
Spoken Testimony on 145th Street Station Subarea DEIS Addendum 

2/18/2016 Planning Commission 

Janet Way, Shoreline Preservation Society, requested that the society have legal standing and 
be part of the public record pertaining to this agenda item.  She commented that Paramount 
Park is an extraordinary place; not a degraded place that has no value.  There is nothing else 
like it in the entire watershed and/or City.  She said she has lived next to Paramount Park since 
1988, and she has been working on its restoration and protection since 1989.  Many projects 
have been done at the park via various groups, such as the Paramount Park Neighborhood 
Group and the Shoreline Preservation Society.  She provided photographs of Littles Creek, 
which used to be called a Class II Stream.  Although fish have trouble getting there because of 
the perched culvert that goes over to Jackson Park, there is a history of cutthroat trout and 
Coho salmon, and the stream should not be classified as non-anadromous.    She provided 
photographs and described the various restoration projects that have occurred in the wetland 
and meadow area using grant funding from both the City and the County.  She also provided 
photographs of the wildlife and plant species that exist at Paramount Park and the culvert on 
Littles Creek that needs to be replaced as part of the rezone to resolve flooding issues and 
create a bicycle path.   

 

Ms. Way said that although the 2000 Thornton Creek Watershed Characterization Report, 
which talks specifically about the wetlands at Paramount Park, was referenced in the study, she 
voiced concern that the study undervalues the wetland.  She reminded the Commission that 
the Army Corps of Engineers designated the wetland’s overall size as 6.5 acres, and the report 
reduces the size by about half.  She commented that as per the CAO, the City should go above 
and beyond to protect, not reduce, wetland.  As public stewards, she begged the 
Commissioners to do everything in their power to enhance the wetland, not degrade it.   

 

Yoshiko Saheki, Shoreline, observed that the Staff Report makes the point that, “If single-
family properties were not rezoned or did not redevelop, these non-conforming uses would 
remain indefinitely, neither posing significant new adverse impacts to wetlands and streams, 
nor providing opportunities for restoration.”  Although OTAK’s report is about redevelopment, 
no statement was included to indicate that the current zoning would provide no opportunities 
for restoration.  She pointed out that homeowners could create raingardens, remove 
impervious patios and lawns, and plant native trees and vegetation, which are all good for the 
environment.   
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Ms. Saheki noted that in her summary, Ms. Roberts writes that if single-family zoning were to 
convert to mixed-use residential, “critical areas could be further protected and enhanced 
through future redevelopment under rezoning.”  In addition, the technical assessment 
concludes that, “redevelopment could create substantial opportunities for ecological 
improvements and enhancements that do not currently exist.”  She summarized her belief that a 
lot of things are possible, both with and without redevelopment.  Further, protection and 
enhancement of critical areas is possible under the status quo, and restoration by current 
homeowners may even be more easily achieved than through redevelopment, which after 
rezoning, would require willing sellers, buyers and developers.   

 

Ms. Saheki referred to the statement that, “non-conforming uses could be removed from critical 
areas.”  In this case, the reference to non-conforming uses applies to single-family homes.  She 
emphasized that removal of these non-conforming structures is a possibility and not a 
certainty.  While everyone wants what is best for the environment, she reminded the 
Commission that they are talking about peoples’ homes.  The slightest implication that the City 
is interested in removing homes will cause the plans to backfire no matter how well 
intentioned.  If either of the zoning alternatives are adopted, most of the single-family 
development in the subarea will become non-conforming.  To read that non-conforming uses 
could be removed does not encourage people who live in the subarea to embrace the proposed 
rezone.  She suggested there are more respectful ways to say the same thing, and the word 
“removed” is a little harsh.   

 

Dave Lang, Shoreline, referred to Page 2 of the report, which discusses opportunities for 
restoration.  He pointed out that Littles Creek is contained in the north/south pipe under 145th 
Street, which exits above the water level on the Jackson Park side.  Re-drilling the pipe way for 
a larger diameter would provide an opportunity to change its shape and orientation down to 
the water level on the south side.  Balancing restoration with handling stormwater should be 
the type of win/win the City looks for and writes up in its CURRENTS publication.  He recalled 
that, at the last City Council meeting, it was pointed out that the Thornton Creek Basin was an 
early study that needs to be updated to address concerns that were addressed in later studies.  
He expressed his belief that finishing the basin study update before alternatives are selected 
will result in poorly-informed decisions.   
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Tom Poitras, Shoreline, recalled that a number of trees died last year as a result of the drought.  
He asked if the City has studied or intends to study the net effect of the new impervious 
surfaces.  He does not see how ground water would be replenished in local areas if the land is 
covered with concrete.   

Chris Southwick, Shoreline, reiterated that wetlands are nature’s sponges.  They filter water 
and provide erosion control and habitat for wildlife.  It is important to retain as many wetlands 
as possible, and the effectiveness of a wetland is reduced whenever its size is reduced or 
infringed upon.   

