned
CB, which allows structures of up to 60 feet tall. He provided a conceptual site plan, showing one floor
of retail, with three floors of residential above. He stressed that the structure of the building would be
the same whether Amendment 9 is approved or not. If they are allowed to construct 25 residential
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units, they would be able to provide enough parking spaces underneath the building to meet the City’s
parking requirement.

Matthew Fairfax, Edmonds, said he is co-owner of the James Alan Salon. He thanked the
Commission for their hard work. He agreed with the previous speakers and said he supports proposed
Amendment 9, which would not only be beneficial for his property, but for the entire community. He
said he serves on the Shoreline South County YMCA Board, and he expressed his belief that the
amendment would fit in with the direction he sees the City going in the area where the new YMCA
building is being constructed.

There was no one else in the audience who expressed a desire to address the Commission during this
portion of the hearing.

Presentation of Final Staff Recommendation

Mr. Szafran said that, with the additional changes identified in the Staff Report, staff recommends
approval of the three amendments. He noted that Amendment 16, Section 20.80.330(A) Required
Buffer Areas, was also withdrawn pending further review by the City Attorney.

Final Questions by the Commission and Commission Deliberation

COMMISSIONER HARRIS MOVED THAT THE COMMISSION ACCEPT STAFF’S
RECOMMENDATION TO APPROVE AMENDMENT 9. COMMISSIONER WAGNER
SECONDED THE MOTION.

Commissioner Hall raised questions about the public process that is used for legislative amendments to
the development code.

Mr. Tovar explained the process and stated that the public does not generally pay a lot of attention to
legislative notices and do not typically get engaged in the process until a specific project has been
proposed. He suggested it would be appropriate for the Commission to consider, at some point in the
future, the type of public involvement that should occur for legislative actions and when it should take
place.

Commissioner Hall stated that it is important to hear from members of the public regarding legislative
proposals. He said he appreciates the staff’s revision of the proposal so that it no longer applies to only
one land owner with potential for redevelopment in the near future.

Mr. Tovar suggested that if the City is going to make an aggressive attempt to update the
Comprehensive Plan on a sub-area or neighborhood plan basis, it will be important to enhance
opportunities for public involvement.  This could occur through direct communication with
neighborhood associations, posting sign boards, etc.

THE MOTION CARRIED 7-1, WITH COMMISSIONER HALL VOTING IN OPPOSITION.
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COMMISSIONER HALL MOVED THAT THE COMMISSION ACCEPT AMENDMENT 13 AS
REVISED BY STAFF. COMMISSIONER BROILI SECONDED THE MOTION.

Commissioner Wagner recalled a previous discussion in support of shared driveways between closely
situated homes. Staff’s recommendation to put a fence between the two properties would be
counterintuitive to utilizing this area as shared space. Also, from a logistics perspective, she said she is
not comfortable with requiring a 6-foot fence along a driveway. Mr. Szafran pointed out that adjacent
property owners could still request a driveway easement that is shared by both. The amendment would
only apply to driveways that are located solely on one piece of property.

Commissioner Pyle asked if a property owner subject to a code enforcement action would be required to
take down the fence adjacent to a driveway. Mr. Szafran said the fence would be subject to code
enforcement, but the City would not know about the situation unless neighbors were to file a complaint.

Commissioner Broili suggested that instead of a 6-foot fence, perhaps a landscape barrier should be
required. Mr. Cohn said the intent was to require an opaque screening. If this could be achieved
through landscaping, the purpose would be served. Commissioner Broili suggested the language be
changed to reflect that rather than a fence, a visual barrier must be achieved.

Commissioner Harris expressed his belief that the original amendment occurred about five years ago as
a reaction to a few projects, and the problem was not wide-spread. He pointed out that sometimes a
driveway can provide more open space, as a setback, than the actual required setback for a 2-story house
would.

Commissioner Pyle suggested that instead of a fence, perhaps the amendment could require a recorded
agreement between the two property owners. Mr. Szafran pointed out that the City Council discussed
their concern that adjacent neighbors should not have the ability to veto development plans.

COMMISSIONER HALL WITHDREW HIS MOTION. COMMISSIONER BROILI
WITHDREW HIS SECOND, AS WELL.

COMMISSIONER HALL MOVED THAT THE COMMISSION ACCEPT STAFF’S ORIGINAL
RECOMMENDED TEXT FOR AMENDMENT 13. COMMISSIONER PHISUTHIKUL
SECONDED THE MOTION. THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

Commissioner Hall noted that staff addressed the concerns he raised at the last meeting about possible
loopholes associated with Amendment 14. Therefore, the further amended language proposed by staff
would not be necessary.

