CITY OF

SH%R];_LIHE
PLANNING COMMISSION
REGULAR MEETING - AGENDA

Thursday, May 1, 2014 Council Chamber - Shoreline City Hall
7:00 p.m. 17500 Midvale Ave North

Estimated Time

1. CALL TO ORDER 7:00
2. ROLL CALL 7:01
3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 7:02
4, APPROVAL OF MINUTES 7:03

a. April 17, 2014 Regular Meeting — Draft Minutes (Not Available Yet)

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. Questions for staff will be
directed to staff through the Commission.

5. GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT 7:05

6. STUDY ITEM 7:10
a. Update on Point Wells Transportation Corridor Process
e Staff Presentation

b. Development Code Amendment Batch 7:30
e Staff Presentation
e  Public Comment

7. DIRECTOR’S REPORT 8:00
8. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 8:10
9. NEW BUSINESS 8:40
10. REPORTS OF COMMITTEES & COMMISSONERS/ANNOUNCEMENTS 8:45
11. AGENDA FOR May 15, 2014 — Planning Commission Retreat 8:55
12. ADJOURNMENT 9:00

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


http://shorelinewa.gov/home/showdocument?id=16592
http://shorelinewa.gov/home/showdocument?id=16596

6.a Staff Report TCS

Meeting Date: May 1, 2014 Agenda Item: 6.a

PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA ITEM
CITY OF SHORELINE, WASHINGTON

AGENDA TITLE: Point Wells/Richmond Beach Transportation Corridor Study Update
DEPARTMENT:  Public Works
PRESENTED BY: Kirk McKinley, Transportation Planning Manager
ACTION: ___ Study Session _ Recommendation Only
X Update ____ PublicHearing __ Other

BACKGROUND:

The intent of this agenda item is to update the Planning Commission on the Point
Wells/Richmond Beach Transportation Corridor Study (TCS). To date, six community
workshops, four on Segment A (west of 24™ NW and Richmond Beach Drive), and two
on Segment B (east of 24™ NW), have been held. A final workshop was held on April
16, from 6:30 to 9:00 pm at which the recommended corridor design and mitigation
measures were presented for public comment.

Based on the April 2013 Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) entered into between
the City and the Point Wells project developer, Blue Square Real Estate (BSRE), the
TCS has been a jointly funded process by BSRE and the City. BSRE has funded the
transportation analysis team led by David Evans and Associates, and Shoreline has
funded the independent facilitator Envirolssues. For purposes of the study, the MOU
also established a maximum average daily vehicle trip volume from the Point Wells
development of 11,587 trips.

In general, the entire Richmond Beach Drive/Richmond Beach Road corridor consists of
60 feet of public right-of-way, with some minor exceptions on Richmond Beach Drive
where it is approximately 46 feet at the very north end near the Point Wells site, and
some variation on the curve above Kayu Kayu Ac Park. The Memorandum of
Understanding between BSRE and the City establishes that there will be no expansion
of the right-of-way (acquisition of private property) except if necessary to improve
intersections (e.g. meet ADA sidewalk standards at intersections). There is however
considerable private property encroachment of yard, landscaping, fences and walls,
among other private amenities, into the public right-of-way along Richmond Beach
Drive; however, the goal is to allow the encroachments to remain when practicable.

Clearly, the majority of the community does not want a large development at Point
Wells. The City has worked very hard to keep the TCS workshop discussions focused
on the identification of traffic impact issues and how to mitigate them while respecting
the community values, the integrity of the neighborhoods, and quality of life. The
community input has been substantial and very effective in helping staff move toward a
strategy, or “insurance policy", to mitigate the impacts identified by the residents as
much as possible.
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6.a Staff Report TCS

When the public process is complete, the City will have spent approximately $34,000 for
its share of the cost of the TCS process in addition to many staff hours needed to plan
for and to staff the workshops. Most of the staff hours provided are absorbed by
existing staff salaries, given that most of the personnel attending the TCS workshops
are exempt from the fair labor standards act and do not receive additional compensation
for hours in excess of 40 hours worked in a week. The $34,000 cost expenditure has
been for the services for Envirolssues work at the TCS workshops.

DISCUSSION

This report focuses specifically on the Transportation Corridor Study (TCS) and public
process. Due to the significantly different types of impacts that the Richmond Beach
Drive/Richmond Beach Road corridor might experience from the development, the
Scope of TCS was divided into two corridor sections.

Segment A runs along Richmond Beach Drive from the Point Wells site to 24™ Avenue
NW, including NW 195" Street and NW 196" Street. It also includes the abutting single
family residential area immediately east of Richmond Beach Drive. Segment B is the
Richmond Beach Road corridor from 24" Avenue NW to Aurora Avenue. The overall
study area however is much larger, and includes traffic impact analysis at over 30
intersections and 16 corridors.

The transportation modeling analysis examines morning (AM) and evening (PM) peak
hours in present day and future year increments linked to completion of phases of the
development beyond build out of the Point Wells project. The project is expected to
take 20 — 25 years to complete, including a site cleanup phase. In addition to the traffic
modeling analysis, the TCS, with the help of considerable input from the residents,
identifies safety and quality-of-life issues, then identifies improvements or projects to
mitigate the impacts.

The impacts and change to the existing streetscape can be very different from the
impacts of changing traffic volumes from the proposed development. Segment A is for
the most part a minimally improved dead-end roadway which is primarily lined with
single family homes. Segment B is almost entirely an existing “improved” roadway with
curbs, gutters and sidewalks. It has a mix of single family, multi-family, institutional, and
commercial land uses along its length. Because Segment A (Richmond Beach Drive)
will receive the greatest impact due to the traffic from the development, as it “dead
ends” into the Point Wells site, and because the existing traffic volumes are currently
300 — 500 vehicles per day, it will experience a 20-fold increase over present day traffic.

Segment B for the most part is already constructed with curbs and sidewalks and
currently experiences modest to heavy volumes the farther east it goes towards Aurora
Avenue. Therefore, the impacts to this segment are focused primarily on capacity
improvements at the intersections. There are some lane configurations being
considered for the street segments that could influence capacity and safety, but the
intersections still remain the most notable.

Workshop Overview:
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6.a Staff Report TCS

There have been six public workshops with the community to date: four for Segment A
and two for Segment B. The basic approach for the workshop series has been to: 1)
identify issues and concerns and to understand why there is a concern, 2) to
acknowledge the community’s concerns and issues and then to work towards potential
solutions, and 3) to then provide feedback on potential solutions or mitigation measures
for further input and discussion. At the seventh and final TCS meeting on April 16, City
staff and the developer's consultant team presented a proposed design concept for both
segments and solicit further feedback. Staff will then use this input to make additional
modifications and then bring the proposal to Council for review and action later this
year.

The workshops have been well attended, with meeting attendance ranging from 40 to
100 attendees. Recently, staff had been concerned with the attendance for the
Segment A meetings since we hadn’t heard from as many residents that fronted
Richmond Beach Drive as we had hoped. With the help of local residents, staff
conducted a fourth Segment A open house at the Richmond Beach library on April 3.
This meeting was very successful in bringing in the target audience staff was hoping for.
Staff will map the attendees at the workshops and share the results with Council at
tonight’s meeting.

In addition to the voluminous comments through the workshop series (comment cards,
flip charts and sticky notes on maps), staff has received formal comments from Innis
Arden, the Apple Tree Lane residents, and a petition from 24 properties along
Richmond Beach Drive and private side streets that have recommended specific design
concepts. All comments, emails, correspondence, and materials, including
presentations from the meetings, have been posted on the City’s website. Staff is
currently working through the comments with the consultants to develop a proposed
design concept for the April 16 final workshop.

Comments/Issues/Concerns:

In general, comments have been passionate and well articulated. Clearly the
community is very concerned with the changes to livability, quality of life, safety, and
impacts from increased congestion from the project.

Segment A issues have focused primarily on livability and quality of life issues,
including:
e noise,
speeding,
safety,
the change from a low volume, dead-end street to one with 11,587 additional
daily vehicles,
impacts on landscaping, driveways, and front yards,
construction traffic,
the footprint of a redesigned roadway on current front yard improvements, and
the ability to get in and out of driveways with the added traffic volume.

Additionally, the residential area just east of Richmond Beach Drive, served by 199",
198™, 197", 24™ and 26" have all identified cut-through traffic as a major concern.
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Segment B issues have focused primarily on traffic volume impacts, congestion, access
to driveways, safety, and traffic impacts to side streets that intersect the corridor, such
as 20", 8™ and 3™ (north and south), 15™ (north) and Dayton and Fremont (south). Cut
through traffic on 190" west of 8" is also a concern. We have also heard how the
increased volumes will create a barrier and further divide the north side of the corridor
from the south side.

There are several major issues where the eventual mitigation will remain controversial
due to the lack of alternatives. Council can expect to hear from residents on these over
the next few months as the preferred alternative recommendation is presented. These
are discussed briefly below.

Design of Richmond Drive

Staff has worked very hard with excellent and valuable input from the community to
minimize the future roadway width while providing the essential components needed for
safety, access, emergency services, all transportation modes and multiple utilities.
There is general agreement on the notion of providing a shared use or multipurpose
path on the east side of the roadway for pedestrians and bicycles with separation from
the roadway by an amenity zone. There is also general agreement on not providing on-
street parking. There is agreement in most sections to push the roadway as far to the
west as possible when adjacent to the railroad and Kayu Kayu Ac Park to minimize
impacts to properties on the east. Also, there is agreement to design the roadway to
reduce speeding and to recognize the single family nature of the street.

There is however some concern on the width and design or striping of the roadway
itself. Many neighbors prefer a minimal width two-lane roadway versus the need to
provide additional width for access for trucks, buses, emergency vehicles. Attached to
this staff report are three cross section examples that were presented for Segment A:
Option 4A, 4B, and 4C. These options have a basic 30-foot curb to curb cross section
with varying striping options.

The 195"/196" Triangle

Currently, both NW 195" Street and NW 196" Street are classified as collector-arterial
streets. They have evolved over time through varying needs and through traffic control
(i.e. stop signs) to perform like a couplet, where westbound traffic to Richmond Beach
Drive at 24", uses 196", while eastbound traffic from Richmond Beach Drive uses 195™
to access the corridor to the east. Both streets are lined with single family residences.
Staff has discussed options to design and designate 196™ as the arterial route, resulting
in 195™ receiving minimal impact from the future traffic. We have also considered
making the roadways one way (196" westbound, and 195" eastbound). We have had
passionate input from residents on both streets. We have also heard from the Apple
Tree Lane residents favoring the emphasis on 196" as the arterial route.

Off-Corridor Mitigation

We have received considerable input from residents along largely residential side
streets on the impacts from diverted traffic. Suggestions include sidewalks, traffic
calming, signing, and enforcement. These concerns are certainly valid and the
challenge will be what we can reasonably expect the developer to mitigate. Staff is
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6.a Staff Report TCS

evaluating the percent of added volumes from the development on these roadways to
have a fuller understanding of impacts due to the Point Wells project.

No Right-of-Way Restraint

The restriction to not acquire right-of-way (except at isolated intersections) has
constrained some design options along the Segment B corridor. The result is that the
existing sidewalks (five feet, curbside) will remain as is. This translates into two basic
corridor options for Segment B: 1) keep the road as is, with improvements at
intersections to address traffic flow and congestion, or 2) re-channelize the roadway as
three lanes with bike lanes, and intersection improvements. The bike lanes provide a
buffer for the existing pedestrians from the traffic as they walk on the curbside
sidewalks. Staff is also examining different striping options within the existing curb to
curb roadway, including unbalance lanes in some sections (e.g. two uphill, one
downhill). The main point is there will not be the opportunity to expand the sidewalks to
meet our standards due to the restriction of not acquiring additional right-of-way.

Alternative Access to Point Wells

There is considerable interest from the community to require the developer to provide
another access point to the Point Wells site besides Richmond Beach Drive. While the
City may not require such an access since it is not the permitting authority, the City has
formally expressed the need for a thorough geotechnical analysis and evaluation of
options in our DEIS scoping letter to Snohomish County.

Next Steps:

Staff presented the draft recommended design option and mitigation measures to the
community at the final TCS workshop on April 16. Using the community feedback
provided at this workshop, staff will then schedule a Council meeting later this year to
present the design and mitigation preferred alternative to the City Council for their
review and acceptance. Staff will also prepare a set of design principles for Council
review that provide direction for the design, implementation and construction of the
right-of-way improvements. These will be based on the community input and modeled
after the "32 Points/Implementation Strategies" that Council adopted to guide design
and implementation of the Aurora project.

Staff anticipates that if Council is supportive of an acceptable design and mitigation
package, then Council will provide direction for staff to move forward with negotiations
of the development agreement with BSRE and docket appropriate subarea plan
amendments and CIP mitigation projects.

Following Council acceptance of the City’s preferred design option and mitigation
measures, this “mitigation package” will be provided to Snohomish County to be
included as part of the transportation section of the County’s Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) process. The mitigation package will also be discussed with BSRE and
will be negotiated into the City’s forthcoming developer agreement with BSRE. If the
City is not able to secure the requirement from the Snohomish County EIS process that
the mitigation package shall be constructed by BSRE to mitigate project impacts, the
TCS MOU states that the City and BSRE will negotiate these mitigations as part of the
developer agreement. The City will also work to negotiate the following items into the
developer agreement with BSRE: 1) an articulated funding mechanism for the
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mitigation measures, 2) agreement on the ultimate trip cap (should it be lower than
11,587) and how to enforce the cap, 3) agreement on the sequence of implementation
of the mitigation projects, and 4) Point Wells annexation to the City of Shoreline. As of
the writing of this staff report, staff is in the process of discussing these issues with

BSRE.

RESOURCE/FINANCIAL IMPACT

When the public process is complete, the City will have spent approximately $34,000 for
its share of the cost of the TCS process in addition to many staff hours needed to plan
for and to staff the workshops. Most of the staff hours provided are absorbed by
existing staff salaries, given that most of the personnel attending the TCS workshops
are exempt from the fair labor standards act and do not receive additional compensation
for hours in excess of 40 hours worked in a week. The $34,000 cost expenditure has
been for the services for Envirolssues work at the TCS workshops.

CONCLUSION

The TCS process has been a rigorous and challenging effort. The Richmond Beach
community has worked very hard and has been very engaged and passionate in the
process thus far. Residents from Richmond Beach and from the entirety of Shoreline
have also been fair, civil, and supportive of the TCS effort, recognizing that a significant
change is pending. They have been engaged and thorough in assisting staff with the
identification of their concerns and in working through potential solutions. All City staff
that have participated in these meetings (which has been well over 20) have expressed
their appreciation and respect for the community input.