3/3/2016 Planning Commission Meeting 

 

Janet Way, Shoreline Preservation Society, asked that the Commissioners take the Hippocratic 
oath, “First, do no harm.”  She questioned how the people who live within ½ mile of the 145th 
Street Station Subarea would benefit from the plan.  She also asked the Commission to consider 
the following: 

 

• The culvert under 145th Street for Little’s Creek should be a very high priority.  Her 
understanding is that State Law and agreements with the Tribes require that the culvert 
be replaced.  It is supposed to be a salmon bearing stream, yet fish cannot currently get 
up it.   

• The culvert for Thornton Creek should be improved by putting in baffles so the fish can 
navigate more easily. 

• A number of issues identified in the wetland study for Littles Creek would also apply to 
the 145th Street Corridor.  The buffer and liquefaction zone need to be considered as 
mitigation. 

• Other environmental issues to consider include noise and vibrations. 
• As she mentioned in a letter a few months ago, there is an opportunity to provide a 

bicycle path through Paramount Park, but it was not included in the plan.  There are also 
opportunities to improve drainage in this location. 

• Everything possible should be done to discourage bicycles on 145th Street.  It will cost a 
lot of money to acquire the extra ROW, and the bikes can be accommodated more 
safely on other streets.  

• There has been some discussion at the Council level of having a bicycle/pedestrian 
bridge at 147th Street.  If another bridge is going to be built anyway, why not put it on 
147th to avoid conflicts at the intersection of I-5 and 145th Street?   

• The estimated increase in traffic of just 1.5% seems too low.  The City needs to better 
analyze future traffic volumes with the thousands of additional residents anticipated as 
a result of the rezone.   
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• The transition to 5th Avenue NE is crucial.  It will be a nightmare while it is being built, 
and it could also be a nightmare after it is finished.   

• Safety should be the watchword.  The 145th Street Corridor is not safe now, and if it is 
not planned properly, it will not be safe in the future.  People have been hit and killed 
on the street, and it is important to change that.   

 

3/17/2016 Planning Commission Meeting 

Wendy DiPeso, Shoreline, said she had to leave the meeting early and wanted to provide her 
comments regarding the potential zoning scenarios for the 145th Street State Subarea Plan.  She 
recalled that the consultant’s (Otak) report indicated that it is possible to engineer and do 
construction on top of peat and wetlands.  She also heard that it is possible to engineer 
development on steep slopes but it is costly.  Although it may be possible to do this type of 
development, she questioned if it is something the City wants to encourage.  She expressed her 
belief that developers will not likely want to spend large amounts of money to engineer 
development within wetlands and buffers so it is not really necessary to rezone these areas as 
high-density.  They will be interested in land that is more suitable for high-density 
development.   

Ms. DiPeso questioned why the City found it necessary to hire Otak when they already have the 
Thornton Creek Basin Characterization Report, as well as other similar reports that are more 
comprehensive and detailed than the report provided by Otak.  She suggested that the City did 
not like the answers provided in the information that was already available so they used 
taxpayer dollars to hire Otak to give them the answers they wanted.  Regardless of whether or 
not this perception is accurate, that is how the public views these kinds of transactions.   

Nancy Morris, Shoreline, asked the Commission to use caution and care, as well as a science-
based assessment of Paramount Park before minimizing its importance and infringing upon its 
established borders for the sake of unchecked development.  Years of dedicated volunteer 
work went into the park to restore its grounds and wetlands.  She emphasized that wetlands 
are vital for clean water and wildlife habitat, and Paramount Park is one of the largest in 
Shoreline at 6.9 acres.  She questioned why various streams and other aspects of the park were 
missed in the recent report done by Otak.  It is disconcerting that the City already had detailed 
information but hired another outside firm to do a report.   

Yoshiko Saheki, Shoreline, distributed a handout with “before and after” photos taken of a 
segment of 1st Avenue NE.  The top image is the most recent aerial photo taken in 2012, and 
the lower was taken in 1999.  She noted the southernmost portion of Twin Ponds Park on the 
left side of both images.  She asked the Commission to consider retaining R-6 zoning for the 
private properties near critical areas in parks.  She believes the status quo is in the best interest 
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of public critical areas.  The operative principle is the Critical Areas Ordinance (CAO), which 
would apply whether the properties are up zoned or not.  Since the CAO applies to properties 
as single-family homes, it seems that public critical areas would be better protected without 
changes in zoning.  She asked the Commissioners to consider what happened to a critical area 
after the construction of Aegis Assisted Living on 1st Avenue NE, as illustrated by the images.  
She acknowledged that the facility provides amenities to the general public and future density 
may bring other new amenities.  However, Beverly Pond, a small body of water located on the 
east side of 1st Avenue NE, was lost when Aegis was developed.  The pond through which 
Thornton Creek flowed has drained and is now a wetland instead of a pond.  When it was a 
pond, there was a bridge on the western edge that was visible from the street, which gave 
some charm to the neighborhood.  More importantly, what was an open body of water for 
Thornton Creek is gone.     