COMMISSIONER HALL MOVED THAT THE COMMISSION ACCEPT AMENDMENT 14 AS
ORIGINALLY PROPOSED BY STAFF. COMMISSIONER PHISUTHIKUL SECONDED THE
MOTION.
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Commissioner Pyle expressed his opposition to Amendment 14. He pointed out that a property owner
who wants to replace an existing single-family home would be required to provide frontage
improvements. However, Amendment 14 would exempt built out subdivisions from this same
requirement. He expressed his belief that the two situations should be treated the same, since the need
for frontage improvements appears to be created by development activity.

Commissioner Hall pointed out that regardless of the impact a subdivision might have, it creates value,
and there is are opportunities for the City to capture some of that value. If we believe that improving
street frontages with curbs and gutters is an important goal for the community, then we should not
exempt subdivisions from this requirement.

Commissioner Broili said he would be opposed to requiring all residential redevelopment to provide
street frontage improvements. He noted that there are no sidewalks on his street, and he felt the property
owners would be opposed to having them. Mr. Szafran pointed out that in these situations, the City
could charge an in-lieu-of fee to pay for sidewalks somewhere else.

Closure of the Public Hearing

Chair Piro closed the public hearing.

COMMISSIONER HALL WITHDREW HIS MOTION TO APPROVE AMENDMENT 14.
COMMISSIONER PHISUTHIKUL, THE SECONDER OF THE MOTION, AGREED.

COMMISSIONER PYLE MOVED THAT THE COMMISSION DENY APPROVAL OF
AMENDMENT 14. COMMISSIONER BROILI SECONDED THE MOTION.

Commissioner Wagner questioned if the Commission wanted to send Amendment 14 back to the staff
for additional consideration of the points raised by Commissioner Pyle. The Commission agreed that
unless the problem resurfaces, there would be no need for staff to bring the amendment back to the
Commission for additional consideration.

THE MOTION TO DENY THE AMENDMENT CARRIED 7-1, WITH COMMISSIONER
HARRIS VOTING IN OPPOSITION.

Mr. Cohn advised that staff would prepare a report to identify the Commission’s recommendation on
each amendment. This report would be sent to the Chair and Vice Chair of the Commission for review
before it is forwarded to the City Council.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES AND COMMISSIONERS

Commissioner Hall expressed his belief that the joint City Council/Planning Commission Meeting went
well, and he encouraged those who were unable to attend to review the recording of the meeting. Chair
Piro thanked Commissioner Hall for his leadership at the joint meeting.
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Chair Piro reported on his attendance at the recent American Planning Association (APA) Conference.
He advised that they were able to tour different areas in Philadelphia and learn about their challenges
and plans for revitalizing the city. They have an impressive public transit system. He reported that the
keynote speaker at the event was Robert Kennedy, Jr., and he spoke about environmental challenges that
exist throughout the country. The theme for the conference centered on global warming and climate
change, and many of the sessions were devoted to these issues. He said he would share his notes with
the staff and the Commissioners.

Chair Piro advised that he is chair elect for one of the APA divisions that had been working to develop a
policy piece on how to advance different models of cooperative planning. The APA has indicated that
this is important, but it should be put aside for a time while they work on the issues of environment and
global warming.

Mr. Tovar agreed that the focus of the conference was sustainability. At one session, the presenter
pointed out that of the 51 ways to save the planet, local governments should be paying attention to at
least 14 of them. It is likely that many of these ideas will be considered as part of future discussions on
City Council Goal 6 — creating a sustainable community. He advised that the City has ordered audio
recordings of some of the APA sessions.

Mr. Tovar advised that he participated on two panels. One was titled, “Ballot Boxes Run Amuck,” and
it included a representative from Arizona where their property measure passed and a representative from
California where it was narrowly defeated. He noted that the Washington State Legislative Session that
is about to conclude included two bills that either passed or are near passing to address some of the
fairness issues that drove much of the anxiety related to Initiative 933. At the next meeting, he offered
to present a summary of the bills that were passed by the State Legislation that affect planning issues.

Mr. Tovar reported that Mark Hinshaw provided a presentation titled, “True Urbanism.” The
presentation was based on his new book. Staff plans to summarize his comments and those of other
speakers in the Speaker Series and have a discussion with the Commission at some point in the future.
Many of his points will have an impact on discussions the Commission will engage in throughout the
year.

UNFINISHED BUSINESS

There were no unfinished business items to discuss during this portion of the meeting.