RECOMMENDATION

No action is required. This report is intended to update the Ptanning Commission on
the Transportation Corridor Study and the public input to date.

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A: Segment A Options 4A, 4B, and 4C

Approved By: Project Manager Diréctor__\&‘)
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6.b Staff Report
Development Code Amendment Batch

Planning Commission Meeting Date: May 1, 2014 Agenda Item 6.b .

PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA ITEM
CITY OF SHORELINE, WASHINGTON

AGENDA TITLE: Development Code Amendments #301935
DEPARTMENT: Planning & Community Development
PRESENTED BY: Steven Szafran, AICP, Senior Planner

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

Introduction :
The purpose of this study session is to:

Review the proposed Development Code Amendments

Respond to questions regarding the proposed amendments

Gather public comment

Deliberate and, if necessary, ask further questions of staff

Develop a recommended set of Development Code Amendments for the Public
Hearing

Amendments to Shoreline Municipal Code (SMC) Title 20 (Development Code) are
processed as legislative decisions. Legislative decisions are non-project decisions
made by the City Council under its authority to establish policies and regulations. The
Planning Commission is the review authority for legislative decisions and is responsible .
for holding an open record Public Hearing on the official docket of proposed
Development Code Amendments and making a recommendation to the City Council on
each amendment.

Background
SMC 20.30.350 states, “An amendment to the Development Code is a mechanism by

which the City may bring its land use and development regulations into conformity with
the Comprehensive Plan or respond to changing conditions or needs of the City".
Development Code Amendments may also be necessary to reduce confusion and
clarify existing language, respond to regional and local policy changes, update
references to other codes, eliminate redundant and inconsistent language, and codify
Administrative Orders approved by the Director. ' '

The decision criteria for a Development Code Amendment in SMC 20.30.350 (B) states
the City Council may approve or approve with modifications a proposal for the text of
the land use code if:

1. The amendment is in accordance with the Comprehensive Plan; and

2. The amendment will not adversely affect the public health, safety or general

welfare; and

Approved By: Project Manager% Planning Director W
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Development Code Amendment Batch

3. The amendment is not contrary to the best interest of the citizens and property
owners of the City of Shoreline.

This group of Development Code amendments has one privately initiated amendment
and 30 Director initiated amendments. The proposed Development Code amendments
are organized in the following groups: administrative changes, procedural changes,
local policy changes, clarification of existing language, codifying administrative orders,
updating references, and citizen initiated amendments.

Administrative changes

20.10.050 — Roles and responsibilities (Quasi-judicial hearings shifted from Planning
Commission to Hearing Examiner)

20.20.016 — D definitions (Department)

20.30.040 — Type A actions

20.30.680 — Appeals

20.40.600 — Wireless telecommunication facilities

20.50.020 — Dimensional requirements (adding R-18)

20.50.240 - Site design (Commercial code amendments)

Procedural changes

20.30.045 — Neighborhood meeting for certain Type A actions
20.30.060 — Summary of Type C actions

20.30.120 — Public notices of application

20.30.480 — Binding site plans

Local policy changes

20.40.130 — Nonresidential uses (adding daycare Il facilities as an accessory use to
churches and schools)

20.40.320 — Daycare facilities

20.50.440 - Bicycle facilities (amending long-term bicycle parking requirements)
20.50.532 — Permit required (for a sign)

20.50.550 — Prohibited signs

20.50.590 — Nonconforming signs

20.50.600 — Temporary signs

Clarifying Existing Lanquage

20.20.012 — B definitions (binding site plan)

20.30.370 — Purpose (of a subdivision)

20.30.380 — Subdivision categories

20.30.390 — Exemptions (from subdivisions)

20.40.140 — Other uses (combining public agency with public utility yard and/or office)

Codifying Administrative Orders

20.20.040 — P definitions

20.40.480 & 490 — Indexed Criteria for Public Agency or Utility Office and Pubic Agency
or Utility Yard

20.50.090 — Additions to existing single-family house

Updating references
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20.80.240 — Alteration (updates reference to the International Building Code)
20.80.310 — Designation and purpose (of a wetland)

20.80.320 — Designation, delineation, and classification (of a wetland)
20.80.330 — Required buffer areas (for wetlands)

Privately Initiated Amendment

20.50.310 — Exemptions from permit (exempting golf courses from clearing and grading
permits)

Attachment 2 contains the applicant’s application and proposal.

Discussion and Analysis

The purpose of the study session is for staff to introduce each of the amendments to the
Planning Commission and for the Commission to discuss the merits of each
amendment in order as listed in Attachment 1.

When staff reaches the privately initiated amendment, the applicant will have an
opportunity to present the request and take any questions from the Commission.

The justification and analysis for each of the proposed amendments are found in
Attachment 1 under each of the respective amendments.

Next Steps

Staff will gather all comments from the study session and make necessary changes.
Staff will present the completed and/or modified code amendments at the public
hearing.

The Public Hearing is scheduled on June 5, 2014

Attachments

Attachment 1 — Proposed 2014 Development Code Amendments
Attachment 2 — Seattle Golf Club’s Development Code amendment application
Attachment 3 — Public comment
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Development Code Amendment Batch
Attachment 1 - Proposed Amendments

DEVELOPMENT CODE AMENDMENT BATCH 2014

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Number Development Code Section Page
1 20.10.050 — Roles and Responsibilities 1
2 20.20.012 — B Definitions 1
3 20.20.016 — D Definitions 2
4 20.20.040 — P Definitions 2
5 20.30.040 — Ministerial Decisions 3
6 20.30.045 — Neighborhood Meeting for Certain 4
Type A Proposals

7 20.30.060 — Street Vacations 4

8 20.30.120 — Adding Notice of Application Comment 6
Period for SMP Permits

9 20.30.370 — Purpose of a Binding Site Plan 6

10 20.30.380 — Subdivision Categories 7

11 20.30.390 — Exemptions from Subdivisions 8

12 20.30.480 — Binding Site Plans 8

13 20.30.680 — Appeals 9

14 20.40.130 — Adding Daycare Il Facilities as a 11
Permitted Use in R6 and R8

15 20.40.140 — Combining Public Agency and Public 13
Utility Office and/or Yard

16 20.40.320 — Adding Indexed Criteria for a Daycare 15
Il Facility

17 20.40.480 & 490 — Deleting Indexed Criteria for 16
Public Agency or Utility Office and Public Agency or
Utility Yard

18 20.40.600 — Fixes a Minor Error in Table 17

19 20.50.020 — Adds R18 Back Into the Code 17

20 20.50.090 — Building Additions to Nonconforming 19
Residential Structures

21 20.50.240 — Updated Design Standards and 21
Exempting Environmental Features from Screening
Requirements

22 20.50.310 — Exempting Golf Courses from Clearing 25
and Grading Requirements

23 20.50.440 — Revises Long-Term Bike Parking 28
Standards

24 20.50.532 — When a Sign Permit is Required 31

25 20.50.550 — Exceptions for Prohibited Signs 32

26 20.50.590 — Changing Electric Message Signs in 32
Nonconforming Signs

27 20.50.600 — Allowing Temporary Signs for Schools 33
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and Churches

28 20.80.240 — Updates Reference to International 34
Building Code

29 20.80.310 — Changes Reference for Wetland 35
Delineation

30 20.80.320 — Changes to Classification 36

31 20.80.330 — Changes Reference for Wetland 37
Delineation
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Development Code Amendment Batch
Attachment 1 - Proposed Amendments

Amendment #1
20.10.050 Roles and responsibilities.

Justification — The Hearing Examiner is responsible for quasi-judicial matters and not
the Planning Commission. The shift of gausi-judicial hearing responsibilities changed 3
years ago and this amendment reflects that change.

The elected officials, appointed commissions, Hearing Examiner, and City staff share
the roles and responsibilities for carrying out the provisions of the Code.

The City Council is responsible for establishing policy and legislation affecting land use
within the City. The City Council acts on recommendations of the Planning Commission
or Hearing Examiner in legislative and quasi-judicial matters.

The Planning Commission is the designated planning agency for the City as specified
by State law. The Planning Commission is responsible for a variety of discretionary
recommendations to the City Council on land use legislation, Comprehensive Plan
amendments and quasi-judicialmatters. The Planning Commission duties and
responsibilities are specified in the bylaws duly adopted by the Planning Commission.

The Hearing Examiner is responsible for quasi-judicial decisions designated by this title
and the review of administrative appeals.

The Director shall have the authority to administer the provisions of this Code, to make
determinations with regard to the applicability of the regulations, to interpret unclear
provisions, to require additional information to determine the level of detail and
appropriate methodologies for required analysis, to prepare application and
informational materials as required, to promulgate procedures and rules for unique
circumstances not anticipated within the standards and procedures contained within this
Code, and to enforce requirements.

The rules and procedures for proceedings before the Hearing Examiner, Planning
Commission, and City Council are adopted by resolution and available from the City
Clerk’s office and the Department. (Ord. 324 § 1, 2003; Ord. 238 Ch. | § 5, 2000).

Amendment #2
20.20.012 B definitions.

Justification - This amendment matches the definition of Binding Site Plan with the
description under the process section in chapter 20.30.480 Binding Site Plans — Type B
Action. The definition does not adequately explain what a binding site plan is only what
it should show. The checklist for a Binding Site Plan describes the information included
with an application.
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Binding Site Plan - A process that may be used to divide commercially and industrially
zoned property, as authorized by State law. The binding site plan ensures, through
written agreements among all lot owners, that the collective lots continue to function as
one site concerning but not limited to: lot access, interior circulation, open space,
landscaping and drainage; facility maintenance, and coordinated parking. It may
include a A plan drawn to scale, which identifies and shows the areas and locations of
all streets, roads, improvements, utilities, open spaces, critical areas, parking areas,
landscaped areas, surveyed topography, water bodies and drainage features and
building envelopes.

Amendment #3
20.20.016 D definitions.

Justification — The department definition refers to the department’s old name. This
amendment will update the department’s name to the correct title.

Department - Planning &ard Community Development Development-Services
Department.

Amendment #4
20.20.040 P definitions.

Justification — This amendment is based on an Administrative Order issued by the City
for the Shoreline Water District Utility Yard and a Special Use Permit. This amendment
seeks to simplify what is a public agency or a utility office. The amended definition also
does not preclude outdoor storage since this is often an accessory use to a public
agency office or a public utility office. This amendment is companion to 20.40.140 and
should be considered together.

Public Agency Office or Public Utility Office - An office for the administration of any

governmental or utility activity or program, with-re-outdoor-storage-and-including;-but
notimited-to:
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Public Agency Yard or Utility Yard - A facility for open or enclosed storage, repair,
and maintenance of vehicles, equipment, or related materials, excluding document
storage.

Amendment #5
20.30.040 Ministerial decisions — Type A.

Justification — These amendments will provide early notice of certain larger Type A
developments to residents in the neighborhood and to provide a forum for discussion
and possible mitigation of impacts. Residents do not currently receive any notification
when multiple homes are built on a single parcel. Conversely, if one lot is being
subdivided into three parcels, notification would be given to surrounding home owners.
This amendment will provide the same level of neighborhood notification when multiple
homes proposed to be built on one lot or one lot is being subdivided into multiple lots.

These decisions are based on compliance with specific, nondiscretionary and/or
technical standards that are clearly enumerated. These decisions are made by the
Director and are exempt from notice requirements.

However, permit applications, including certain categories of building permits, and
permits for projects that require a SEPA threshold determination, are subject to public
notice requirements specified in Table 20.30.050 for SEPA threshold determination, or
subsection 20.30.045.

All permit review procedures and all applicable regulations and standards apply to all
Type A actions. The decisions made by the Director under Type A actions shall be final.
The Director’s decision shall be based upon findings that the application conforms (or
does not conform) to all applicable regulations and standards.

Table 20.30.040 — Summary of Type A Actions and Target Time Limits for Decision,
and Appeal Authority

Action Type Target Time |Section
Limits for
Decision
(Calendar
Days)
Type A:
1. Accessory Dwelling Unit 30 days 20.40.120, 20.40.210
2. Lot Line Adjustment including Lot 30 days 20.30.400
Merger
3. Building Permit 120 days All applicable standards
3
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4. Final Short Plat 30 days 20.30.450

5. Home Occupation, Bed and Breakfast, |120 days 20.40.120, 20.40.250,

Boarding House 20.40.260, 20.40.400

6. Interpretation of Development Code 15 days 20.10.050, 20.10.060,
20.30.020

7. Right-of-Way Use 30 days 12.15.010 — 12.15.180

8. Shoreline Exemption Permit 15 days Shoreline Master Program

9. Sign Permit 30 days 20.50.530 — 20.50.610

10. Site Development Permit 60 days 20.20.046, 20.30.315,
20.30.430

11. Deviation from Engineering Standards |30 days 20.30.290

12. Temporary Use Permit 15 days 20.40.100

13. Clearing and Grading Permit 60 days 20.50.290 - 20.50.370

14. Administrative Design Review 28 days 20.30.297

15. Floodplain Development Permit 30 days 13.12.700

16. Floodplain Variance 30 days 13.12.800

An administrative appeal authority is not provided for Type A actions, except that any
Type A action which is not categorically exempt from environmental review under
Chapter 43.21C RCW or for which environmental review has not been completed in
connection with other project permits shall be appealable. Appeal of these actions
together with any appeal of the SEPA threshold determination is set forth in Table
20.30.050(4). (Ord. 654 § 1 (Exh. 1), 2013; Ord. 641 § 4 (Exh. A), 2012; Ord. 631 § 1
(Exh. 1), 2012; Ord. 609 § 5, 2011; Ord. 531 § 1 (Exh. 1), 2009; Ord. 469 § 1, 2007;
Ord. 352 § 1, 2004; Ord. 339 § 2, 2003; Ord. 324 § 1, 2003; Ord. 299 § 1, 2002; Ord.
244 § 3, 2000; Ord. 238 Ch. Il § 3(a), 2000).

Amendment #6
20.30.045 - Neighborhood meeting for certain Type A proposals.

A neighborhood meeting shall be conducted by the applicant for developments
consisting of more than one single family detached dwelling units on a single parcel in
the R-4 or R-6 zones. This requirement does not apply to Accessory Dwelling Units
(ADUs). (Refer to Chapter 20.30.090 SMC for meeting requirements.)

Amendment #7
20.30.060 Quasi-judicial decisions — Type C.

Justification - The procedures for street vacations are regulated elsewhere in State law
and SMC Title 12, and are slightly different than either Type C or Type L Actions as

4
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defined in the table below. Listing a Street Vacation as a Type C Action in this table is
incorrect and creates confusion as to the process.