Ms. Saheki noted that Aegis has buildings much larger than single-family homes and future 
structures under the new MUR zones will probably be similar in size and scale.  While she 
recognized that the single-family homes near Twin Ponds Park could not be constructed based 
on the current CAO, the existing development allows the current wetlands and ponds to 
continue.  Again, she asked the Commission to retain properties near public critical areas to 
remain as R-6 zoning.   

John Lombard, Seattle, said he was present to represent the Thornton Creek Alliance, which 
has members in both Shoreline and Seattle.  He said the Alliance submitted a letter to the 
Community Development Director on January 29th, which was copied to the Commission and 
Council.  His comments elaborate on the concerns contained in the letter, relating them to the 
DEIS and the addendum, as well as the choice of a preferred alternative.  He referred to a book 
he authored titled, “Saving Puget Sound,” as well as a book titled, “Subirdia,” which was 
mentioned in the letter from John Marzluff, and a report by Don Norman that was attached to 
the list of bird species that have been found in Paramount Park and surrounding 
neighborhoods.  He made the key point that wildlife benefits from natural reserves like 
Paramount Park, but they benefit much more if the surrounding areas compliment rather than 
conflict with the reserves.  Both Professor Marzluff and Mr. Norman note that typical suburban 
residential development compliments reserves to the point that bird diversity can actually be 
greater in those areas than you would find in some large, protected preserves.  The bird 
feeders, nesting boxes, and forested canopy compliment and expand the area of trees and 
vegetation that the reserve, itself, provides.  He voiced concern that this point is not recognized 
or even addressed in the DEIS or in the addendum.  While the addendum looks at parcel-level 
improvements when non-conforming uses redevelop under new regulations, it does not 
address the larger landscape level issue that is central to the Alliance’s concerns and is central 
to the research of Professor Marzluff and Mr. Norman.   

Attachment J - Comments on Addendum to DEIS

Page 63



Mr. Lombard said the Staff Report states that the EIS should evaluate the maximum possible 
impacts before a final decision is made that might actually reduce them.  He expressed his 
belief that this statement is an accurate characterization of the Planning Commission’s 
responsibility to recommend a preferred alternative that seriously considers possible 
modifications to alternatives that are in the DEIS.  He said the Alliance supports the Compact 
Communities Alternative, with the critical areas overlay and with the understanding that, within 
the overlay, it would be appropriate to have more limited development.  The Alliance would 
appreciate clarification as to the City’s views of the implications of the critical areas overlay.  
The Alliance would prefer a phased approach and they support the Green Network, which was 
in the original DEIS proposal.  The Alliance is unclear about the significance of staff’s 
recommendation to replace the Green Network with the Off-Corridor Bicycle Network.  They 
support trees and vegetation across corridors throughout the area rather than just focusing on 
bicycle traffic on the roads.  There are fewer areas that are identified as connecting corridors in 
the Off-Corridor Bicycle Network as compared to the Green Network.   

Mr. Lombard commented that Ms. Way would be sharing the results of a report done by Dr. 
Sarah Cook, which differs with the addendum as to the location, size and category of the 
wetlands found in Paramount Park and the surrounding area.  The report also differs with the 
addendum in regards to stream locations, and she highlights the significance of soils and 
geology in the area, both for the actual developability of properties surrounding Paramount 
Park and for the impacts the development would have on streams, wetlands and habitat.   

Janet Way, Shoreline, said she was representing the Shoreline Preservation Society.  She 
requested that the Society have legal standing and become a party of record.  She asked that all 
of her comments (previous, present and future) be adopted into the record by reference.  
Given the new addendum and potential changes, she also requested that the comment period 
be extended at least until the proposal has been presented to the City Council.  She expressed 
her belief that the City needs to go back to the drawing board on the addendum.  She 
presented the Commission with a number of items, including a report by Dr. Sarah Cook.  She 
also provided pages from the City’s 2004 Characterization Report, which states quite clearly 
(Page 417) that, “Paramount Park between 10th and 12th Avenues NE, north of 145th Street is 
one of the largest wetlands in the City, at approximately 6.9 acres.”   She said she is curious why 
the new characterization report diminishes the wetland down to less than 2 acres.  From 
listening to the consultants present the report, it appeared that the only reason for doing this 
was to increase the area available for redevelopment.  She emphasized that it is the City and 
Planning Commission’s job to protect, enhance and even expand the wetlands and open 
spaces.  If more density is added around the station, the wetland will have to absorb a lot more 
runoff, pollution, etc.   
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Ms. Way commented that Paramount Park is an extraordinary place, and she invited 
Commissioners to visit.  There is no other place like it in the entire watershed or in the City.  It 
retains huge amounts of clean water, and it is a major headwater of Thornton and Littles 
Creeks.  It is also a vital wildlife corridor that provides clean air and clean water.  Protecting and 
enhancing the wetlands and open space becomes even more important as density is increased.  
When the Commission gets to the point of making a recommendation on zoning, she asked that 
the areas around Paramount Park retain their current R-6 zoning.  It will be a detriment to the 
City to allow development to occur right up to the wetlands.  The Society and other groups 
have done an enormous amount of restoration and enhancement at the park, and there are 
more areas that need to be fixed.  The City should go out of its way to protect it.  She said her 
same comments would apply to the wetlands and streams in Twin Ponds Park, as well.  She 
emphasized that the public should be notified if the map is changed at some point in the future.   