NEW BUSINESS

Study Session: Strategic Points for Town Center Projects

Mr. Tovar advised that Mr. Cohen has been invited to review the overall work program and present the
draft Strategic Points for the Town Center Projects. He cautioned that the Strategic Points represent
guidelines or principles the City Council might want to consider as they move into detailed decisions on
these projects. He noted that the Strategic Points would be published on the City’s website. In addition,
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an article would be published in CURRENTS inviting the public to a community workshop with the
Planning Commission on May 10"

Mr. Cohen referred to the draft Strategic Points, which are intended to pull the four Town Center public
projects together. While the City Council looked at the document a few weeks ago, they asked staff to
present it to the Planning Commission for review and a recommendation for the City Council’s approval
on May 29".  Staff anticipates the Commission would be able to provide a recommendation to the City
Council soon after the public workshop session on May 10"

Mr. Cohen reviewed a map of the four Town Center Projects that the Strategic Points are intended to
address. The goal is for the four projects to work together to become a more cohesive Town Center
area. Mr. Tovar emphasized that the Strategic Points should not be considered regulation or
comprehensive plan requirements. When drafting the Strategic Points, staff’s goal was to provide
enough direction to be useful but with enough generality to allow the City Council discretion when
making project decisions.

Commissioner Wagner suggested it might be helpful to avoid the term “Town Center” since it has
historically caused concern amongst some in the community. Mr. Tovar agreed that some of the City
Council members expressed some concern about the term in that it could give the impression that
Shoreline’s Town Center would be similar to other Town Center Projects, such as the one in Redmond.
One City Council member also expressed concern that “Town Center” tends to describe a retail
development, which is not descriptive of the four projects that are being proposed by the City of
Shoreline. Mr. Tovar said it is important to distinguish between the Central Shoreline Subarea Plan and
the four Town Center Projects. Chair Piro pointed out that the term “Town Center” is becoming a
working part of growth management planning in the region.

Mr. Cohen reviewed each of the Strategic Points as follows:

1. In the design and furnishing of the four Town Center Projects, seek ways to create a sense of place
and civic identify in Central Shoreline.

2. Identify and incorporate “green infrastructure” principles and features.

Identify and incorporate appropriate historic features and interpretation opportunities.

4. ldentify and incorporate distinctive architectural patterns found in the Central Shoreline Area,
including building forms that create human scale and visual interest, roof shapes that evoke the
City’s residential character, and building materials used in nearby public buildings such as the
Museum and Fire Station.

5. Explore ways to overcome the barrier that Midvale creates between the City Hall and the Interurban

Trail.

Do not open Stone Avenue North through North 175" Street.

7. Provide visual and function linkage between bus rapid transit stops in Aurora and other Town Center
Projects.

8. Work with Seattle City Light to develop a Heritage Park concept that balances City and community
goals with Seattle City Light needs.

w

S
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9. Consider design treatments to tie together, visually and functionally, the public spaces of the City
Hall and Heritage Park projects.
10. Create a walkable Central Shoreline area, with an emphasis on safety, convenience and connectivity.

Mr. Tovar referred to Point 8 and explained that in a recent discussion with Public Work staff, it was
noted that a significant portion of the property identified for Heritage Park is owned by Seattle City
Light. This strategic point was recently added to make it clear that anything that takes place within the
Seattle City Light easement must be approved by them.

Mr. Tovar referred to Point 4 and explained that this strategic point was changed since the draft points
were reviewed by the Commission and City Council. The idea is the same, but language was added to
clarify the architectural patterns and building forms found in the Central Shoreline area. He noted that
Shoreline is largely residential, and this would play a large part in determining design for public
buildings.

Vice Chair Kuboi suggested that consideration be given to encouraging weekend and evening activities
in the area.

Commissioner Pyle asked if the Strategic Points would pertain to the entire Aurora Avenue North
Project and Interurban Trail. Mr. Tovar answered that the Strategic Points are intended to apply to the
segment of Aurora Avenue North between 175" and 185™ Streets, as well as the other three capital
projects that are currently being planned by the City. Commissioner Pyle recommended the City
establish clear boundaries for which the Strategic Points would be applied. Mr. Tovar advised that clear
boundaries would be established for the Central Shoreline Subarea Plan, which includes both public and
private lands. However, he cautioned against drawing a boundary around the Town Center Project area.
He explained that while the Strategic Points focus on the City’s four capital projects at this time, the
City Council could decide to apply some or all of them to the Central Shoreline Subarea Plan properties,
as well.