Table 20.30.060 — Summary of Type C Actions, Notice Requirements, Review
Authority, Decision Making Authority, and Target Time Limits for Decisions

Action Notice Review |Decision| Target Section
Requirements | Authority, | Making Time
for Application Open Authority | Limits for
and Decision ¥ | Record | (Public |Decisions
“@ Public | Meeting)
Hearing
Type C:
1. Preliminary Mail, Post Site, HE @ City 120 days (20.30.410
Formal Subdivision  [Newspaper Council
2. Rezone of Mail, Post Site, City 120 days (20.30.320
Property and Zoning |Newspaper HE W@ |Council
Map Change
3. Special Use Mail, Post Site, HE @ 120 days (20.30.330
Permit (SUP) Newspaper
4. Critical Areas Mail, Post Site, HE (0 @ 120 days (20.30.333
Special Use Permit  |Newspaper
5. Critical Areas Mail, Post Site, 120 days (20.30.336
Reasonable Use Newspaper HE (D@
Permit
6. Final Formal Plat |None Review by |City 30 days |20.30.450
Director Council
7. SCTF — Special |Mail, Post Site, HE ()@ 120 days (20.40.505
Use Permit Newspaper
Newspaper Council 12.17-SMGC
8.9. Master Mail, Post Site, |HE (V'@ 120 days [20.30.353
5
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Development Plan Newspaper

Amendment #8
20.30.120 Public notices of application.

Justification — The recently adopted SMP specifies public comment periods for three
different types of Shoreline permits: Shoreline Substantial Development Permit,
Shoreline Variance, and a Shoreline Conditional Use Permit. The below amendment will
add the necessary public comment periods into the appropriate section of the code.

A. Within 14 days of the determination of completeness, the City shall issue a notice
of complete application for all Type B and C applications.

B. The notice of complete application shall include the following information:
1. The dates of application, determination of completeness, and the date of the
notice of application;

2. The name of the applicant;
1. The location and description of the project;
2. The requested actions and/or required studies;

3. The date, time, and place of an open record hearing, if one has been
scheduled;

4. Identification of environmental documents, if any;

7. A statement of the public comment period (if any), not less than 14 days nor
more than 30 days; and a statement of the rights of individuals to comment on
the application, receive notice and participate in any hearings, request a copy of
the decision (once made) and any appeal rights. The public comment period
shall be 30 days for a Shoreline Substantial Development Permit, Shoreline
Variance, or a Shoreline Conditional Use Permit;

Amendment #9
20.30.370 Purpose.

Justification — This amendment deletes condominiums from the subdivision section of

the code. Condominiums are not subdivisions of land — they are a type of ownership
and the City does not regulate forms of ownership (Condos, apartments, rentals).
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Subdivision is a mechanism by which to divide land into lots, parcels, sites, urits, plots,
condominiums or tracts, erinterests for the purpose of sale. The purposes of
subdivision regulations are:

A. To regulate division of land into two or more lots or eendeminiums, tracts or
interests;

B. To protect the public health, safety and general welfare in accordance with the
State standards;

C. To promote effective use of land;
D. To promote safe and convenient travel by the public on streets and highways;
E. To provide for adequate light and air;

F. To facilitate adequate provision for water, sewerage, stormwater drainage, parks
and recreation areas, sites for schools and school grounds and other public
requirements;

G. To provide for proper ingress and egress;

H. To provide for the expeditious review and approval of proposed subdivisions which
conform to development standards and the Comprehensive Plan;

|. To adequately provide for the housing and commercial needs of the community;

J. To protect environmentally sensitive areas as designated in the critical area overlay
districts chapter, Chapter 20.80 SMC, Critical Areas;

K. To require uniform monumenting of land subdivisions and conveyance by accurate
legal description. (Ord. 238 Ch. 11l § 8(b), 2000).

Amendment #10
20.30.380 Subdivision categories.

Justification - A condominium does not necessarily need a Binding Site Plan unless
parcels of land are actually being created. The City does not regulate condominiums as
such — they reflect a type of ownership and not a subdivision of land.

A. Lot Line Adjustment: A minor reorientation of a lot line between existing lots to
correct an encroachment by a structure or improvement to more logically follow
topography or other natural features, or for other good cause, which results in no more
lots than existed before the lot line adjustment.

B. Short Subdivision: A subdivision of four or fewer lots.
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C. Formal Subdivision: A subdivision of five or more lots.

D. Binding Site Plan: A land division for commercial, industrial, eondominivm and
mixed use type of developments.

Note: When reference to “subdivision” is made in this Code, it is intended to refer to
both “formal subdivision” and “short subdivision” unless one or the other is specified.
(Ord. 238 Ch. Ill § 8(c), 2000).

Amendment #11

20.30.390 Exemption (from subdivisions).

Justification — The code listed uses that are exempt from the subdivision section of the
code. Most of this section is governed by State Law and does not need to be repeated
here, especially as it is subject to change.

The provisions of this subchapter do not apply to the exemptions specified in the State

law and, inelading-but-nothmied-to:

DB—Ddivisions of land which are the result of actions of government agencies to
acquire property for public purposes, such as condemnation for roads.

[\) «

III§8()

000).

Amendment #12
20.30.480 Binding site plans — Type B action.

Justification — Section A is not written well and seems to imply an either/or method of
review, when in fact the word “may” means the review could be done in whatever way is
appropriate depending on the circumstances. This language clarifies how the City may
review Binding Site Plans. This section has been re-numbered to reflect past
amendments.

New language in Section C has been added. Minor changes to Binding Site Plans

should not require full process. This amendment allows such changes to be processed
the same way as other subdivisions (20.30.420).
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A. Commercial and Industrial. This process may be used to divide commercially and
industrially zoned property, as authorized by State law. On sites that are fully
developed, the binding site plan merely creates or alters interior lot lines. In all cases
the binding site plan ensures, through written agreements among all lot owners, that the
collective lots continue to function as one site concerning but not limited to: lot access,
interior circulation, open space, landscaping and drainage; facility maintenance, and
coordinated parking. The following applies:

1. SThe sites thatis subject to the binding site plans shall consist of one or
more contiguous lots legally created.

2. SThesites thatis subject to the-binding site plans may be reviewed

independently, for-fully-developed-sites; or concurrently with a commercial
development permit application. for-undevelopedland:-or-in-conjunction-with-a
valid-commercial-developmentpermit:

3. The binding site plan process merely creates or alters lot lines and does not
authorize substantial improvements or changes to the property or the uses
thereon.

B €. Recording and Binding Effect. Prior to recording, the approved binding site plan
shall be surveyed and the final recording forms shall be prepared by a professional land
surveyor, licensed in the State of Washington. Surveys shall include those items
prescribed by State law.

CDB. Amendment, Modification and Vacation. The Director may approve minor
changes to an approved binding site plan, or its conditions of approval. If the proposal
involves additional lots, rearrangements of lots or roads, additional impacts to
surrounding property, or other major changes, the proposal shall be reviewed in the

same manner as a new appllcatlon —Amendment—med#reahen—and—vaeaﬂen—ef—a—mndmg

(Ord. 439§1 2006: Ord. 238 Ch. Il § 8(m), 2000).

Amendment #13
20.30.680 Appeals.

Justification — The amendment is needed since the Hearing Examiner does hear all
Type C actions.

A. Any interested person may appeal a threshold determination or the conditions or
denials of a requested action made by a nonelected official pursuant to the procedures
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set forth in this section and Chapter 20.30 SMC, Subchapter 4, General Provisions for
Land Use Hearings and Appeals. No other SEPA appeal shall be allowed.

1.

Only one administrative appeal of each threshold determination shall be
allowed on a proposal. Procedural appeals shall be consolidated in all
cases with substantive SEPA appeals, if any, involving decisions to
approve, condition or deny an action pursuant to RCW 43.21C.060 with the
public hearing or appeal, if any, on the proposal, except for appeals of a
DS.

As provided in RCW 43.21C.075(3)(d), the decision of the responsible
official shall be entitled to substantial weight.

An appeal of a DS must be filed within 14 calendar days following issuance
of the DS.

All SEPA appeals of a DNS for actions classified in Chapter 20.30 SMC,
Subchapter 2, Types of Actions, as Type A or B, or C actions for which the
Hearing Examiner has review authority, must be filed within 14 calendar
days following notice of the threshold determination as provided in SMC
20.30.150, Public notice of decision; provided, that the appeal period for a
DNS for Type A or B actions issued at the same time as the final decision
shall be extended for an additional seven calendar days if WAC 197-11-
340(2)(a) applies.

5. 6- The Hearing Examiner shall make a final decision on all procedural
SEPA determinations. The Hearing Examiner’s decision may be appealed
to superior court as provided in Chapter 20.30 SMC, Subchapter 4,
General Provisions for Land Use Hearings and Appeals.
Amendment #14

Table 20.40.130 Nonresidential Uses

Justification — This amendment proposes to add Daycare Facilities 1l as a permitted use
in the R-6 and R-8 zones with additional criteria (P-I means permitted with additional
criteria). The additional criterion is explained in the 20.40.320 amendment.

10
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NAICS # SPECIFIC LAND USE R4- | R8- | R18- |TC-4| NB | CB | MB |TC-1,2 &
R6 | R12 | R48 3

RETAIL/SERVICE

532 Automotive Rental and Leasing P P P only in
TCA1

81111 Automotive Repair and Service P P P P only in
TCA1

451 Book and Video Stores/Rental (excludes C C P P P P

Adult Use Facilities)

513 Broadcasting and Telecommunications P P

812220 |Cemetery, Columbarium C-i |C4i |CHi C-i |Pi |P-i |P-i |[P-i
Houses of Worship C C P P P P P P
Collective Gardens P-i |P-i |P-i
Construction Retail, Freight, Cargo P
Service
Daycare | Facilities P-i P-i P P P P P P
Daycare Il Facilities P-i [P-iC |P P P P P P

722 Eating and Drinking Establishments C-i |[CHi C-i C-i |P-i |P-i |P-i |P-i

(Excluding Gambling Uses)

812210 |Funeral Home/Crematory C-i |C-i C-i C-i P-i |P-i |P-i
447 Fuel and Service Stations P P P P
General Retail Trade/Services P P P P
811310 Heavy Equipment and Truck Repair P
481 Helistop S S S S C C
485 Individual Transportation and Taxi C P P only in
TC-1
812910 Kennel or Cattery C-i |P-i |[P-i
Library Adaptive Reuse P-i P-i P-i P-i P-i [P-i |P-i |P-i
11
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Amendment #14

Table 20.40.130 Nonresidential Uses

Justification — This amendment proposes to add Daycare Facilities Il as a permitted use
in the R-6 and R-8 zones with additional criteria (P-I means permitted with additional
criteria). The additional criterion is explained in the 20.40.320 amendment.

NAICS # SPECIFIC LAND USE R4- | R8- | R18- |TC-4| NB | CB | MB |TC-1,2 &
R6 | R12 | R48 3
31 Light Manufacturing S P
441 Motor Vehicle and Boat Sales P P only in
TCA1
Professional Office C C P P P P
5417 Research, Development and Testing P P
484 Trucking and Courier Service P-i |P-i [P-i
541940 [Veterinary Clinics and Hospitals C-i P-i |P-i |P-i |[P-i
Warehousing and Wholesale Trade P
Wireless Telecommunication Facility P-i |P-i P-i P-i |P-i |P-i |P-i |P-i
P = Permitted Use S = Special Use
C = Conditional Use -i = Indexed Supplemental Criteria

(Ord. 669 § 1 (Exh. A), 2013; Ord. 654 § 1 (Exh. 1), 2013; Ord. 643 § 1 (Exh. A), 2012; Ord. 560 § 3 (Exh. A), 2009;
Ord. 469 § 1, 2007; Ord. 317 § 1, 2003; Ord. 299 § 1, 2002; Ord. 281 § 6, 2001; Ord. 277 § 1, 2001; Ord. 258 § 5,
2000; Ord. 238 Ch. IV § 2(B, Table 2), 2000).

12
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Amendment #15
Table 20.40.140 Other Uses

Justification — A Public Agency Office should be combined with a Public Utility Office
and/or Yard in the use table below. These uses are commonly collocated. Also, under the
current code, public agency offices and utility offices are regulated more stringently than
public agency yards and utility yards. Yards are generally more impactful than offices.
Therefore, this proposal is seeking to make public agency offices, public utility offices,
public agency yards, and public utility yards a Special Use in the R-4 through R-12 zone.

A public agency would include such uses as City Hall, Hamlin Maintenance Yard, and
King County Metro Bus Barn. A public utility includes the City, Ronald Wastewater, North
City Water, and any other municipal or special purpose district. A public utility does not
include other commercial providers such as Comcast, Verizon, and Century Link which
would be required to locate their office/yards in a commercial zoning district.

The definition of a utility facility includes regional stormwater management and does not
need to be separated.

NAICS # SPECIFIC USE R4- | R8- | R18- [TC-4| NB | CB | MB [TC-1,
R6 | R12 | R48 2&3

EDUCATION, ENTERTAINMENT, CULTURE, AND RECREATION

Adult Use Facilities P-i |P-i
71312 Amusement Arcade P P
71395 Bowling Center Cc P P P
6113 College and University S P P P
56192 Conference Center C-i |C-i |CHi C-i |P-i |P-i |P-i [P-i
6111 Elementary School, Middle/Junior High School |C C C C

Gambling Uses (expansion or intensification of S-i |S-i (S-S

existing nonconforming use only)

71391 Golf Facility P-i [P-i P-i P-i

13
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514120 |Library Cc c Cc Cc P P P P

71211 Museum Cc Cc Cc Cc P P P P
Nightclubs (excludes Adult Use Facilities) C P P

7111 Outdoor Performance Center S P
Parks and Trails P P P P P P P P
Performing Arts Companies/Theater (excludes P-i [P-i |P-i
Adult Use Facilities)

6111 School District Support Facility C C C C C P P P

6111 Secondary or High School C C C Cc Cc P P P

6116 Specialized Instruction School C-i |C-i |CHi Csi [P P P P

71399 Sports/Social Club Cc C Cc Cc Cc P P P

6114 (5) [Vocational School Cc C Cc Cc Cc P P P

GOVERNMENT

9221 Court P-i |[P-i [P-i

92216 Fire Facility C-i |C-i |CHi C-i |P-i |P-i [P-i |P-i
Interim Recycling Facility P-i |P-i P-i P-i |P-i |P-i [|P-i

92212 Police Facility S P P P

92 Public Agency Office/Yard or Public Utility S-i [S-i |S S S P P
Office [Yard

92 Public-Ageney-or-Utility-Yard Pi |Pi |Pd P-i P-i

221 Utility Facility Cc Cc Cc Cc P P P P

Jtility FacilityRegional- Stormwater c c c c P P P P

Management

HEALTH

622 Hospital C-i |C-i |CHi C-i |[C-i |P-i |P-i |P-i

6215 Medical Lab P P P

6211 Medical Office/Outpatient Clinic C-i |[C-i C-i C-si |P P P P

14
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623 Nursing and Personal Care Facilities Cc Cc P P P P
REGIONAL
School Bus Base S-i [S-i |SHi S-i |S-i |S-i |S-i
Secure Community Transitional Facility S-i
Transfer Station S S S S S S S
Transit Bus Base S S S S S S S
Transit Park and Ride Lot S-i  [S-i S-i S-i |P P P P
Work Release Facility S-i
P = Permitted Use S = Special Use
C = Conditional Use -i = Indexed Supplemental Criteria

(Ord. 654 § 1 (Exh. 1), 2013; Ord. 560 § 3 (Exh. A), 2009; Ord. 531 § 1 (Exh. 1), 2009; Ord. 309 § 4, 2002;
Ord. 299 § 1, 2002; Ord. 281 § 6, 2001; Ord. 258 § 3, 2000; Ord. 238 Ch. IV § 2(B, Table 3), 2000).