Patty Hale, Shoreline, said her husband was the superintendent for Turner Construction, the 
general contractor for the light rail station on Capitol Hill.  She noted that not seen are the 6-
story, 65-foot maximum height mixed-use buildings that are anticipated to be developed.  Even 
Capitol Hill, with a light rail station that connects most of Seattle, does not have the heights 
that are currently being proposed for the 145th Street Station.   

Ms. Hale referred to Ms. Redinger’s comments about density around the park and reminded 
the Commissioners that Paramount Park is already programmed at capacity during the sport 
seasons.  Adding more density will not give more people places to play.  She voiced her belief 
that R-6 density should be around the perimeter of the upper portion of Paramount Park.  She 
reviewed the historic drainage problems associated with this area of the park, which only got 
worse when Paramount Park Elementary was demolished and the playfields were put in.  When 
the City incorporated, the playfields had to be redone to address a variety of drainage 
problems.  Allowing more development will decrease the ability for absorption to take place 
naturally.  She recommended that the City maintain minimum soil disruption and limit 
development around the upper Paramount Park Playfield and natural space, as well as Twin 
Ponds Park.  These open spaces help control water runoff, and covering them with 
development is not the right approach.   

Dr. Corey Secrist, Shoreline, said he first found Paramount Park while on a bicycle ride, and he 
decided to purchase a home in Shoreline that was within walking distance to the park.  He 
views the parks as the jewels on a necklace, and he urged the City to protect them.  He does 
not support the plan for additional density, but even from the perspective of trying to increase 
population and create commercial viability, the parks are high selling points for attracting new 
residents to the area.  He said the Commission should keep in mind that denser development 
will result in less soil to absorb the water, and the parks will be very important to maintain the 
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flow of clean water and produce clean air.  He asked the Commissioners to carefully consider 
the reports submitted by the Shoreline Preservation Society that outline how Paramount Park 
has and will continue to change.   

Dr. Sarah Cook, Seattle, said she was hired by the Shoreline Preservation Society to examine 
Paramount Park.  She pointed out that the Growth Management Act (GMA) requires that 
counties and cities use Best Available Science (BAS) in developing policies and regulations to 
protect the functions and values of their critical areas.  All the ensuing studies and policies must 
take BAS into consideration before any activities are undertaken in critical areas that might 
affect their integrity.  She emphasized that the Paramount Open Space and the adjacent 
neighborhood to the east is the largest remaining wetland area in Shoreline and the Thornton 
Creek Watershed.  For that reason, the Commission needs to consider the importance of the 
area.  She also emphasized that since the headwaters of the entire Thornton Creek Basin is 
located within Shoreline, the increased percentage of impervious surface will certainly affect 
the downstream receiving water.   

Ms. Cook referred to her detailed report, which was previously submitted to the City.  She 
asked that the Commissioners read the report, which consolidates all the information that was 
included in the 2004 Thornton Creek Watershed Report that was done by Tetra Tech and is a 
much more comprehensive study than the study performed by Otak.  Her report also 
summarizes some of the information in the 2004 Thornton Creek Watershed Report that 
included all of Shoreline and Seattle.  She said her report examines soils information because 
the City’s geotech report does not cover soils and there is currently no mapping for the soils in 
the City of Shoreline.  While it is known that there is a high percentage of peat deposits in both 
Twin Ponds and Paramount Parks, the City does not know where they are located.  Therefore, 
the potential for development becomes very difficult to identify.  The newest geotech report 
only looked at the potential problems of peat deposits and high ground water from the 
perspective of how it would impact development.  They did not consider what compacting peat 
soils and building on them could do to dewater the wetlands and streams within the Thornton 
Creek Watershed.   