Commissioner Phisuthikul referred to Point 1 and suggested it be changed to read, “In the design and
furnishing of the four Town Center Projects, seek ways to create a sense of place, community gathering
spaces, and civic identify in Central Shoreline.” The Commission agreed that would be an appropriate
change since it would address Vice Chair Kuboi’s earlier comment about evening and weekend
activities.

Chair Piro referred to Commissioner Pyle’s earlier comment about the boundaries of the Town Center
Project. He suggested they should consider connections to the west, as well (i.e. school, museum, etc.).

Commissioner Broili referred to Commissioner Wagner’s concern about the term “Town Center.” He
suggested that development of the Town Center Projects, may cause businesses to crop up in the vicinity
resulting a City Center from a commercial sense as well as a governmental sense. He urged the City to
look further down the road to consider the long-range impacts of the four capital projects to the
surrounding area. Mr. Tovar agreed. He said that when the Commission considers the Central
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Shoreline Subarea Plan, they would talk about the types of private uses that would complement the
public uses.

Commissioner Hall referred to the additional language that was added to Point 4. While he understands
the staff’s intent, he would prefer a simple phrase that the “City should consider the visual context in all
elements of the project.” He cautioned that it is important to focus on policies and issues of public
interest in order to capture the support of the citizens.

Vice Chair Kuboi referenced Point 4. While he agreed with the sentiment of the new language, he
cautioned against using the museum and fire station as examples. Although both are functional facilities
that serve their purpose well, neither one represent architecture that should be used as a basis for future
development. Mr. Tovar noted that these two buildings were identified as examples of the type of
building materials that should be used (i.e. brick). He agreed that perhaps this reference could be rolled
into a new point that addresses Commissioner Piro’s recommendation to consider connections to the
west.

Vice Chair Kuboi also expressed his belief that the concrete used for the gateway signs does not fit the
character of Shoreline. He urged the City to steer away from this type of design as part of the Town
Center Project. Mr. Tovar said it would be appropriate for the City Council to give guidance to the
design team if they don’t want to see a lot of raw concrete on the building surface. Vice Chair Kuboi
said he would not be opposed to an unfinished concrete finish. Mr. Tovar suggested that perhaps a new
point should be created indicating the need to pay careful attention to materials.

Commissioner Harris agreed with Vice Chair Kuboi and expressed his belief that Shoreline has very
little architecture that should be emulated or copied. The Town Center Project presents an opportunity
to start over with some creative architecture. However, they should also address the need for low-
maintenance design elements.

Commissioner Hall pointed out that because the City does not have a design review board, the Planning
Director has the discretion, under City code, to refer applications to the Planning Commission if he
determines they would benefit from design review. Because of the sensitive nature of the Town Center
Projects, he suggested it might be appropriate to recommend the Commission have an opportunity to
review the design plans. This could also relieve the City staff of some of the pressures of being both the
applicant and the permit reviewer. Mr. Tovar agreed the Commission could make this suggestion as a
process recommendation to the City Council.

Commissioner Broili recommended that the design team include those who would be involved in the
building’s maintenance, operations, landscaping, etc.

Mr. Cohen said staff would incorporate the Commission’s comments into a new draft of the Strategic
Points. The document would be presented for discussion at a public workshop before the Commission
on May 10", Any additional comments should be provided to staff by April 25™. He said it is staff’s
intent to present the Commission’s recommendation to the City Council on May 29"
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ANNOUNCEMENTS

No announcements were made during this portion of the meeting.

AGENDA FOR NEXT MEETING

Chair Piro briefly reviewed the agenda for the May meetings. The Commission asked staff to email
them a reminder a few days before the special meeting on May 10"

Commissioner Wagner asked how the City would advertise the special workshop session that is

scheduled for May 10™. Mr. Tovar said the special workshop session would be advertised in the next
edition of CURRENTS, which the Commissioners should have received in their mail envelopes.

ADJOURNMENT

The meeting was adjourned at 9:18 p.m.

Rocky Piro Jessica Simulcik Smith
Chair, Planning Commission Clerk, Planning Commission
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Agenda Item 7.1

CITY OF SHORELINE
PLANNING COMMISSION

FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATION

PROJECT INFORMATION SUMMARY

Project Description: Change the Comprehensive Plan designation from Medium
Density Residential (MDR) to Mixed Use (MU) and concurrently rezone two parcels
from Residential 12 dwelling units per acre(R-12) to Residential 48 dwelling units per
acre (R-48).

Project File Number: 201599

Project Address: 416 and 422 North 145™ Street, Shoreline, WA 98133

Property Owner: Shaun Leiser.