Amendment #16
20.40.320 Daycare facilities.

Justification — Currently, the code does not allow Daycare Il in R-4 and R-6 zones,
which could include churches or schools that are typically in R-4 and R-6 zones. These
daycares are usually a reuse of the existing facilities. Expansion of church or school in
R-4 or R-6 zones would require a conditional use permit anyway. The intent of Daycare
Il in residential zones is to protect single family neighborhoods which can still be met if
they are allowed within and existing school or church.

A. Daycare | facilities are permitted in R-4 through R-12 zoning designations as an
accessory to residential use, house of worship, or a school facility, provided:

1. Outdoor play areas shall be completely enclosed, with no openings except for
gates, and have a minimum height of 42 inches; and

2. Hours of operation may be restricted to assure compatibility with surrounding
development.

B. Daycare Il facilities are permitted in R-8 and R-12 zoning designations through an
approved Ceonditional Udse Ppermit or as a reuse of an existing house of worship or
school facility without expansion, provided:

15
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1. Outdoor play areas shall be completely enclosed, with no openings except for
gates, and have a minimum height of six feet.

2. Outdoor play equipment shall maintain a minimum distance of 20 feet from property
lines adjoining residential zones.

3. Hours of operation may be restricted to assure compatibility with surrounding
development

Amendment #17
20.40.480 Public agency or utility office &
20.40.490 Public agency or utility yard

Justification — The criteria listed below for public agency or utility offices and public
agency or utility yards cause confusion and do not provide enough flexibility for when
these types of uses locate in a residential area.

For example, the Shoreline Water District recently requested a Special Use Permit to
locate their utility office and yard to an existing church site. The code allowed the District
to apply for a SUP but only if they also met the criteria under 20.40.480. The first criteria
required the District to reuse the church building since that was the surplused
nonresidential facility. The District, and the City, was limited by this requirement by
making the District reuse the church even though the church was much bigger in terms
of space than the District required and the plans proposed by the District would have
been much smaller and less intrusive to the neighborhood.

Staff has proposed requiring a Special Use Permit to locate in a residential area without
any indexed criteria. This will allow staff to impose conditions that are appropriate for
the site in which one of these uses will go or deny the use if the stringent criteria for a
Special Use Permit are not met. This will allow staff to be flexible with building design
and allow new proposal to better fit into existing residential areas.

16
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Amendment #18
20.40.600 Wireless telecommunication facilities/satellite dish and antennas.

Justification — This amendment corrects an error in Table 20.40.600. The acronym for
Special Use Permit should be SUP not CUP.

C. Permit Requirements.

Table 20.40.600(1) — Types of Permits Required for the Various Types of Wireless
Telecommunication Facilities

Type of Permit
. Special |5.
Type of WTF Building 822‘2'382?)' Use  [NOntSoF
©sup) | &Y
Building-mounted and structure-mounted X X
wireless telecommunication facilities and (if
facilities co-located onto existing tower applicable)
Ground-mounted camouflaged lattice towers (X X X
and monopoles (if
applicable)
Ground-mounted uncamouflaged lattice X X X
towers and monopoles (if
applicable)

Amendment #19
20.50.020 Dimensional requirements.

Justification — This amendment fills a gap in exception number 8 of Table 20.50.020.
R18 should also be included in the exemption along with other multifamily zones above
and below R-18.

A. Table 20.50.020(1) — Densities and Dimensions in Residential Zones.

Note: Exceptions to the numerical standards in this table are noted in parentheses and
described below.

Residential Zones
STANDARDS |R-4 R-6 R-8 |R-12 |R-18 R-24 R-48 TC-4

Base Density: |4 du/ac |6 du/ac |8 12 18 du/ac|24 du/ac |48 du/ac |Based

17
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Dwelling (7) du/ac |du/ac on bldg.
Units/Acre bulk
limits
Min. Density 4 du/ac |4 du/ac |4 6 8 du/ac |10 du/ac|12 du/ac|Based
du/ac |du/ac on bldg.
bulk
limits
Min. Lot Width |50 ft 50 ft 50 ft (30 ft (30 ft 30 ft 30 ft N/A
(2)
Min. Lot Area |7,200 sq |7,200 sq {5,000 |2,500 [2,500 sq (2,500 sq|2,500 sq|N/A
(2) ft ft sqft |[sqft |ft ft ft
Min. Front Yard |20 ft 20 ft 10ft |10 ft |10 ft 10 ft 10 ft 10 ft
Setback (2) (3)
Min. Rear Yard (15 ft 15 ft 5ft |56ft |[5ft 5 ft 5 ft 5 ft
Setback (2) (4)
(5)
Min. Side Yard |5 ftmin. [5ftmin. |5ft |5ft |[5ft 5 ft 5 ft 5 ft
Setback (2) (4) |and 15 ft |and 15 ft
(5) total sum [total sum
of two of two
Base Height (9) |30 ft 30 ft 35ft |35ft |35ft 35 ft 35 ft 35 ft
(35 ft with [ (35 ft with (40 ft (40 ft (40 ft
pitched |pitched with with with
roof) roof) pitched |pitched |pitched
roof) roof) roof)
(8)
Max. Building |35% 35% 45% |55% [60% 70% 70% N/A
Coverage (2)
(6)
Max. 45% 50% 65% |75% |85% 85% 90% 90%
Hardscape (2)
(6)

Exceptions to Table 20.50.020(1):

(1)
(2)

Repealed by Ord. 462.

variations apply to internal lot lines only. Overall site must comply with setbacks,

building coverage and hardscape limitations; limitations for individual lots may be

modified.

3)

requirements, please see SMC 20.50.070.

18
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These standards may be modified to allow zero lot line developments. Setback
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(4) For single-family detached development exceptions to rear and side yard
setbacks, please see SMC 20.50.080.

(5) For developments consisting of three or more dwellings located on a single parcel,
the building setback shall be 15 feet along any property line abutting R-4 or R-6 zones.
Please see SMC 20.50.130.

(6) The maximum building coverage shall be 35 percent and the maximum hardscape
area shall be 50 percent for single-family detached development located in the R-12
zone.

(7) The base density for single-family detached dwellings on a single lot that is less
than 14,400 square feet shall be calculated using a whole number, without rounding up.

(8) For development on R-48 lots abutting R-12, R-18, R-24, R-48, NB, CB, MB, CZ
and TC-1, 2 and 3 zoned lots the maximum height allowed is 50 feet and may be
increased to a maximum of 60 feet with the approval of a conditional use permit.

(9) Base height for high schools in all zoning districts except R-4 is 50 feet. Base
height may be exceeded by gymnasiums to 55 feet and by theater fly spaces to 72 feet.

Amendment #20
20.50.090 Additions to existing single-family house — Standards.

Justification — The City allows a home owner to make additions that are nonconforming
to setbacks as long as the addition is the same height as the existing height of the
house. If a home owner wants to add on to a home horizontally as well as vertically,
then the portion of the addition that is higher has to meet current setbacks. For
example, if an existing home is 3 feet from the side property line, the owner may extend
the home as long as the home goes not closer than 3 feet from the property line. If the
owner also wants to add a story onto the addition, the second story must be stepped-
back to meet the existing side yard setback requirement of five feet.

The City has made code interpretations that extending a building along the same
horizontal plane will not adversely impact an adjacent property owner. The City has also
interpreted the code to say that increasing the height of that same addition will
negatively impact an adjacent property owner. This code amendment reflects the City’s
past interpretations of the code.

A. Additions to existing single-family house and related accessory structures may
extend into a required yard when the house is already nonconforming with respect to
that yard. The length of the existing nonconforming facade must be at least 60 percent
of the total length of the respective facade of the existing house (prior to the addition).
The line formed by the nonconforming facade of the house shall be the limit to which
any additions may be built as described below, except that roof elements, i.e., eaves
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and beams, may be extended to the limits of existing roof elements. The additions may

extend-up-to-the-heightlimitand-may include basement additions. New additions to the

nonconforming wall or walls shall comply with the following yard requirements:

1. Side Yard. When the addition is to the side of the existing house, the existing side
facade line may be continued by the addition, except that in no case shall the addition
be closer than three feet to the side yard line;

2. Rear Yard. When the addition is to the rear facade of the existing house, the
existing facade line may be continued by the addition, except that in no case shall the
addition be closer than three feet to the rear yard line;

3. Front Yard. When the addition is to the front facade of the existing house, the
existing facade line may be continued by the addition, except that in no case shall the
addition be closer than 10 feet to the front lot line;

4. Height. Any part of the addition going above the height of the existing roof must
meet standard yard setbacks; and

5. This provision applies only to additions, not to rebuilds.

When the nonconforming facade of the house is not parallel or is otherwise irregular
relative to the lot line, then the Director shall determine the limit of the facade
extensions on case by case basis.
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Figure 20.50.090(A): Examples of additions to existing single-family houses and
into already nonconforming yards.

Amendment #21
20.50.240 Site design (Commercial Code Amendments).

Justification — The term “town center” was missed in the last commercial code

consolidation amendment. It is no longer a separate subarea from the remaining
commercially zoned property and should be deleted but included under “commercial

development’.
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A. Purpose.

1. Promote and enhance public walking and gathering with attractive and connected
development.

2. Promote distinctive design features at high visibility street corners.

3. Provide safe routes for pedestrians and people with disabilities across parking lots,
to building entries, and between buildings.

4. Promote economic development that is consistent with the function and purpose of
permitted uses and reflects the vision for commercial development the-town-center
subarea as expressed in the Comprehensive Plan.

Justification — The previous standard was misinterpreted as required for commercial
spaces. The International Building Code doesn’t require 12-foot ceilings for commercial
spaces. Twelve-foot ceilings, especially on smaller projects, make it difficult for the floor
plates to match with the remainder of the building ceiling heights.

C. Site Frontage.

1. Development abutting NB, CB, MB, TC-1, 2 and 3 shall meet the following
standards:

a. Buildings shall be placed at the property line or abutting public sidewalks if on
private property. However, buildings may be set back farther if public places,
landscaping and vehicle display areas are included or a utility easement is required
between the sidewalk and the building;

b. Minimum space dimension for building interiors that are ground-level and fronting
on streets shall be 412-feet-height-and 20-foot depth and built to commercial building
code standards. These spaces may be used for any permitted land use;

Justification — The current code is too inflexible and would not include windows below
30 inches in height or windows above 10 feet in height. A building with a full glass
facade and doors would be penalized unnecessarily.

c. Minimum wmdow area shall be 50 percent of the ground floor facade and-located
: for each front facade

facade which can include glass entrv doors;

d. A building’s primary entry shall be located on a street frontage and recessed to
prevent door swings over sidewalks, or an entry to an interior plaza or courtyard from
which building entries are accessible;
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e. Minimum weather protection shall be provided at least five feet in depth, nine-foot
height clearance, and along 80 percent of the facade where over pedestrian facilities.
Awnings may project into public rights-of-way, subject to City approval,

f. Streets with on-street parking shall have sidewalks to back of the curb and street
trees in pits under grates or at least a two-foot wide walkway between the back of curb
and an amenity strip if space is available. Streets without on-street parking shall have
landscaped amenity strips with street trees; and

g. Surface parking along street frontages in commercial zones shall not occupy more
than 65 lineal feet of the site frontage. Parking lots shall not be located at street corners.
No parking or vehicle circulation is allowed between the rights-of-way and the building
front facade. See SMC 20.50.470 for parking lot landscape standards.

Justification — The existing standard doesn’t take into consideration mixed uses. A
mixed use that is 90% multifamily with a 10% commercial would have a huge public
place based on the lot size plus the multifamily open space. Based on current
development proposals this standards is improbable to meet. The proposed
amendment allows the multifamily open space and the public place requirement to be
on the same site and proportional to each use.

F. Public Places.

1. Public places are required for full commercial development at a rate of 1,000
square foot of public place eet per 20 square feet of net commercial floor area aere up
to a public place maximum of 5,000 square feet. This requirement may be divided into
smaller public places with a minimum 400 square feet each.

2. Public places may be covered but not enclosed unless by subsection (F)(3) of this
section.

w

Buildings shall border at least one side of the public place.

4. Eighty percent of the area shall provide surfaces for people to stand or sit.

5. No lineal dimension is less than six feet.

6. The following design elements are also required for public places:

a. Physically accessible and visible from the public sidewalks, walkways, or through-
connections;

b. Pedestrian access to abutting buildings;

c. Pedestrian-scaled lighting (subsection (H) of this section);

d. Seating and landscaping with solar access at least a portion of the day; and
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e. Not located adjacent to dumpsters or loading areas.

5
% T T | b
o~ Y 3 . oy

S ——" —

-

Public Places

Justification — Parking lots and open space are not incompatible and may be OK with
limited site area to fit all the requirements on site.

G. Multifamily Open Space.
1. All multifamily development shall provide open space;

a. Provide 800 square feet per development or 50 square feet of open space per
dwelling unit, whichever is greater;

b. Other than private balconies or patios, open space shall be accessible to all
residents and include a minimum lineal dimension of six feet. This standard applies to
all open spaces including parks, playgrounds, rooftop decks and ground-floor
courtyards; and may also be used to meet walkway standards as long as the function
and minimum dimensions of the open space are met;
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c. Required landscaping can be used for open space if it does not obstruct access or
reduce the overall landscape standard. Open spaces shall not be placed adjacent to

parkinglots-and service areas without full screening; and

d. Open space shall provide seating that has solar access at least a portion of the
day.