Lastly, Ms. Cook said she reviewed the accuracy of the wetlands and streams mapping done by 
Otak during the dry season of 2015 versus the study that was done in 2004 by Tetra Tech.  She 
reported that she and Ms. Way visited each of the areas where there are discrepancies 
between the old and new maps, and Figure 6 of her report identifies each of the areas where 
she found wetlands and Otak did not.  She encouraged the Commissioners to review her report, 
which consolidates the information in the old report and compares it to the new Otak 
reconnaissance.  She concluded that when making an informed decision relative to zoning, it is 
important for the Commission to use the larger acreage (6.9) and the alignments of streams 
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contained in the City’s GIS database rather than the new work that was done by Otak, which 
she feels is very inaccurate.   

Jeff Eisenbray, Shoreline, said his interest is in preservation of the unique views from 
Paramount Park.  In this lowest income area of the City, it affords views to the south, east and 
west, and the current plans would block the views completely and diminish the value of the 
park to the community.  He noted that none of the alternatives provide provisions for the 
protection of riparian recharge areas, and he supports the concerns raised by the previous 
speakers.  He asked that the City create maps that describe flood water retention zones.  To 
construct to the proposed density, he presumes there will be retention ponds, but the locations 
are not indicated anywhere.  This information would be helpful for citizens to envision how the 
buildout is supposed to look in the future.  He also asked the Commission to consider 
protection of single-family homes from the loss of southern exposure, especially those that 
border 155th Street.  A full build out means that adjacent properties would be completely 
shaded from their southern exposures.   

 

Mr. Eisenbray said he would like to see prescribed building standards for LEED Certification and 
to minimize the effects of impermeable surfaces.  There are a number of environmentally-
sensitive building practices that could be required in these areas to guarantee that the quality 
of construction is very high.  He said he finds the parking projections to be unrealistic, and he 
asked that they be upgraded.  He does not know of any examples in his neighborhood of 
licensed drivers who do not have a vehicle.  While it is a lovely idea to provide neighborhoods 
that encourage walking, the reality is they become choked with cars when no off-street parking 
provisions are in place.    

Lindsay Hannah, Shoreline, said she recently purchased a home in the North City 
Neighborhood and chose to move to Shoreline because she is excited about light rail.  She is 
also excited about the subarea station planning, which is a huge draw to Shoreline right now.  
She loves the characteristics of the neighborhoods and her single-family home, and she 
commiserates with those who have concerns with the changing characteristics of their 
neighborhoods, especially around the 145th Street Station.  At the same time, she expressed her 
belief that it will be a huge asset to the community in the future to have TOD.  As a resident 
who just moved to the City, she looks forward to the walkability, bikeability and near proximity 
that light rail will provide.   

Ms. Hannah referred to the thoughtful concerns that were raised about critical areas, and she 
urged the Commission to take the concerns into consideration as they move forward and refine 
the details of the Subarea Plan.  She emphasized the importance of keeping momentum going 
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by deciding which zoning option to move forward with, and she believes the Compact 
Community Alternative is more attractive unless the 5th Avenue residents are urging a rezone at 
this time.  She would prefer to keep the growth consolidated around the light rail area.  If there 
is a desire to expand the more intense zoning out through the corridors, it could be an option at 
a later point.   

Tom Lawler, Shoreline, said he is a resident of the Meridian Park Neighborhood and agreed 
with the comments provided by Ms. Hannah.  As a young person who recently moved to 
Shoreline, he is excited about the new development and about light rail.  He also expressed 
similar concerns around the Paramount Park and Paramount Open Space, which can be jewels 
in a very beautiful necklace for Shoreline.  Going forward, he urged the Commission and City 
Council to keep the momentum going.  He said he is excited about connecting the 155th 
Corridor to Aurora Avenue North.  This is a strong move that will link development and make 
the area more walkable and bikeable.  Having more development outside of the area would 
make the light rail stations a greater asset, especially when they are linked to existing corridors.   

Christine Southwick, Shoreline, voiced concern that taller buildings would change the amount 
of air flow and sunlight that reaches the Paramount and Twin Ponds Parks.  The vegetation in 
the parks, as well as the vegetation on surrounding residential properties, would be impacted 
by these changes.  She also voiced concern that the proposed changes could alter wind flow 
and bird patterns.  She recommended that the height limit should remain lower for the 
properties that surround the two parks.   

Diana Coleman, Shoreline, said she works in Downtown Seattle and is in the City every single 
day.  She purchased a home in Shoreline because it provided an opportunity for her family be 
near the City but have some personal space.  She spends time every day in her backyard, which 
backs up to the Paramount Open Space, and she hears birds every single day.  She said she 
would hate to see her neighborhood turned into a concrete jungle.   
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From: City Council
To: Lisa Basher
Subject: FW: Paramount Park
Date: Wednesday, March 16, 2016 4:07:14 PM

Could you forward this to the Planning Commission and include in your public comments? 
 Thank you!
 
Heidi C.
 
From: Cathy Aldrich [mailto:cmacathya@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 16, 2016 3:43 PM
To: City Council; Preserve Shoreline
Subject: Paramount Park
 
Dear Council,
 
This is regarding the September 17 meeting of the Planning Commission, I have a prior
 commitment so cannot make my voice heard at the meeting.  
 