SEPA Threshold: Determination of Non-Significance (DNS)

Staff Recommendation: Recommend approval of a Comprehensive Plan Amendment to
Mixed Use and concurrent rezone of the two parcels to R-48.

FINDINGS OF FACT
Current Development

1. The parcels at issue are located at 416 and 422 North 145" Street, the southwest
corner of North 145™ Street and Dayton Avenue North.

2. 416 North 145" Street (tax ID # 1826049099) is 7,110 square feet and is
developed with a single family home. The site is zoned R-12 and has a
Comprehensive Plan Land Use designation of Medium Density Residential. There
are no current plans to redevelop this site.

3. 422 North 145" Street (tax 1D # 1826049329) is 7,200 square feet, directly to the
east of 416 North 145" Street, and is currently undeveloped. The site is zoned
Residential 12 dwelling units per acre (“R-12") and has a Comprehensive Plan
Land Use designation of Medium Density Residential. See Attachment 1 for
surrounding Comprehensive Plan designations and Attachment 2 for surrounding
zoning designations.

4. A development of 9 townhomes and one single family home (permit #201265)
has been approved for the properties at 422 North 145" Street and 14515 Dayton
Avenue North, Attachment 3 shows the approved site plan.

5. Parcels to the north are zoned R-48. Aside from the vacant parcel to the north,
they are developed with multi-family uses Parcels to the east are zoned R-18 and
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developed with a water tower and single and multi-family uses, and parcels to the
south across North 145™ Street are within the City of Seattle.

All surrounding parcels to the north and west are designated Mixed Use in the
Comprehensive Plan. Parcels to the east are designated Public Facilities and High
Density Residential and parcels to the south are within the City of Seattle.

There are no existing sidewalks along Dayton Avenue North adjacent to the
applicant’s property.  Street improvements are required under application
#201265 and include sidewalk, street lighting and curb and gutters. Street
improvements exist along North 145™ Street adjacent to the applicant’s property.

Proposal

The applicant proposes to change the Comprehensive Plan land use designation of
both parcels from MDR to MU and concurrently rezone both parcels from R-12 to
R-48.

A pre-application meeting was held with the applicant and City staff on December
6, 2006. The applicant held the requisite neighborhood meeting on December 18,
2006, and a Public Notice of Application was posted at the site.

Four people that attended the neighborhood meeting. Comments received at the
neighborhood meeting included a “liking of the proposal” and “it looks clean and
should fit into the neighborhood”. The applicant indicated no negative comments
were received.

Advertisements were placed in the Seattle Times and Shoreline Enterprise, and
notices were mailed to property owners within 500 feet of the site on March 22,
2007. The Notice of Public Hearing and SEPA Determination were posted at the
site, advertisements were placed in the Seattle Times and Shoreline Enterprise,
and notices were mailed to property owners within 500 feet of the site on April
12, 2007.

The Planning Department issued a SEPA Determination of Non-Significance and
notice of public hearing on the proposal on April 19, 2007. The DNS was not
appealed.

An open record public hearing was held by the Planning Commission for the City
of Shoreline on May 3, 2007.

The City’s Long Range Planner, Steven Cohn, and Planner |1, Steve Szafran, have
reviewed the proposal and recommend that the parcels be re-designated in the
Comprehensive Plan as Mixed Use and rezoned to R-48.
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Comprehensive Plan Land Use Designations

Parcels to the north and to the west have a Comprehensive Plan Land Use
designation of Mixed Use, which allows R-8 through R-48 residential zoning and
all commercial and industrial zoning; parcels to the south, across NE 145" Street,
are in the City of Seattle; and parcels to the east are designated High Density
Residential, which allows R-12 through R-48.

The Comprehensive Plan describes Mixed Use as applicable “to a number of
stable or developing areas and to the potential annexation area at Point Wells,”
and 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.” R-48 is allowed under Mixed Use land use
designation.

Current Zoning

Parcels immediately north of the subject parcels are zoned R-48 and (aside from
the vacant parcel to the north) developed with multifamily structures; parcels to
the south, across NE 145™ Street, are within the City of Seattle and developed
with single-family homes; parcels to the west are zoned R-48, Office and
Neighborhood Business and are developed with apartments, a bank and a church;
and parcels to the east are zoned R-18 and developed with a City of Seattle water
tower, single-family homes, duplexes and apartments.

The purpose of R-12 zones, as set forth in Shoreline Municipal Code 20.40.030, is
to “provide for a mix of single-family homes, duplexes, triplexes, townhouses,
and community facilities, in a manner that provides for additional density at a
modest scale.”