Justification — Environmental equipment such as solar panels cannot be screened to
perform as desired. It is logical to exempt such equipment from this code section.

J. Utility and Mechanical Equipment.

1.  Equipment shall be located and designed to minimize its visibility to the public.
Preferred locations are off alleys; service drives; within, atop, or under buildings; or
other locations away from the street. Equipment shall not intrude into required

pedestrian areas.

|

" - :
—" ,>{/"
==

Utilities Consolidated and Sepa_rat'ed-by Lahdscaping Elements

2. All exterior mechanical equipment, with the exception of solar collectors or wind
power generating equipment, shall be screened from view by integration with the
building’s architecture through such elements as parapet walls, false roofs, roof wells,
clerestories, equipment rooms, materials and colors. Painting mechanical equipment as
a means of screening is not permitted. (Ord. 663 § 1 (Exh. 1), 2013; Ord. 654 § 1 (Exh.
1), 2013).

Amendment #22
20.50.310 Exemptions from permit.

Justification — This code amendment is being proposed by the Seattle Golf Course
(SGC) to allow them to enhance, update, and maintain their property. These activities
are ongoing and they would like to be exempt from activity that includes grading and
tree removal and replacement. The applicant points out that King County, Seattle, and
Bellevue exempt golf courses from their clearing, grading, and tree removal regulations.
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Also attached, is a public comment regarding the inclusion of Innis Arden reserve tracts
with the same exemption of golf courses.

The SGC property is approximately 155 acres with many large trees. The number of
trees has only been estimated without an exact survey (see attached map). This is
Shoreline’s only golf course. Their intent is to retain most of the trees they have
because they are necessary to define fairways as well as contribute to the
attractiveness of the golf course. See their attached proposal and documentation that
justifies their proposal.

Staff has worked with the applicant to modify their proposal so that both are in
agreement. Staff suggests that the SGC be exempt from the permitting and procedures
of regulating tree removal as long as they are aware of the minimum tree retention
percentage of 35%. This percentage is above the development code minimum of 30%
for property with a critical area (the central pond). The SGC request this exemption
mostly because they are constantly modifying and maintaining at a larger scale than
other properties in Shoreline and therefore would be constantly requesting and revising
approvals from the City. Staff recommends the code amendment because the Staff
believes that the SGC will not diminish their tree retention percentage below 35% and
that golf courses are an unique type of land use that warrant a different application of
the clearing, grading and tree code.

A. Complete Exemptions. The following activities are exempt from the provisions of
this subchapter and do not require a permit:

1.  Emergency situation on private property involving danger to life or property or
substantial fire hazards.

a. Statement of Purpose. Retention of significant trees and vegetation is
necessary in order to utilize natural systems to control surface water runoff,
reduce erosion and associated water quality impacts, reduce the risk of
floods and landslides, maintain fish and wildlife habitat and preserve the
City’s natural, wooded character. Nevertheless, when certain trees become
unstable or damaged, they may constitute a hazard requiring cutting in
whole or part. Therefore, it is the purpose of this section to provide a
reasonable and effective mechanism to minimize the risk to human health
and property while preventing needless loss of healthy, significant trees
and vegetation, especially in critical areas and their buffers.

b. For purposes of this section, “Director” means the Director of the
Department of Planning and Development Services and his or her designee.

c. In addition to other exemptions of SMC 20.50.290 through 20.50.370, a
request for the cutting of any tree that is an active and imminent hazard such as
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tree limbs or trunks that are demonstrably cracked, leaning toward overhead
utility lines or structures, or are uprooted by flooding, heavy winds or storm
events. After the tree removal, the City will need photographic proof or other
documentation and the appropriate application approval, if any. The City retains
the right to dispute the emergency and require that the party obtain a clearing
permit and/or require that replacement trees be replanted as mitigation.

2. Removal of trees and/or ground cover by the City and/or utility provider in
situations involving immediate danger to life or property, substantial fire hazards, or
interruption of services provided by a utility. The City retains the right to dispute the
emergency and require that the party obtain a clearing permit and/or require that
replacement trees be replanted as mitigation.

3. Installation and regular maintenance of public utilities, under direction of the
Director, except substation construction and installation or construction of utilities in
parks or environmentally sensitive areas.

4. Cemetery graves involving less than 50 cubic yards of excavation, and related
fill per each cemetery plot.

5. Removal of trees from property zoned NB, CB, MB and TC-1, 2 and 3, unless
within a critical area of critical area buffer.

6. Within City-owned property, removal of noxious weeds or invasive vegetation
as identified by the King County Noxious Weed Control Board in a wetland buffer,
stream buffer or the area within a three-foot radius of a tree on a steep slope is
allowed when:

a. Undertaken with hand labor, including hand-held mechanical tools, unless
the King County Noxious Weed Control Board otherwise prescribes the use of
riding mowers, light mechanical cultivating equipment, herbicides or biological

control methods; and

b. Performed in accordance with SMC 20.80.085, Pesticides, herbicides and
fertilizers on City-owned property, and King County best management practices
for noxious weed and invasive vegetation; and

c. The cleared area is revegetated with native vegetation and stabilized
against erosion in accordance with the Department of Ecology 2005
Stormwater Management Manual for Western Washington; and

d. All work is performed above the ordinary high water mark and above the
top of a stream bank; and

e. No more than 3,000 square feet of soil may be exposed at any one time.
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Normal and routine maintenance of existing golf courses provided that the use

of chemicals does not impact any critical areas or buffers. For purposes of this

section, “normal and routine maintenance” means grading activities such as those

listed below; except for clearing and grading (i) for the expansion of such golf

courses, and (ii) clearing and grading within critical areas or buffers of such golf

courses:

a. Aerification and sanding of fairways, greens and tee areas.

b. Augmentation and replacement of bunker sand.

c. Any land surface modification including change of the existing grade by
four feet or more, as required to maintain a golf course and provide reasonable
use of the golf course facilities.

d. Any maintenance or repair construction involving installation of private
storm drainage pipes up to 12 inches in diameter.

e. Removal of significant trees as required to maintain and provide
reasonable use of a golf course. Normal and routine maintenance, as this term
pertains to removal of significant trees, includes activities such as the
preservation and enhancement of greens, tees, fairways, pace of play,
preservation of other trees and vegetation which contribute to the reasonable
use, visual quality and economic value of the affected golf course. At least 35
percent of significant trees on a golf course shall be retained.

f. Golf courses are exempt from the tree replacement requirements in SMC
20.50.360(C). Trees will be replanted based on enhancing, and maintaining the
character of, and promoting the reasonable use of any golf course.

g. Routine maintenance of golf course infrastructures and systems such as
irrigation systems and golf cart paths as required.

h. Stockpiling and storage of organic materials for use or recycling on a golf
course in excess of 50 cubic yards.

Amendment #23
20.50.440 Bicycle facilities — Standards.

Justification — SMC 20.50.440 was amended in 2013 to provide for more long-term
bicycle parking; however there has been feedback from developers indicating that the
new standard is difficult to meet with other development standard. Shoreline’s standards
are among the highest in the region and the highest in suburban cities. Additional
research from Seattle’s Comprehensive Neighborhood Parking Study indicates that the
proposed long-term bike parking is more among the norm in the area. The other
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amendments in the following section provide for flexibility in how to provide the long-
term spaces.

A. Short-Term Bicycle Parking. Short-term bicycle parking shall be provided as

specified in Table A. Short-term bicycle parking is for bicycles anticipated to be at a
building site for less than four hours.

Table A: Short-Term Bicycle Parking Requirements

Type of Use Minimum Number of Spaces Required
Multifamily 1 per 10 dwelling units

Commercial and all other 1 bicycle stall per 12 vehicle parking
nonresidential uses spaces (minimum of 1 space)

Installation of Short-Term Bicycle Parking. Short-term bicycle parking shall comply with
all of the following:

1. It shall be visible from a building’s entrance;
Exception: Where directional signage is provided at a building entrance, short-
term bicycle parking shall be permitted to be provided at locations not visible

from the main entrance.

2. It shall be located at the same grade as the sidewalk or at a location reachable by
ramp or accessible route;

3. It shall be provided with illumination of not less than one footcandle at the parking
surface;

4. It shall have an area of not less than 18 inches by 60 inches for each bicycle;
5. It shall be provided with a rack or other facility for locking or securing each bicycle;

6. The rack or other locking feature shall be permanently attached to concrete or other
comparable material; and

7. The rack or other locking feature shall be designed to accommodate the use of U-
locks for bicycle security.

B. Long-Term Bicycle Parking. Long-term bicycle parking shall be provided as

specified in Table B. Long-term bicycle parking is for bicycles anticipated to be at a
building site for four or more hours.

Table B: Long-Term Bicycle Parking Requirements

Type of Use Minimum Number of Spaces Required
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Table B: Long-Term Bicycle Parking Requirements

Type of Use Minimum Number of Spaces Required
Multifamily 4.5 per studio-or1-bedroem-unit except
for units where individual garages are
provided.
) ' having 2 bed
Commercial and all other |1 per 25,000 square feet of floor area; not
nonresidential uses less than 2 spaces

Installation of Long-Term Bicycle Parking. Long-term bicycle parking shall comply with
all of the following:

1. It shall be located on the same site as the building;
2. It shall be located inside the building, or shall be located within 300 feet of the
building’s main entrance and provided with permanent cover including, but not limited

to, roof overhang, awning, or bicycle storage lockers;

3. lllumination of not less than one footcandle at the parking surface shall be
available;

4. It shall have an area of not less than 18 inches by 60 inches for each bicycle;

5. It shall be provided with a permanent rack or other facility for locking or securing
each bicycle. Up to 25% of the racks may be located on walls in garages.

6. Vehicle parking spaces that are in excess of those required by code may be used
for the installation of long-term bicycle parking spaces.

Exception 20.50.440(1). The Director may authorize a reduction in long term
bicycle parking where the housing is specifically assisted living or serves special
needs or disabled residents.

Exception 20.50.440(2). Ground floor units with direct access to the outside may
be exempted from the long term bicycle parking calculation.

Exception 20.50.440(3): The Director may require additional spaces when it is
determined that the use or its location will generate a high volume of bicycle
activity. Such a determination will include, but not be limited to:

Park/playfield;

Marina;
Library/museum/arboretum;
Elementary/secondary school;
Sports club; or

aroON=
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6. Retail business and office (when located along a developed bicycle trail or
designated bicycle route).

7. Campus zoned properties and transit facilities. (Ord. 663 § 1 (Exh. 1), 2013; Ord.
555 § 1 (Exh. 1), 2009; Ord. 238 Ch. V § 6(C-2), 2000).

Amendment #24
20.50.532 Permit required.

Justification — Intent of these sign code amendments is to prohibit installation of new
electronic changing message or reader board signs in existing, nonconforming signs in
zones where electronic changing message or reader board signs are prohibited. An
exception is proposed that would allow for replacement where the electronic changing
message unit is legal nonconforming. Previously installation of these digital signs in
existing cabinets was treated as copy replacement. This has allowed for installation or
replacement of digital signs without review and sometimes in signs which exceed the
current maximum sign area size for the zone.

Changing message center signs conflict with the purpose (SMC 20.50.530) of the sign
code chapter if they are installed in significant number or size or if they have fast
flashing and animation rates because of potential for adverse impacts to nearby
properties with light pollution and to traffic safety as well as contributing to visual clutter
which impacts the aesthetics of business properties.

The proposed change also removes the undefined term “outdoor advertising signs” and
retains “billboards” which is a defined term.

A. Except as provided in this chapter, no temporary or permanent sign may be
constructed, installed, posted, displayed or modified without first obtaining a sign permit
approving the proposed sign’s size, design, location, and display.

B. No permit is required for normal and ordinary maintenance and repair, and
changes to the graphics, symbols, or copy of a sign, without affecting the size, structural
design or height. Exempt changes to the graphics, symbols or copy of a sign must meet
the standards for permitted illumination.

C. Installation or replacement of electronic changing message or reader board signs
requires a permit and must comply with SMC Exception 20.50.550(A)(2) and SMC
20.50.590.

€D. Sign applications that propose to depart from the standards of this subchapter
must receive an administrative design review approval under SMC 20.30.297 for all
signs on the property as a comprehensive signage package. (Ord. 654 § 1 (Exh. 1),
2013).
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Amendment #25
20.50.550 Prohibited signs.

A. Spinning devices; flashing lights; searchlights, electronic changing messages or
reader board signs.

Exception 20.50.550(A)(1): Traditional barber pole signs allowed only in NB, CB, MB
and TC-1 and 3 zones.

Exception 20.50.550(A)(2): Electronic changing message or reader boards are
permitted in CB and MB zones if they do not have moving messages or messages that
change or animate at intervals less than 20 seconds. Replacement of existing, legally
established electronic changing message or reader boards in existing signs is allowed,
but the intervals for changing or animating messages must meet the provisions of this
section, as well as 20.50.532 and 20.50.590. Maximum one electronic changing
message or reader board sign is permitted per parcel. ;-which-will-be Digital signs which
change or animate at intervals less than 20 seconds will be considered blinking or
flashing and are not allowed.

B. Portable signs, except A-frame signs as allowed by SMC 20.50.540(1).

C. Outdoor off-premises advertising signs (billboards).

D. Signs mounted on the roof.

E. Pole signs.

F. Backlit awnings used as signs.

G. Pennants; swooper flags; feather flags; pole banners; inflatables; and signs
mounted on vehicles. (Ord. 654 § 1 (Exh. 1), 2013; Ord. 631 § 1 (Exh. 1), 2012; Ord.
560 § 4 (Exh. A), 2009; Ord. 369 § 1, 2005; Ord. 299 § 1, 2002; Ord. 238 Ch. V § 8(C),
2000).

Amendment #26
20.50.590 Nonconforming signs.

A. Nonconforming signs shall not be altered in size, shape, height, location, or
structural components without being brought to compliance with the requirements of this
Code. Repair and maintenance are allowable, but may require a sign permit if structural
components require repair or replacement.

B. Outdooradvertising-signs{bBillboards} now in existence are declared

nonconforming and may remain subject to the following restrictions:

1. Shall not be increased in size or elevation, nor shall be relocated to another
location.
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2. Installation of electronic changing message or reader boards in existing billboards
is prohibited.

23. Shall be kept in good repair and maintained.

34. Any outdoor advertising sign not meeting these restrictions shall be removed
within 30 days of the date when an order by the City to remove such sign is given. (Ord.
654 § 1 (Exh. 1), 2013; Ord. 299 § 1, 2002; Ord. 238 Ch. V § 8(E), 2000).