I live just above the Paramount Park wetland in the area being considered for rezoning.  I also
 read through the complete EIS that the City commissioned, which seems to imply that any
 development will not have an impact upon the wetland area.  This premise should be called
 into question since the maps of the proposed rezone area actually show housing being built in
 areas that the EIS deems to be buffer zones.
 
If the housing that is currently on site is deemed to be encroaching upon the margins of the
 wetland area, how in the world would rezoning for mixed use, and allowing building on these
 same lots not encroach?  Not only that, the likelihood of a large influx of new residents caring
 as much for the park area as the current residents do would also be questionable.  Those of us
 who live in this neighborhood know we have a gem and we take good care of this important
 resource.
 
The residents, quite the contrary to the EIS, know this to be an important, if small,
 ecologically viable drainage system that attracts a large variety of birds and wildlife.  In my
 own yard I have identified close to 50 different species of birds, attracted by the Paramount
 Park wetland area.  
 
The needs of developers should not take precedent over saving the few, small pockets of
 wetlands that remain in our area.  If anything, the City should look to expand those wetlands
 for the sake of any future residents, not build the areas up just because of what might happen
 years in the future, even with the inevitable arrival of light rail.
 
Thank you for your time.
 
Cathy Aldrich
Shoreline WA
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940 NE 147th St 

Shoreline, WA 98155 
 
March 21, 2016 
 
 
 
 
Shoreline Planning Commission  
17500 Midvale Ave N 
Shoreline, WA 98133 
 
Subject: Additional Comment on 145th Addendum to DEIS 
 
Dear Planning Commission and Mr Szafran: 
 
Please accept our additional comments on the Addendum to the 145th DEIS and Subarea. 
 
Planned Action Ordinance 
 
We wish to point out that one crucial aspect of the City’s plans will have an additional 
negative impact to the environment. That is the proposal to pass another Planned Action 
Ordinance as was done on the 185th Subarea. The reason this would be particularly 
detrimental is that because there are so many sensitive or critical areas such as wetlands, 
creeks and steep slopes in the 145th Light Rail Station Area, they are at risk because of 
the way the City is going about the EIS and Subarea planning effort.  
 
The City proposes to use the Planned Action Ordinance as an overall statute allowing 
development to go forward without any further input from the public. The staff state 
repeatedly that any particular environmental issues such as wetlands on or near properties 
with development proposals would be protected by further environmental review 
conducted by the City and individual developers. But unfortunately, there would be no 
notice, no comment period and no potential for appeal for any members of the public who 
wish to provide information about particular sites proposed for development. Frequently 
with input from the public, the staff are made aware of special circumstances on a site, 
such as a wetland, a buffer, a easement, or a traffic or infrastructure detail that has been 
unknown to the City or developer. Because each site is unique, especially the ones 
surrounding the three major parks in the 145th Rezone area, it is highly valuable for 
planning staff to include this input from the public in determining environmental impacts 
of a particular development.  
 
But none of this would be possible because the Planned Action Ordinance prevents any 
input from knowledgeable members of the community.  
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Therefore, we respectfully suggest that the Planning Commission should pass whatever 
Subarea zoning they intend to WITHOUT a Planned Action Ordinance. You could 
require instead a SEPA process for any of these newly zoned properties. Also, if Phasing 
is used and Phase I is confined to areas around to Stations within say a two-block section, 
for instance, that Phase I should have a 20-year timeline. That way the City could 
reasonably observe the progress of that Phased Zone and how it is actually affected by 
the traffic and any development that does occur there. We recommend keeping the areas 
adjacent to the parks at R-6 for that first Phase. Perhaps some of the areas in between 
could be denser. But, by and large this would prevent the unintended consequences of a 
rush to upzone the sensitive areas around the parks. The many wetlands could be 
adversely affected by dewatering or diversion of water sources, as happened at the Aegis 
site with Peverly Pond, which has disappeared. 
 
We also think it is important to point out that the Planned Action Ordinance is a 
particularly clumsy tool, normally conceived as a way for cities to work with one or two 
major developers in a defined area. Instead in this case, it is being used not to thoroughly 
plan on a project level, but is completely avoiding specific details that should be included 
in the EIS to understand the actual environmental impacts of any developments within 
these huge rezone areas. And, one of the worst aspects is that any member of the public, 
who normally would have a right to notice and to comment on proposed developments in 
their neighborhood, would be completely excluded. This is not good planning and it is 
not good public policy. The Addendum to the DEIS is proof of this problem. It has been 
admitted already by staff and even OTAK that the review was not based on Best 
Available Science, Data or even fact. It has been admitted to be just a cursory overview 
of some aspects of the Parks. The Twin Ponds wetland delineation is not even completed 
yet. The previous City documents such as the 2004 Thornton Creek Characterization 
Study are not even included, though it is much more thorough. Clearly, more information 
is needed to inform this DEIS process before any decision to move forward is made. 
 