Proposed Zoning

Under SMC 20.30.060, a rezone is Type C action, decided by the City Council
upon recommendation by the Planning Commission. The decision criteria for
deciding a rezone, as set forth in SMC 20.30.320, are:
= The rezone is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan; and
= The rezone will not adversely affect the public health, safety or general
welfare; and
= The rezone is warranted in order to achieve consistency with the
Comprehensive Plan; and
= The rezone will not be materially detrimental to uses or property in the
immediate vicinity of the subject rezone; and
= The rezone has merit and value for the community.
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20. The purpose of an R-48 zoning district, as set forth in the Shoreline Municipal
Code 20.40.030, is to “provide for a mix of predominately apartment and
townhouse dwelling units and other compatible uses.” The R-48 zoning category
permits all residential land uses except detached single-family dwelling units
which requires a Conditional Use Permit.

Impacts of the Zone Change

21. The following table outlines the development standards for the current zoning (R-
12) and the requested zoning (R-48):

R-12 (Current) R-48 (Proposed)
Front Yard Setback 10° 10°
Side Yard Setback 5 5
Rear Yard Sethack 5 5
Building Coverage 55% 70%
Max. Impervious 75% 90%

Surface

Height 35’ 50’
Density (residential 12 du/ac 48 du/ac

development)

CONCLUSIONS

1. The purpose of a Comprehensive Plan Amendment and rezone is to provide a
mechanism to make changes to a land use designation and zoning classification,
conditions or concomitant agreement applicable to property. Comprehensive Plan
Amendment and Rezone criteria must be established by substantial evidence.

2. The notice and meeting requirements set out in SMC 20.30 for a Type C action
have all been met in this case.
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Amendment of the Comprehensive Plan Criteria

The amendment is consistent with the Growth Management Act and not inconsistent
with the Countywide Planning Policies, and the other provisions of the
Comprehensive Plan and City policies

3.

The amendment is consistent with the Growth Management Act; this amendment
will provide more housing opportunities to meet the demands of this growing
City. The amendment will encourage development in an urban area where
adequate public facilities exist and the amendment will reduce sprawl by
encouraging development of greater residential density in areas where added
density can be efficiently served by existing and planned facilities.

The amendment addresses changing circumstances, changing community values,
incorporates a sub area plan consistent with the Comprehensive Plan vision or
corrects information contained in the Comprehensive Plan

4.

The amendment addresses changing circumstances and changing community
values. The property is in an area where redevelopment which brings valued
change. These parcels of land are located on a heavily traveled arterial street.
Given the surrounding comprehensive plan designations, a Mixed Use designation
is more compatible than the existing Medium Density Residential designation.

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

5.

The amendment will benefit the community by creating new development in the
neighborhood in an area where services already exist to handle increased
population. The amendment will not adversely affect the surrounding property
owners since they are designated Mixed Use and High Density Residential. The
amendment will create consistency by having a uniform land use designation for
the surrounding parcels west of Dayton Avenue North

Rezone criteria (Assuming Comprehensive Plan Amendment is approved)

Is the rezone consistent with the Comprehensive Plan?

6.

a. R-48 is appropriate under Land Use Element Goals | and Il of the
Comprehensive Plan.

= Land Use Element Goal | of the Comprehensive Plan is to “[e]nsure that
the land use pattern of the City encourages needed, diverse, and creative
development, protects existing uses, safeguards the environment, reduces
sprawl, promotes efficient use of land, encourages alternative modes of
transportation and helps maintain Shoreline’s sense of community.”
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= Land Use Element Goal I11 of the Comprehensive Plan is to “Encourage a
variety of quality housing opportunities and appropriate infrastructure
suitable for the needs of Shoreline’s present and future residents.”

The R-48 rezone proposal is consistent with Land Use Element Goal | and 111
because more intense residential zoning should be encouraged along arterial
streets away from existing low density residential homes.

The R-48 zoning would result in greater development intensity and will be
more compatible with the already approved townhome development to the
north. The current R-12 zoning category and existing single-family home do
not fit as with likely future redevelopment of the area.

b. Rezoning the parcels to R-48 is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan as it
would allow more intense residential uses, and is supported by land use and
community design goals of the Comprehensive Plan. R-48 zoning would
allow for infill development that is compatible with existing and future
housing types.

Will the rezone adversely affect the public health, safety or general welfare?

7. If the CPA and rezone are approved, the portion of the development that
Attachment 3 shows as a single-family home will have a maximum development
potential of 3 dwelling units. The property at 422 North 145" Street has a likely
potential for up to 8 units, because it does not have an open space tract on it, and
no additional street improvements are required.