C. Electronic changing message or reader boards may not be installed in existing,
nonconforming signs without bringing the sign into compliance with the requirements of
this Code, including Exception 20.50.550(A)(2).

Exception 20.50.590(C)(1): Regardless of zone, replacement or repair of existing,
legally established electronic changing message or reader boards is allowed without
bringing other nonconforming characteristics of a sign into compliance, so long as the
size of the reader board does not increase and the provisions of 20.50.532 and the
change or animation provisions of Exception 20.50.550(A)(2) are met.

Amendment #27
20.50.600 Temporary signs.

Justification — Current temporary sign standards do not provide a means for non-
residential uses in residential zones to temporarily advertise event or programs. A-board
signs are prohibited as are electronic message centers in residential zones. As currently
worded it is not clear whether a temporary signs could be considered for approval under
a Temporary Use Permit or Administrative Design Review. This change allows use of
banners for schools and churches comparable to what is allowed without permit in
commercial zones. Separate provisions for signs without a permit are available for
home occupations, adult family homes, and daycares under 20.50.540(J). Government
agencies are allowed to install incidental signs without limits under 20.50.610(D) which
is commonly used by public schools, but this provision is limited to two square feet for
all other incidental signs.

A. General Requirements. Certain temporary signs not exempted by SMC 20.50.610
shall be allowable under the conditions listed below. All signs shall be nonilluminated.
Any of the signs or objects included in this section are illegal if they are not securely
attached, create a traffic hazard, or are not maintained in good condition. No temporary
signs shall be posted or placed upon public property unless explicitly allowed or
approved by the City through the applicable right-of-way permit. Except as otherwise
described under this section, no permit is necessary for allowed temporary signs.

B. Temporary On-Premises Business Signs. Temporary banners are permitted in
zones NB, CB, MB, TC-1, TC-2, and TC-3 or for schools and houses of worship in all
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residential zones to announce sales or special events such as grand openings, or prior
to the installation of permanent business signs. Such temporary business signs shall:

1. Be limited to not more than one sign per business;
2. Be limited to 32 square feet in area;

3. Not be displayed for a period to exceed a total of 60 calendar days effective from
the date of installation and not more than four such 60-day periods are allowed in any
12-month period; and

4. Be removed immediately upon conclusion of the sale, event or installation of the
permanent business signage.

C. Construction Signs. Banner or rigid signs (such as plywood or plastic) identifying
the architects, engineers, contractors or other individuals or firms involved with the
construction of a building or announcing purpose for which the building is intended.
Total signage area for both new construction and remodeling shall be a maximum of 32
square feet. Signs shall be installed only upon City approval of the development permit,
new construction or tenant improvement permit and shall be removed within seven days
of final inspection or expiration of the building permit.

D. Temporary signs in-commereial-zones not allowed under this section and which are
not explicitly prohibited may be considered for approval under a temporary use permit
under SMC 20.30.295 or as part of administrative design review for a comprehensive
signage plan for the site. (Ord. 654 § 1 (Exh. 1), 2013; Ord. 299 § 1, 2002; Ord. 238 Ch.
V § 8(F), 2000).

Amendment #28
20.80.240 Alteration.

Justification — The City adopted the International Building Code in 2004 and this code
amendment reflects the updated code.

A. The City shall approve, condition or deny proposals in a geologic hazard area as
appropriate based upon the effective mitigation of risks posed to property, health and
safety. The objective of mitigation measures shall be to render a site containing a
geologic hazard as safe as one not containing such hazard. Conditions may include
limitations of proposed uses, modification of density, alteration of site layout and other
appropriate changes to the proposal. Where potential impacts cannot be effectively
mitigated to eliminate a significant risk to public health, safety and property, or important
natural resources, the proposal shall be denied.

B. Very High Landslide Hazard Areas. Development shall be prohibited in very high

landslide hazards areas or their buffers except as granted by a critical areas special use
permit or a critical areas reasonable use permit.

34

Page 47



6.b Staff Report -
Development Code Amendment Batch
Attachment 1 - Proposed Amendments

C. Moderate and High Landslide Hazards. Alterations proposed to moderate and high
landslide hazards or their buffers shall be evaluated by a qualified professional through
the preparation of the geotechnical report. However, for proposals that include no
development, construction, or impervious surfaces, the City, in its sole discretion, may
waive the requirement for a geotechnical report. The recommendations contained within
the geotechnical report shall be incorporated into the alteration of the landslide hazard
area or their buffers.

The geotechnical engineer and/or geologist preparing the report shall provide
assurances that the risk of damage from the proposal, both on-site and off-site, are
minimal subject to the conditions set forth in the report, that the proposal will not
increase the risk of occurrence of the potential landslide hazard, and that measures to
eliminate or reduce risks have been incorporated into the report’s recommendations.
D. Seismic Hazard Areas.

1. For one-story and two-story residential structures, a qualified professional shall
conduct an evaluation of site response and liquefaction potential based on the
performance of similar structures with similar foundation conditions; or

2. For all other proposals, the applicant shall conduct an evaluation of site response
and liquefaction potential including sufficient subsurface exploration to determine the
site coefficient for use in the static lateral force procedure described in the Uniferm
International Building Code.

Amendment #29
20.80.310 Designation-and-pPurpose.

Justification — RCW 36.70A.175 requires that wetlands are to be delineated in
accordance with the manual adopted per RCW 90.58.380. RCW 90.58.380 states the
Ecology must adopt a manual that implements and is consistent with the 1987 manual
in use on Jan 1, 1995 by the Army Corps of Engineers and the US Environmental
Protection Agency. If the corps and the EPA adopt changes or a different manual is
adopted, Ecology shall consider those changes and may adopt rules implementing
them.

This is what Ecology has done with WAC 173-22-035. The proposed amendments to
20.80.310 and 20.80.330 mirror the language. However, 20.80.330 doesn’t need to
include the language that all wetlands meeting the designation criteria are designated
as critical areas. SMC 20.80.310 already does this. There is no need to repeat the
language in 20.80.330 since this is where buffers are regulated.

The below amendments delete the identification/delineation phrase in 20.80.310 and
20.80.330 and move it into 20.80.320 and change that title to “Identification, Delineation,

and Classification”. This keeps “Purpose” being just purpose and then creates an
identification/delineation/designation section.
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A. Wetlands are those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or ground
water at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal
circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in

saturated s0|I conditions asdeﬂned—by the—Washmgien&ate—Weﬂands—ldenfemeanen
)6-943. Wetlands

generally |ncIude swamps, marshes, bogs, and S|m|Iar areas.

Wetlands do not include those artificial wetlands intentionally created from nonwetland
sites, including, but not limited to, irrigation and drainage ditches, bio-swales, canals,
detention facilities, wastewater treatment facilities, farm ponds, and landscape
amenities, or those wetlands created after July 1, 1990, that were unintentionally
created as a result of the construction of a road, street, or highway. Wetlands may
include those artificial wetlands intentionally created from nonwetland areas to mitigate
the conversion of wetlands.

Amendment #30
20.80.320 Designation, delineation, and Cclassification.

A. The identification of wetlands and the delineation of their boundaries shall be done in
accordance with the federal wetland delineation manual and applicable regional
supplements approved by the Washington State Department of Ecology per WAC 173-
22-035.

B. All areas identified as wetlands pursuant to the SMC 20.80.320(A), are hereby
designated critical areas and are subject to the provisions of this Chapter.

C. Wetlands, as defined by this seetion subchapter, shall be classified according to the
following criteria:

A-1. “Type | wetlands” are those wetlands which meet any of the following
criteria:

4a. The presence of species proposed or listed by the Federal
government or State of Washington as endangered, threatened, critical or
priority, or the presence of critical or outstanding actual or potential habitat
for those species; or

2b. Wetlands having 40 percent to 60 percent open water in dispersed
patches with two or more wetland subclasses of vegetation; or
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3-c. High quality examples of a native wetland listed in the terrestrial
and/or aquatic ecosystem elements of the Washington Natural Heritage
Plan that are presently identified as such or are determined to be of
heritage quality by the Department of Natural Resources; or

4d. The presence of plant associations of infrequent occurrence. These
include, but are not limited to, plant associations found in bogs and in
wetlands with a coniferous forested wetland class or subclass occurring
on organic soils.

B 2. “Type Il wetlands” are those wetlands which are not Type | wetlands and
meet any of the following criteria:

4a. Wetlands greater than one acre (43,560 sq. ft.) in size;

2b. Wetlands equal to or less than one acre (43,560 sq. ft.) but greater
than one-half acre (21,780 sq.ft.) in size and have three or more wetland
classes; or

3 c. Wetlands equal to or less than one acre (43,560 sq. ft.) but greater
than one-half acre (21,780 sq.ft.) in size, and have a forested wetland
class or subclasses.

G 3. “Type lll wetlands” are those wetlands that are equal to or less than one
acre in size and that have one or two wetland classes and are not rated as Type
IV wetlands, or wetlands less than one-half acre in size having either three
wetlands classes or a forested wetland class or subclass.

B-4. “Type IV wetlands” are those wetlands that are equal to or less than 2,500
square feet, hydrologically isolated and have only one, unforested, wetland class.
(Ord. 398 § 1, 2006; Ord. 238 Ch. VIII § 5(B), 2000).

Amendment #31
20.80.330 Required buffer areas.

A. Required wetland buffer widths shall reflect the sensitivity of the area and resource
or the risks associated with development and, in those circumstances permitted by
these regulations, the type and intensity of human activity and site design proposed to
be conducted on or near the critical area. Wetland buffers shall be measured from the
wetland’s edge as delineated in accordance with the federal wetland delineation manual
and applicable regional supplements approved by the Washington State Department of
Ecology per WAC 173-22-035. Wetland-buffers-shall-be-measured-from-the-wetland
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aB, CODE INTERPRETATION REQUEST
SHORELINE SUBMITTAL CHECKLIST

-J‘ g
Planning & Community Development

The following information is typically needed in order to submit an application for review. Depending
on the scope of work, some items may not apply or may be combined. If you have a question on required
items, please call (206) 801-2500 or stop by our office. Read each item carefully and provide all

. ) . . . g w]NOT
applicable information. All construction drawings must be drawn to an architectural scale (e.g. 1/4 o818
= 17), while site plans and civil drawings must be drawn to an engineering scale (e.g. 17 = 20’).

& City of Shoreline Application Form special use or reasonable use application
(attached). requirements.
M Letter to the Director: M  Critical Areas Worksheet {lf the request is
Clearly indicate the Development Code site specific). H'p\ﬂ'r &E'ITEL

provisions (provide a reference to Chapters,
Sections and Page Numbers and specific text)
that you wish to have interpreted. Accurately
and clearly describe any circumstances that
may clarify your request for interpretation.

#  Site Plan - two (2) copies to clarify your request
and drawn approximately to scale, such as 17 =
20°0on 8 1/2” x 11” or 8 1/2” x 14” paper.

« Graphic scale and north arrow.
« Property lines with dimensions.

Please note: A request for interpretation of « Centerline of adjacent streets, alleys or roads

the Development Code is not intended to and their names.

replace a pre-application conference for a Any information that will clarify the request.

specific project or to replace the variance, g EST EFET To Co\LY B) (0 WDNJ G-

ATTAHEDS (TE A

Submittal Fee: $149.50 ($149.50 hourly rate, 1-hour minimum). ATTAcCHED

Please note: Fees effective 1/2012 and are subject to change.

NOTE: Please be sure that all drawings are clear and information is legible. Number each page
consecutively and staple them together with the site plan as your first sheet. No pencil drawings will be
accepted. Applications may not be accepted after 4:00 pm.

OTHER PERMITS THAT MAY BE REQUIRED:
Building Permit
Site Development

City of Shoreline applications and submittal checklists may be downloaded from our website
www.shorelinewa.gov under “Popular Links” select “Permits”.

112012
17500 Midvale Avenue North, Shoreline, Washington 98133-4905
Telephone (206) 801-2500 Fax (206) 801-2788 pcd(@shorelinewa.gov
The Development Code (Title 20) is located at mrsc.org
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17500 Midvale Avenue North Shoreline, WA 98133-4905
Phone: (206) 801-2500 Fax: (206) 801-2788
Email: pcd@shorelinewa.gov Web: www shorelinewa.gov

CITY OF

SHORELINE PERMIT APPLICATION
=

PARCEL INFORMATION (Include all parcel(s) information. Attach additional sheets, if necessary.)

Project Address: 210 NW 145th Street, Shoreline, WA 98177

(Leave blank if address is not assigned)

Parcel Number (Property Tax Account Number)

Legal Description

Antach separate sheet for long Legal Description

132603-9018

T26N, R3E, Section 13, SE Y

PROPERTY OWNER INFORMATION
Name Scattle Golf Club

Email mattschuldt@seattlegolfclub.com

Owner's Authorized Agent
Name Matt Schuldt

Address 210 NW 145th Street City Shoreline State WA Zip 98177
Phone 206-362— 5444 Phone Cell

Email mattschuldt@seattlegolfclub.com
Address 210 NW 145th Street City Shoreline State WA Zip 98177

Phone 206-362— 1209

Phone Cell

PROJECT INFORMATION
Type of Application: [] Single Family

Building/Construction: New Construction
Addition/Remodel

Subdivision

Land Use: Clearing & Grading
Short Plat

[T] Multi-Family [} Non-Residential [] Legislative

Change of Use Mechanical Fire Sprinkler
Demolition Plumbing Fire Alarm
Other

Zoning Variance Use - Bed & Breakfast Code Interpretation

Site Development Use - Home Occupation Conditional Use
Engineering Variance Use - Temporary Use Rezone

PROJECT

Request for interpretation by the Director that Shoreline Municipal Code Subchapter 5 of Title 20 of the Development
DESCRIPTION |Code (SMC 20.50.290-20.50.370) is not applicable to the normal and routine maintenance activities of a golf course
located within the city of Shoreline, Washington, and that no clearing and grading permit is necessary in connection with
such normal and routine maintenance activities.

Construction Value ~ Not Applicable
CONTRACTOR INFORMATION
Company Name Not Applicable Email
Contact Person Phone
Address City State Zip

Contractor's Registration #

Expiration Date

I'am the property owner or authorized agent of the property owner. 1 certify that to the best of my knowledge, the information submitted in support of this permit application is
true and correct. I certify that 1 will comply with all applicable City of Shoreline regulations pertaining to the work authorized by the issuance of a permit. I understand that
issuance of this permit does not remove the owner's responsibility for compliance with state or federal laws regulating construction or environmental laws. 1 grant permission for
City staff and agents 1o enter areas covered by this permit application for the sole purpose of inspecting these areas in order to process this application and to enforce code

provisions related to the issued permit(s).