Parks and Open Space 
 
We believe that the Preferred Alternative being currently proposed is again too much 
development, too soon without an appropriate level of planning for our Parks and Open 
Space needs. The impacts of Upzoning around these three major parks has not been fully 
analyzed. How would these parks be affected by taller buildings surrounding them? How 
would height, bulk and scale impact these parks? How would additional shading affect 
them, their recreational value and the wildlife areas within?  How much Open Space and 
recreation is required for the expected increase in population? How would the Upzoning 
and population increases affect local schools? The Shoreline School District has 
expressed concern about their capacity to handle the increased school aged family size 
increase and how it would affect their ability to accommodate these new students. They 
have warned that one of the most popular parks in the City, the Paramount School Park, 
which is owned by SSD, might have to be returned to use as a school property. How 
would that affect the hundreds of families and park users, including sports teams that 
utilize Paramount School Park? 
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Some sensitive areas surrounding the local parks need to be protected from the pressures 
to develop.  Many of these properties are steep forested slopes, stream or wetland buffers. 
What are the plans on the Pro Parks initiatives? How much would it cost the City to 
acquire these sensitive areas to protect them? Has that been analyzed in this Addendum to 
the DEIS? We do not see much discussion of that in the Addendum to the DEIS  
 
Trails and Bike/Ped Routes 
 
Have the trails through Paramount Park or other parks been analyzed to determine what it 
might take to upgrade them for bike/ped pathways, possibly with boardwalks to protect 
sensitive areas, safety and possible lighting issues? The idea of a trail through Paramount 
Park has a lot of advantages as an additional option for Bike/Ped users to avoid 145th. 
Drainage is an important matter to consider with the “Greenways” that are included in the 
plans. Have LID techniques been included in analysis of this proposal for trails and paths 
with trees? What will it cost for the drainage and for tree planting? Will property 
acquisitions be considered as part of the “Greenways” planning? How much would that 
cost and what are the sources of potential revenue to pay for them? Have culverts that are 
connected been analyzed according to state law? Those must be considered to find ways 
to improve the watershed areas. 
 
Traffic Impacts of Light Rail Station and 145th Corridor Proposals 
 
There is a big potential problem with the process to move forward with Preferred 
Alternative on the Subarea, when the City has not yet completed its environmental review 
process on the 145th Corridor Study or the Light Rail Station design.  
 
There has been no serious evaluation connected with this addendum or EIS of how traffic 
attracted to the Light Rail Station or 145th Corridor would impact or be impacted by 
Upzones and the Subarea Plans. How many buses would have to access Fifth NE hourly, 
daily, or weekly? How would cut-through traffic affect the neighborhood? How would 
excess parking affect the neighborhood? How will the added street lights affect traffic 
flow? How will additional density affect access to Light Rail and 145th? How will bus 
and auto traffic affect the I-5 bridge and how will changing the entrances and exits to I-5 
change traffic patterns in the neighborhood? These are all important questions that will 
affect the subarea. How will the massive tree removal along I-5 for Light Rail impact air, 
water and sound quality in the neighborhood? 
 
The intersection at Fifth NE and 145th is already dysfunctional. Even on recent Saturday 
and Sunday afternoons there is traffic backed up through two light changes. This is 
already unacceptable.  
 
We also need to reiterate that the 145th Corridor project must include provision to replace 
the perched culvert under 145th by State and Federal law to reconnect fish passage on 
Littles Creek. Littles Creek is a major tributary of Thornton Creek and the current culvert 
is illegal. 
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If the EIS for the 145th Corridor Study is not to be completed for over a year from when 
Council selected a Preferred Choice, how can the 145th Subarea be planned and approved 
without adequate information? 
 
Considering the facts that there is so much missing information to address the Addendum 
for the DEIS, we conclude that the Planning Commission must take a more thoughtful 
and reasonable approach. We ask that the Commission request more information be 
studied. Include the existing City documents that have already been done such as the 
2004 Thornton Creek Watershed Characterization Report, the upcoming Twin Ponds 
Wetland Delineation and the 145th Corridor Study. We ask that these be included and that 
the Commission should delay making a recommendation to the Council until a more 
complete Addendum is provided.  
 
Also, since a new version of the Planning Commission 145th Committee Preferred 
Alternative is being put forward and the community has not been notified of this revision, 
there is ample reason to extend the comment period until after these changes and 
information has been made available to the public and proper notice has gone out to 
surrounding communities. 
 
We also strongly urge that the Planning Commission consider rejecting the proposal for a 
Planned Action Ordinance because it leaves too much to chance and there is too much 
environmental risk at stake. Instead we suggest imposing a SEPA review process that will 
provide proper oversight. 
 