8. The GMA planning process of developing Comprehensive Plan designations
which allows this level of development and the City’s development standards in
its zoning regulations for the R-48 zone protect against uses that would be
contrary to the public health, safety or general welfare.

Is the rezone warranted in order to achieve consistency with the Comprehensive Plan?

9. Both R-12 (current zoning) and R-48 (proposed zoning) zoning maintain
consistency with the Comprehensive Plan. However, R-48 zoning provides better
compatibility with Comprehensive Plan goals and policies than the existing
zoning. North 145™ Street is a Collector Arterial street that carries large amounts
of traffic. It makes sense that more intense development occur along arterials such
as this.

Will the rezone be materially detrimental to uses or property in the immediate vicinity
of the subject rezone?

10. The proposed rezone will have minimal negative impacts to the properties in the
immediate vicinity. Concerns have been raised by an interested party (See
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Attachment 4) concerning a potential lack of parking for the townhomes
proposed for the eastern property (one of the two rezone sites) and the adjacent
property on Dayton (already zoned R-48).

The history of this issue is: Administrative Order (AO) #301150 was approved in
June 2003 reducing the number of required parking spaces to one per unit for the
proposed townhouse development. This AO was applied to a development of 12
units. The current proposal is for a development of 11 units.

The applicant is in the process of making improvements to Dayton Avenue North
which includes a 30 foot right-of-way dedication, sidewalks, curb, gutter and
streetlights. With these improvements, there will likely be additional street
parking available.

Will the rezone have merit and value for the community?

11. The proposed rezone will permit additional housing units to be constructed in
Shoreline in an area that is served by existing and planned infrastructure. Higher
density development will be oriented toward arterial streets and away from single-
family neighborhoods.

RECOMMENDATION

The Planning Commission recommends that the City Council approve a Comprehensive
Plan Amendment to Mixed Use and a concurrent rezone of the two parcels to R-48.

Date:

By:
Planning Commission Chair

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment 1- Comprehensive Plan Map
Attachment 2- Zoning Map

Attachment 3- Site Plan

Attachment 4- Public Comment
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----- Original Message-----

From: Mike Hinrichsen [mailto:michaelh@lakere.com]
Sent: Monday, April 02, 2007 11:25 AM

To: Steve Szafran

Subject: RE: Rezone #201599

Thank you Steve,

As you can see if you take just one extra vehicle per unit, where are they going to
go? Would the city consider mitigation through improvement of the street right of
way to accommodate parallel parking spaces? This makes the most sense for
the developer as well because they can market the units easier knowing they can
overflow the parking out on to the street. Any chance for curbs and sidewalks
too? This is a growing issue in that area.

Mike
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SHORELINE
j‘:‘“—
Memorandum
DATE: April 24, 2007
TO: Shoreline Planning Commission
FROM: Tom Boydell, EDP Manager
CC: Joe Tovar, Planning and Development Services Director

Steve Cohn, Planning and Development Services Manager
Luanne Smith, University of Washington
Fritz Wagner, University of Washington

RE: Ridgecrest Project “Next Steps” — Study Session May 3™

Luanne Smith of the University of Washington and | will be coming to make a presentation to
the Planning Commission on May 3.

Since May 2006, the City has been working on studying ways to improve the vitality of the
Ridgecrest neighborhood commercial center at 165" and 5™ Avenue NE. In the first academic
quarter of 2007 (January to March), the University of Washington College of Architecture
conducted a Charrette with the Ridgecrest community. Property and business owners, as well as
neighborhood residents and City leaders, participated in most phases of the Charrette process.

Attached is a summary of ideas and progress that has been made so far. The former Cascade
Bingo site at the SW corner of 165" and 5" is a key element. Bingo operations closed in April
2006, and the property has been brokered for sale. As a result of the City’s actions, the broker
and owner decided to participate in the Charrette process before selling the property. It is their
hope and our hope that a buyer can be selected who is interested in implementing the
community’s vision for the property and area.

Key decision points for the City will include:
e Designating this as a target area for the Property Tax Exemption program
e Zoning changes
e Whether to do a capital project (e.g., street and sidewalk improvements)
e Others as identified by the Planning Commission
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Ridgecrest Project “Next Steps” Presentation

Presenters: Tom Boydell, Economic Development Manager
Luanne Smith, University of Washington College of Architecture

Purpose: The purpose of this meeting will be to review the Charrette process, discuss the vision for
the Ridgecrest area as well as potential "next steps"

Proposed Discussion Agenda

1. Review of Completed Steps — presented by Tom Boydell
2. Summary of Roles and Next Steps — presented by Tom Boydell
3. Summary of Design Concepts and Land Uses — presented by Tom Boydell and Luanne Smith