Signature

Property Owner

IS S ——— S .

Date

and/or Authorized Agent
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Is there any standing or running water on the surface of the property or on any adjacent property at any time during the year?
Does the site have steep slopes with little to no vegetation?

Has any portion of the property or any adjacent property ever been identified as a wetland or swamp?

Does the site contain high percentages of silt and/or very fine sand?

Are any willows, skunk cabbage, alders, cottonwoods, or cattails present on your property or adjacent properties?

Does the site contain ground water seepage or springs near the surface of the ground?

Are there any indications on any portion of the property or on any adjacent property of rockslides, earthflows, mudflows, landslides, or
other slope failure?

Please indicate which line best represents

the steepest slope found on your property. L] 0%-5%  [] 5%-10% [¥] 10%-15% [ 15%-20% [ 20%-25% [ 25%+

Please describe the site conditions for any "yes" answer:

The property consists of about 155 acres, primary use is a goif course which contains one natural pond and several man made
ponds. A Wetland delineation of the property was recently prepared for the property owner in connection with its efforts to work
with the Shoreline Dept. Planning & Community Development to obtain this code interpretation, or in the alternative, a permit to
conduct its normal and routine maintenance activities if necessary. Hart Crowser letter dated January 20, 2012, attached

Who prepared this information? Matt Schuldt.

How to Determine the Slope of a Hillside

The slope is considered the vertical measure as it relates to the horizontal measure. For example if a slope has a rise of one foot over a four
foot horizontal distance the slope would be be 1:4 or a 25% slope.

(Check appropriate slope percentage box and mark correct box on diagram below.)

[ ] [ ] || ] | ] 100% =111

| ] 50%=1:2

(] 25% = 1:4

] 0%
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% SEATTLE GoLr CLUB

210 NW 145" Street
Shoreline, WA 98177

February 16, 2012

Shoreline Planning & Community Development
17500 Midvale Avenue N.
Shoreline, WA 98133

Re: Request for Code Interpretation Subchapter 5 of Title 20 of the Development Code
Hand Delivered

Ladies and Gentlemen:

Seattle Golf Club (“SGC”) has resided in its current location since 1908 and is laid out over 155
acres in the South West corner of Shoreline. According to the United States Census Bureau, the
city of Shoreline has a total area of 11.7 square miles (30.3 km?), of which SGC’s 155 acres
(.611 km?) cover slightly more than 2% of the city of Shoreline. SGC’s Course Superintendent
estimates SGC to have more than 6,000 trees covering its acreage, which is almost certainly
more than 2% of the trees in the city of Shoreline, given the fact that this acreage has few
structural improvements other than the golf course itself.

As part of its normal and routine horticultural activities, SGC was recently studying the removal
of numerous trees, in an effort to improve the health and playability of its golf course. A
recommendation for removal of certain trees was contained in a study commissioned by SGC,
and the conclusions of study were confirmed by SGC’s local Certified Arborist. Since removal
of more than one or two healthy trees in any given year by SGC is rare, its board looked at the
Shoreline Municipal Code (“SMC” or “Code”) to confirm it could take such action without
violating the Code'.

On the one hand, SMC Subchapter 5 of Title 20 of the Development Code (SMC 20.50.290-
20.50.370, hereafter referred to as “Subchapter 5”) does not provide an exemption for golf
courses from the private property owners’ clearing and grading limits, including a limit of
removing no more than 6 significant trees every 36 months.

This is in contrast to King County Code 16.82.051, which expressly exempts golf courses from
clearing and grading requirements:

“In conjunction with normal and routine maintenance activities, if:

" In considering this issue, SGC has chosen a more conservative approach of removing several trees at a time in an
effort to balance tree removal with improved health and playability of greens and tees areas.
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a. there is no alteration of a ditch or aquatic area that is used by salmonids:

b. the structure, condition or site maintained was constructed or created in accordance
with law; and

c. the maintenance does not expand the roadway, lawn, landscaping, ditch, culvert or
other improved area being maintained.”

King County Code 16.82.051 (C)(13) (Emphasis added).

A similar express exemption exists for golf courses in Seattle (by virtue of their being considered
“parks” under Seattle Mun. Code 18.12.030(9)), for tree clearing (Seattle Mun. Code Secs.
25.09.320 & 25.09.045) and grading permit requirements (Seattle Mun. Code Secs.
22.170.060(B)(8), without distinction as to public or private golf courses. An express exemption
for golf courses, again without distinction as to public or private courses, exists in the Bellevue
code as well (Bellevue Municipal Code Sec. 3.43.020(H)).

Shoreline’s Code, in not providing an express exemption for golf courses from clearing and
grading requirements for normal and routine maintenance operations, is also distinguishable
from numerous other local municipalities’ clearing and grading provisions (which exempt golf
courses for ordinary and routine maintenance). A sample of some of these municipal code
provisions from Kenmore, Sammamish and Snoqualmie are attached hereto as Exhibit A.

Please note that golf courses are also generally exempt from the provisions of the State
Environmental Policy Act (“SEPA™) which is codified in RCW Ch. 43.21C. See, WAC 197-11-
800(13)(c). Respectfully, if the state has determined that golf courses should be exempt from the
rigorous provisions of SEPA, it is difficult to see why they should not also be exempt from the
provisions of Subchapter S, including but not limited to the clearing and grading provisions.

On the other hand, Subchapter 5 at SMC 20.50.350 provides clear “[d]evelopment standards for
clearing activities” that would appear at odds with 6 significant trees every 36 months clearing
and grading limits. It includes “Minimum Retention Requirements” that would allow SGC to a
permit for clearing up to 70 or 80 percent of its significant trees. Indeed, pursuant to Exception to
20.50.350(B), the Director has discretion to reduce minimum significant tree retention
percentage beyond the baseline 70 to 80% for a number of reasons including cases where “strict
compliance with the provisions of this Code may jeopardize reasonable use of property” or
where “there are special circumstances related to the size, shape, topography, location or
surroundings of the subject property.”

During the past several months, SGC has been in discussions with Paul Cohen of the Shoreline
Planning & Community Development department (“Planning Department’) on how to deal with
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the special requirements of SGC, interpretation of and compliance with existing law, and how to
minimize the expense to the city in working through these issues.

Stated succinctly, SGC respectfully seeks an interpretation of Subchapter 5 which excludes the
need to obtain permits for normal and routine maintenance on golf courses, and that such
activities are distinguishable from site development activities which are properly addressed by
Subchapter 5, to harmonize Shoreline’s Development Code with the numerous local
municipalities cited, as well as with King County.

Such an interpretation is consistent with the stated purpose of Subchapter 5, which is to “reduce
the environmental impacts of site development while promoting the reasonable use of land.”
SMC 20.50.290 (emphasis added), as well as the effect of SMC 20.50.350 which would permit
the clearing of up to 70 to 80 percent of SGC’s trees as part of a site development. SGC is not
engaging in “site development,” but believes that its interpretation of Subchapter 5 is implied
by the stated purpose and remaining substantive provisions of Subchapter 5, as well as how
numerous neighboring jurisdictions have expressly limited their development codes.

Further support is found in Shoreline’s Clearing & Grading Permit Checklist® (see Exhibit B),
which requires certain submissions which SGC is incapable of providing. For example, SGC
cannot provide “site plans and civil drawings must be drawn to an engineering or architectural
scale (e.g. 1" =20' or 1/4" = 1')” for a site that is 155 acres large in a meaningful (and relatively
inexpensive) way. Nor can it provide a depiction on a site plan with each of its 6,000+ trees’. As
can be seen from Exhibit B, there are numerous other required items that are inapplicable to or
unreasonable for SGC to comply with.

Other Background History

In its more than 100 years at this location, SGC has with great pride stewarded its land, trees,
other vegetation and golf course in a manner that meets or exceeds the spirit of Subchapter 5 and
many of the stated goals listed under SMC 20.50.290 such as:

e Promotion of practices consistent with the city’s natural topography and vegetative cover.

e Preservation and enhancement of trees and vegetation which contribute to the visual
quality and economic value of development in the city and provide continuity and
screening between developments.

? SCG is contemporancously seeking a clearing and grading permit in an abundance of caution and desire to avoid
violation of Subchapter S if this code is interpreted to require such a permit.

® Mr. Cohen, at a recent meeting with SGC agreed to modify these requirements in the manner indicated on Exhibit
B which includes identification and measurement of about 110 “significant trees.”
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e Conservation and restoration of trees and vegetative cover to reduce flooding, the impacts
on existing drainageways, and the need for additional stormwater management facilities.

e Retention of tree clusters for the abatement of noise, wind protection, and mitigation of
air pollution.

Aside from the precedent presented from other local municipalities, and even King County, there
is a practical basis as to why an interpretation of Subchapter 5 which permits normal and routine
maintenance of golf courses is appropriate.

With all respect, a conclusion that Subchapter 5 applies to the ordinary and routine maintenance
of'a 155 acre golf course in the same manner as it applies to an average private property owner’s
Y, acre property” seems unreasonable and certainly beyond the purpose and intent of Subchapter
5 set out above. To put this in perspective, SGC’s 155 acres if they were developed in 2 acre
parcels would be covered by 310 single family residences. In such a case, the residents of those
imaginary residences would collectively be able to remove up to 1,860 trees in 36 months and
move up to 15,500 cubic yards of soil without permit.’

SGC has no intent to make any sort of radical change to its property, but rather seeks an
interpretation from the Planning Department that golf course normal and routine maintenance is
not subject to Subchapter 5, which would allow SGC to engage in the following activities and
other normal maintenance to allow it the reasonable use of its acreage:

I. Aerification and Sanding of Fairways, Greens and Tee Areas. SGC has for the
last decade or more, aerified the grass areas of the golf course periodically and as a by-
product of this process, had grass plugs totaling more than 50 cubic yards that it recycles and
reuses throughout the golf course. Additionally, in concert with aerification, SGC applies
sand to its golf course once or twice a year totaling more than 50 yards in each application.
Under a strict interpretation of Subchapter 5, this activity could arguably require SGC to
apply for and receive permits from Shoreline each time it acerifies or sands portions of its golf
course.

2 Periodic Augmentation and Replacement of Bunker Sand. SGC’s golf course
incorporates 85 fairway and greenside sand bunkers. The bunkers require periodic
maintenance, including supplementing the sand from time to time and replacing the sand on a
periodic basis as well. These activities can total more than 50 cubic yards in any given
application and in any give year. Again, under a strict interpretation of Subchapter 5, this
activity could arguably require SGC to apply for and receive permits from Shoreline each

* Permits required for private property owners moving more than 50 cubic yards of soil, as well as for removal of
more than 6 “significant trees” in 36 months.
* Which is well within the outer limits established in SMC 20.50.350.
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time it augments or replaces bunker sand on its golf course. In addition, crows at various
times of the year damage turf which occasionally requires the transplantation of turf from
various parts of the golf course, which adds to the normal and routine maintenance which
could arguably require permit, see Exhibit C for photos of such damage.

3. Removal of Necessary Healthy Significant Trees. One of the greatest assets of SGC
is the more than 6,000 trees which enhance its grounds. Unless kept in equilibrium, these
same trees can become great liabilities as they compete for sunlight with grass and other non-
tree vegetation. If normal and routine removal of trees necessary to keep such equilibrium is
not permitted, the playability of the golf course is unreasonably affected. Currently, under a
strict interpretation of Subchapter 5, SGC is permitted to remove only up to 6 significant

trees® in any 36 month period. Again, while this=so estriction makes sense-fera-a-acre
residential property, it makes little sense on With more th
4. Removal of Unhealthy and Hazardous Trees. With more than 6,000 trees on its
property, SGC is presented with the need to address handling of diseased, dying and
hazardous trees on a regular basis that can as part of its normal and routine maintenance be
handled by SGC’s Course Superintendent, and its certified arborist. Instead, under a strict
interpretation of Subchapter 5, this activity could arguably require SGC to apply for and

receive permits from Shoreline each time a tree becomes a hazard to life or limb, or becomes
diseased or dying.

5. No Required Replanting for Removed Trees. Subchapter 5 also generally requires
that four (4) trees be planted for each significant tree removed if more than six (6) significant
trees are removed (SMC 20.50.360(C)).” Such a requirement makes no sense in connection
with trees removed to increase sunlight on adjacent non-tree vegetation or to improve
playability. In such cases, the replanting of trees at or near the location of the removed trees
would be inappropriate. On the other hand, replanting of trees has always been part of the
normal and routine maintenance of the golf course where trees are removed because they are
diseased or hazardous and are critical to play. Indeed, SGC in the last week or so added more
than 6 significant trees to improve the golf course, without mandate from any governmental
authority. See photographs in Exhibit C.

® Minimum size requirements for replacement trees: deciduous trees shall be at least 1.5 inches in caliper and
evergreens six feet in height. SMC 20.50.360(C)(3)

7 This requirement is expressly waivable by the Director under the Exceptions to SMC 20.50.360(C) as: (i) strict
compliance with the provisions of this Subchapter 5 restricts SGC’s reasonable use of the property as a golf course,
(ii) there are special circumstances related to the large size, shape, topography, location and surroundings of SGC’s
property, and (iii) granting the requested waiver will not be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to other
property in the vicinity given the negligible effect of removal of trees for reasons stated when compared to the total
number of trees on SGC’s property.
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We welcome any questions and thoughts you may have on in considering the proposed
interpretation of Subchapter 5 in the most expeditious and appropriate manner.
Very truly yours,

SEATTLE GOLF CLUB

Lawrence C. Calvert, President
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Exhibit A
Sample Local Municipal Code Provisions
Exempting Golf Courses from Clearing and Grading Provisions

Kenmore Municipal Code 15.25.050 Clearing and grading permit required — Exceptions.

A. No person shall do any clearing or grading without first having obtained a clearing and grading permit from the
director except for the following:

16. Within sensitive areas, as regulated in Chapter 18.55 KMC, the following activities are exempt from the clearing
requirements of this chapter and no permit shall be required:

e. Normal and routine maintenance of existing public parks and private and public golf courses. This does not
include clearing or grading in order to develop or expand such activities in sensitive areas. For the purpose of this
subsection, a park is defined as any real property managed for public use which has been previously maintained as a
park or has been developed as a park pursuant to a properly issued permit. (Emphasis added).

Snoqualmie Municipal Code 15.20.030 Clearing and permit — When required.

A. A clearing and grading permit shall be required for all clearing and grading activity except as provided for in
subsections B and C of this section.

B. No clearing and grading permit shall be required for the following activities (hercinafter “exempt activities”),
regardless of where they are located:

1. Normal and routine maintenance of existing lawns and landscaping; provided, the use of chemicals does not
significantly impact any sensitive area as defined in Chapter 19.12 SMC;

2. Permitted agricultural uses in sensitive areas as provided for in SMC 19.12.030(B)(4);
3. Emergency tree removal to prevent imminent danger or hazard to persons or property;

4. Normal and routine horticultural activities associated with existing commercial orchards, nurseries or Christmas
tree farms; provided, that the use of chemicals does not significantly impact any sensitive area as defined in Chapter
19.12 SMC. This exception shall not include clearing or grading for expansion of such existing operations;

5. Normal and routine maintenance of existing public and private parks and golf courses; provided, that the use
of chemicals does not significantly impact any sensitive area as defined in Chapter 19.12 SMC. This exception
shall not include clearing and grading for expansion of such existing parks and golf courses;(Emphasis added).

Sammamish Municipal Code 16.15.050 Clearing and grading permit required — Exceptions.

No person shall do any clearing or grading without first having obtained a clearing and grading permit from the
director except for the following:

(1) An on-site excavation or fill for basements and footings of a building, retaining wall, parking lot, or other
structure authorized by a valid building permit. This shall not exempt any fill made with the material from such
excavation nor exempt any excavation having an unsupported height greater than five feet after the completion of
such structure;
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(2) Maintenance of existing driveways or private access roads within their existing road prisms; provided, that the
performance and restoration requirements of this chapter are met and best management practices are utilized to
protect water quality;

(3) Any grading within a publicly owned road right-of-way, provided this does not include clearing or grading that
expands further into a critical area or buffer;

(4) Clearing or grading by a public agency for the following routine maintenance activities:
(a) Roadside ditch cleaning, provided the ditch does not contain salmonids;

(b) Pavement maintenance;

(c) Normal grading of gravel shoulders;

(d) Maintenance of culverts;

(e) Maintenance of flood control or other approved surface water management facilities;
() Routine clearing within road right-of-way;

(5) Cemetery graves; provided, that this exception does not apply except for routine maintenance if the clearing or
grading is within a critical area as regulated in Chapter 21A.50 SMC;

(6) Minor stream restoration projects for fish habitat enhancement by a public agency, utility, or tribe as set out in
Chapter 21A.50 SMC;

(7) Any clearing or grading that has been approved by the director as part of a commercial site development permit
and for which a financial guarantee has been posted;

(8) The following activities are exempt from the clearing requirements of this chapter and no permit shall be
required:

(a) Normal and routine maintenance of existing lawns and landscaping, including up to 50 cubic yards of top soil,
mulch, or bark materials added to existing landscaped areas subject to the limitations in critical areas and their
buffers as set out in Chapter 21A.50 SMC;

(b) Emergency tree removal to prevent imminent danger or hazard to persons or property;

(¢) Normal and routine horticultural activities associated with commercial orchards, nurseries, or Christmas tree
farms subject to the limitations on the use of pesticides in critical areas as set out in Chapter 21A.50 SMC. This does
not include clearing or grading in order to develop or expand such activities;

(d) Normal and routine maintenance of existing public park properties and private and public golf courses. This
does not include clearing or grading in order to develop or expand such activities in critical areas; (Emphasis
added).
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Exhibit B
Shoreline Clearing and Grading Checklist
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Exhibit C
Photos of Recent Trees Planted as Normal and Routine Maintenance of golf course

Photos of Damage by Birds to be Repaired as Normal and Routine Maintenance of golf course
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HARTCROWSER

Delivering smarter solutions

January 20, 2012

Mr. George Treperinas

Karr Tuttle Campbell

1201 3" Avenue, Suite 2900
Seattle, WA 98101

Re: Wetland Reconnaissance Investigation
Seattle Golf Club
Shoreline, Washington
12749-01

Dear George:

We conducted a reconnaissance-level wetland investigation on December 30, 2011 at the Seattle
Golf Club located at 210 Northwest 145" Street in Shoreline, Washington. Our investigation
included observation of the potential presence and extent of three wetland indicator parameters
including hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soils, and hydrology. We identified one wetland area on
site associated with an existing pond. This letter is a summary of our findings.

SITE DESCRIPTION

The Seattle Golf Club was established in 1908 at its current location. The golf course is situated on
approximately 151 acres and contains paved and unpaved pathways, greens, fairways, ponds, a
driving range, a club house, and several forested areas. The golf course currently contains five
ponds of which one (Pond 11/18) is a natural feature. Based on King County aerial photographs,
Pond 11/18 was the only natural water feature present at the site prior to 1936. The remaining four
ponds were created after 1936 as the golf club became fully developed. Water levels in the five
ponds fluctuate regularly depending on the season, precipitation patterns, and aesthetic needs at
the site. In addition, the golf course is operated and maintained year round.

The golf course is surrounded by developed parcels of land, and located in an urban residential
neighborhood.

The relatively small forested portions of the golf course are dominated by Douglas fir (Pseudotsuga
menziesii) and Western redcedar ( Thuja plicata) with bigleaf maple (Acer macrophyullum), English
laurel (Prunus faurocerasis), sword fern (Polystichum munitum), trailing blackberry (Rubus ursinus),
mowed grasses, and other native and non-native plants present in the understory. Small and

120 Third Avenue South, Suite 170
Edmonds, Washington 98020-8411
Fax 425.778.9417

Tel 425.775.4682 Py
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localized patches of Himalayan blackberry (Rubus armeniacus), English ivy (Hedera helix), and
English laurel are present throughout the golf course. The majority of the golf course contains
mowed and maintained grasses. In addition, portions of Pond 11/18 were planted with lily pads in
1997 and 1998. While these plants qualify as hydrophytic (wetland) vegetation, they were
intentionally installed for aesthetic purposes and are not considered naturally occurring for the
purposes of this investigation.

In general, the golf course slopes toward the central portion of the site and Pond 11/18, which is
located at one of the lowest points on the property.

The property includes one wetland area located along the southern shoreline of Pond 11/18 within
the central portion of the property. This area will be discussed below.

WETLAND FINDINGS
Methods

We identify wetlands and their boundaries based on our standard methodology, professional
judgment, and existing site conditions during field analysis, including information provided by the
client. The Routine Determinations method described by the Washington State Department of
Ecology (Ecology) in the Washington State Wetlands Identification and Delineation Manual (Ecology
1997} in conjunction with the US Army Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual (1987) and
Regional Supplement (2010} is applied to comply with local, state, and federal regulations. Positive
wetland indicators must be present with few exceptions for the following three parameters for an
area to be identified as a jurisdictional wetland: (1) hydrophytic vegetation, (2) hydric soil, and (3)
wetland hydrology. We use standard methods to determine whether the criteria are met for each
of the parameters.

We walked the property and visually inspected the vegetation and topography to determine if
further investigations were warranted. In multiple locations we examined the soil to a depth of 12
to 16 inches, in areas that were either topographic low points and/or contained vegetation that may
have been indicative of wetland conditions.

On-site Wetland

One ons-site wetland area is located along a portion of the southern edge of Pond 11/18 (see
attached Sketch Map). The wetland area consists of four small vegetated areas totaling
approximately 723 square feet (sf} in size. The largest of these areas totals approximately 560 sf,
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and the smallest totals approximately 2 sf. Pond 11/18 does not meet the size requirement of 20
acres for a lacustrine (lake) system, and therefore the identified wetland area is classified as a
depressional wetland system under the hydrogeomorphic (HGM) classification system (Brinson
1993).

Greater than 50 percent of the dominant vegetation is facultative (FAC) or facultative wetland
(FACW), or obligate (OBL), which meets the hydrophytic vegetation criteria. The wetland areas
contained similar dominant emergent vegetation including creeping spikerush (£leocharis palustris,
OBL), soft rush (Juncus effusus, FACW), and grasses. Based on the Cowardin classification system
(Cowardin et al. 1979), the on-site wetland contains one class: a palustrine emergent persistent
seasonally flooded (PEM1C) wetland.

At the time of our investigation, we observed wetland primary hydrology indicators including
inundation and saturation within the upper 12 inches of the soil. Soils were saturated to the existing
soil surface near the shoreline of the pond and inundated waterward of the shoreline. These
conditions are expected to have been present and to continue to be present for at least one month
during the growing season, which fulfills the criteria for wetland hydrology.

In addition, we observed soils consisting of sandy silt. Gravelly sand was observed below the sandy
silt layer at a depth ranging from 4 to 10 inches below ground surface. In our test pits within the
wetland area, we observed low-chroma colors that indicate the presence of hydric soils. No
redoxymorphic concentrations (mottles) were observed. In general, soils were dark brown in color
(10YR 3/1 to TOYR 2/1).

Regulatory Requirements

Based on our reconnaissance-level evaluation and the current Shoreline Municipal Code (SMC)
20.80.320(D), the on-site wetland areas appear to be rated as a Category IV wetland. The total
wetland area (723 sf) is less than 2,500 square feet. A natural outlet to Pond 11/18 does not exist
and therefore the pond and associated wetlands are considered hydrologically isolated. Finally, the
wetland area has only one, unforested, wetland class: emergent. SMC requires a standard 35-foot
buffer for Category IV wetlands (SMC 20.80.330(B)).

Currently, the 35-foot standard buffer associated with the on-site Category IV wetland contains
maintained greens, tee boxes, benches, and a portion of a paved pathway. SMC 20.80.030(K)
provides for “normal and routine maintenance and operation of existing landscaping and gardens”
and SMC 20.80.030(L) covers “minor activities not mentioned above and determined by the City to
have minimal impacts to the critical area.” The golf course grounds and associated landscape
features are subject to normal and routine maintenance and operation by the Seattle Golf Club and
meet the exemption requirements under the SMC. In addition, it is our professional opinion that
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continued maintenance and operational activities within the 35-foot buffer will not have a negative
impact on the existing wetland area.

SUMMARY
We investigated the subject property for the presence or absence of wetland conditions. One

Category IV wetland area was identified on the golf course along the southern shoreline of Pond
11/18. Based on the SMC 20.80, the wetland requires a standard 3 5-foot buffer.

LIMITATIONS

Work for this project was performed, and this letter report prepared, in accordance with generally
accepted professional practices for the nature and conditions of the work completed in the same or
similar localities, at the time the work was performed. It is intended for the exclusive use of Karr
Tuttle Campbell and the Seattle Golf Course for specific application to the referenced property.
This report is not meant to represent a legal opinion. No other warranty, express or implied, is
made.

Photos and a sketch map of the property are attached to this letter report for reference.

If you have any questions, please contact Celina Abercrombie at (425) 329-1173. We thank you for
this opportunity to provide our wetland consulting services.

Sincerely,

HART CROWSER, INC.

P

CELINA A. ABERCROMBIE IEFFREY C. BARRETT
Wetland Ecologist Principal
celina.abercrombie@hartcrowser.com jeff.barrett@hartcrowser.com

Attachments: Sketch Map
Photographs
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Greetings all:

Please advise as to the status of the attached “Draft” SEPA Checklist. Has it been finalized
and a threshold determination been issued? If the threshold determination is anything
other than a DS, please note for the record that The Innis Arden Club Inc. objects to the
threshold determination. Such a broad-brush set of amendments, depending on prior
SEPA items extending back almost two decades, does not begin to address the impacts of
the varied proposals encompassed in the Checklist. They have significant adverse impacts
that have neither been disclosed nor mitigated.

This is particularly the case with regard to the special Code amendment for the Seattle
Golf Club noted in the Checklist as follows:

“All amendments except one are City-wide non-project actions. SMC 20.50.310 applies to
all golf courses within the City of Shoreline. As of today, Shoreline has one golf course —
Seattle Golf Club. The SGC is located at 210 NW 145™ Street, Shoreline, WA 98177.”

The particulars of the special made-to-order amendment for the Seattle Golf Club have not
been widely disseminated to the public, but apparently drafted in private between the
Seattle Golf Club and City Staff. The factual environmental premises for the amendments
as stated in the SEPA Checklist are questionable (e.g. absence of impact on critical areas,
etc.) and appear to have been tailored to facilitate adoption with a minimum of public
scrutiny and review. This is not the first time this issue of special legislation for the Golf
Club has arisen. Last time, the City assured that the Golf Club proposal had been dropped.
Apparently, however, it was resurrected when “the coast was clear.”

The Innis Arden Club has for years asked that the City facilitate a more rational approach
to maintenance of large tracts. For example, the Club has repeatedly formally requested
adoption of Comprehensive Plan and Code amendments to foster Vegetation Management
Plans (VMP) such as the longstanding one agreed upon by the City and Innis Arden. That
VMP was summarily, unilaterally abrogated by former Planning Director Joseph Tovar
with no discussion or negotiation when he took control of the Planning Department.
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VMPs would yield substantial benefits to the City and to entities such as Innis Arden or the
Golf Club which manage large tracts. The City has repeatedly rebuffed Innis Arden’s
requests for renewal of the VMP approach. It has repeatedly refused to even schedule the
concept for Planning Department and City Council consideration. Now, it turns out that a
special Code amendment to give the Golf Club alone relief has been privately drafted and
slated for City adoption by September. Golf Clubs are no more environmentally benign
than Innis Arden open space or residential tracts. A strong case could be made that they
are less so, particularly in light of the unnatural state required for golf play. Again, this is
not to say that the Golf Club would be inappropriately included in a comprehensive City
review of the situation in which the Golf Club, the Innis Arden Club, and other properties
are now placed by the Code. Itis to say that the Golf Club’s environmental impacts and its
over-all use do not justify singling out the Golf Club for a special concessionary Code
amendment.

The Innis Arden Club emphasizes that it supports a comprehensive reform effort with
participation by all similarly situated entities (owners with responsibility for maintenance
of large tracts including open space) to eliminate the needlessly burdensome aspects of the
current regulatory system particularly with regard to vegetation. The Innis Arden Club
does object however to piecemeal revision of the Code specifically for one owner (here the
Seattle Golf Club) without regard to over-all environmental impacts or equity.

Please provide immediately the latest text of the proposed Code amendments, including in
particular the amendment for the Seattle Golf Club. Please also provide the identity of the
Seattle Golf Club amendment’s author(s), the documentation on which the amendment is
based (including, if any, qualified expert inspection reports and analysis of the Seattle Golf
Club site to assess impacts) and all other particulars concerning the amendment’s origin
and review.

Meanwhile, as noted, this initial comment should be placed on the record for the Code
amendments and their SEPA review.

Thank you,

Peter Eglick

Attorney for The Innis Arden Club Inc.
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