4. Potential Key Decisions — discussion of Planning Commission

Background Information

Project Steps-to-date

e A Green Building Forum was held on January 18. Then, the UW Student Charrette was completed
with two public meetings — January 24 and March 7. About 200 different individuals attended the
three meetings. A mid-quarter meeting was also held with students and faculty at the UW in
February. Several developers and property owners participated. Planning Commissioner Mike Broili
also participated in that event.

e A written report from the UW is due to the City before the end of June. This report will be given to
the Planning Commission and City Council. An electronic version will be posted on the City’s
website. And the 3D models will be housed at Historical Museum beginning April 6.

e CIP proposals were due April 6. The forms were submitted by this deadline, so that we have a
placeholder in that budget review process. However, this is a City Council decision that is entirely
dependent on the limits of the budget, and no commitments have been made.

e Zoning changes will require six months to complete, if we envision a process similar to that for the
South Aurora Triangle.

e Property development discussions are underway.

e The Planning Commission scheduled a May 3™ Study Session for Ridgecrest.
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Summary of Potential Roles and Next Steps

1. Economic Development
i. Potential Incentives/Resources
1. Local Property Tax Exemption
2. Federal Investment Tax Credits
3. Federal or State Environmental Grants
ii. Discussions with property owners/developers
iii. Small Business Counseling and Loan Services - to be offered to business owners

2. Planning and Development Services
i. Zoning changes
ii. Design guidelines

3. Public Works/Capital Budgeting (subject to budget availability)
i. Streetscape, plaza/public art, utilities, traffic signal, bike rack, and other?

4. Parks & Services, School District, or Non-profit
i. Enhancements to the entrance of parks and connections
ii. Creation of a walking path
iii. Potential future establishment of a p-patch type park
iv. Theater or Film & Video related program
v. Connections to existing Library and After-School Programs
vi. Educate the public about environmental sustainability
vii. Incorporate Ridgecrest area into the bike trails planning

Student Design Concepts and Land Uses

For one academic quarter, the UW students worked in 4 teams. Each team listened to members of the
community and property owners, and then identified some new land use and design concepts for the area.
The result was four scenarios — each at different levels of development intensity, ranging from basic infill
to high density scenarios. The students also did a great job of exploring the meaning of “sustainability”
and identifying creative options for public spaces and intersection enhancements. The following is a
summary of some of the common themes in the 4 different scenarios developed by the students:

Conceptual Theme: Sustainability
Symbolic Design Concept (Example): Sacred Geometry — the pattern representing organic wholeness and

change is made up of a square and four circles interlocking on a center point. Three simplified pattern
examples for an intersection, plaza, sidewalk, or other design use appear below.
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Design Principal: Proportion and balance, instead of linear measure

Social Principal: Interconnectedness

Potential Features:

Natural landscape strips along sidewalks;

Walking trail that follows the ridge contour;

Water feature (sculpture) and benches in front of the mural;
Green open space area and/or plazas;

Geometric pattern in the sidewalk or plaza;

Acrtistic additions to building facades and awnings;
Hydrologic mechanisms for rain water capture and reuse;
Information board that teaches principles of sustainability.

Height and Size:

Development code limitations should be reviewed:;
Reasonable limits on things like height should be considered;
Underground parking should be encouraged where feasible;
Bulk should not overwhelm the neighborhood,;

Street trees and canopy soften the fagade of buildings;

Street frontage should be retail space with large windows;

Agenda Item 10.a

Outdoor public space elements such as café seating, window seats, and benches should be encouraged

Economic Elements:
Preserve Existing Connections — movie theater and camera shop, post office, neighborhood service
center (connections of the visual arts, writing to the outside world, sharing information in the

community)

Add New Connections — bookstore, art store, organic grocery or food co-op, world food
restaurant/deli, places to gather/sit (connections with ideas, creative imagination, nature [via

organics], each other)

Both Condominium and Rental Housing - i.e., include planning for older home-owners who are

downsizing but wanting to stay in area

Transit and Parking:

Balance of commercial and residential parking

o0 On the Bingo site, one level of underground parking for residential parking and a portion of

the first level for commercial parking.

o Additional on-street parking by creating some angle parking on 165",

0 Structured parking would be advised for any development of the NE corner
0 The Crest Theater should be encouraged to lease off-the-street parking space for its patrons

Move the bus stop that is between 165" and 164™ down to 163".

Walk-ability will be emphasized with thought given to the elderly and children.

Intersection improvements could consist of a traffic-round-about or the addition of a signal
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