We also ask that the Commission consider concentrating on Phase I of the Subarea 
Upzone near the Light Rail Station, and delay the upzoning of Phase II for at least 20 
years. That way you can keep the low scale R-6 zoning around the parks to prevent 
negative impacts and unintended consequences.  
 
Finally, we strongly urge that a Critical Areas Overlay be included in the Subarea. This 
should be studied in the DEIS. But it would give and important extra layer of protection 
to these important sensitive and recreation areas. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Janet Way, President 
Shoreline Preservation Society 
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Lisa Basher

From: Plancom <plancom@shorelinewa.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, February 17, 2016 1:12 PM
To: Donna M. Moss; Rachael Markle; Steve Szafran; Easton Craft; David Maul; William Montero; 

Paul Cohen; Lisa Basher; Jack Malek; Laura Mork; Miranda Redinger; 
donna.moss.thomas@gmail.com; Julie Ainsworth-Taylor; Susan Chang

Subject: FW: Comment on Wetlands Update - 145th Light Rail Station Area Planning

 
-------------------------------------------  
From: Megan Kogut[SMTP:MBKOGUT@GMAIL.COM]  
Sent: Wednesday, February 17, 2016 1:11:27 PM  
To: Plancom  
Subject: Comment on Wetlands Update - 145th Light Rail Station Area Planning  
Auto forwarded by a Rule 

 

Dear Planning Commission, 

 

I live at 15806 10th Ave NE, about ½ north of the Paramount Open Space. I walk my dogs in the Open Space 
regularly, and I use the rather grim tractor/tree combination at the south end of the park as a local tourist 
destination for house guests. I also occasionally jog in Twin Ponds Park.  

 

I write in support of the conclusions of the Otak memo of January 29, 2016 and the accompanying Wetlands 
and Stream Assessment. I would be at the Planning Commission meeting on Thursday, February 18, if I didn’t 
have a prior commitment out of town that night. 

 

I happen to have a PhD in environmental engineering from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology 
Department of Civil and Environmental Engineering, where I received a well-rounded education in 
environmental science, including chemistry, limnology and wetland science, microbiology and hydrology. I also 
took several environmental law and policy courses at the MIT Sloan School of Management and a course in 
landscape design. As faculty at UW Tacoma, I’ve created and taught six separate courses related to 
environmental science, policy, and natural history in the Pacific Northwest. 

 

I roll out my credentials here because I feel that I am well-qualified to say that you don’t need much of a 
science background to appreciate the implications of the Otak report. It is clear that redeveloping the areas 
around Paramount Open Space, and around Twin Ponds Park, open the door to possibilities for meaningful and 
significant environmental benefits for those parks and the people who visit them. 
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As a natural historian, I understand well why single family houses were built on wetlands and riparian areas all 
over Shoreline and beyond the Growth Management Act was enacted. And I appreciate efforts of those adjacent 
to the wetlands and creeks to protect those natural assets as if they were their own.  

 

But, the next person who purchases one of those non-conforming properties might not be so like-minded. I feel 
that going forward, knowing more, we can improve on the past by eventually removing non-conforming 
structures and landscaping, implementing buffer zones, managing stormwater quality and quantity, taking full 
advantage of required mitigation for new construction, and creating opportunities for high quality restoration as 
well as passive recreation.  

 

The Class III and IV wetlands, surrounded by weedy hills and the backyards of houses, have so much potential 
for aesthetic and functional improvement and better accessibility. They are wetlands that survived by virtue of 
being difficult to “reclaim”. And I appreciate ongoing volunteer efforts to add paths and remove invasive 
species. But the Paramount Open Space currently does not fully reflect today’s values for wetland function and 
passive recreation.  

 

But, it could be a true crown jewel of Shoreline if restored and enhanced. The same possibilities exist for Twin 
Ponds Park, and creeks around both areas being considered for rezoning. 

 

It may feel to some that tall residential buildings are inappropriate next to wetlands for aesthetic and personal 
reasons. There is some merit to that argument, but this is not the question at hand. 

 

The question at hand is of course whether mixed use development, conforming to all existing laws and permit 
conditions, could have a lower impact on the wetlands and riparian areas than the existing use. The answer is 
clearly yes, in many ways, based on the results of the Otak report as well as common sense. 

 

However, I will still address the question of whether it is inappropriate to put tall buildings next to wetlands for 
personal or aesthetic objections. I have a personal story of my own that I hope is considered alongside other 
people’s personal stories. 

 

As you know, the Growth Management Act of 1990 has a clear purpose: to encourage growth within urban 
areas first. This rezoning, building up not out, is a clear example of fulfilling that purpose. That this rezone is 
next to some Class III and IV wetlands is a lucky chance to enhance them. But, ultimately, the purpose of this 
rezone is to protect more wetlands in rural areas.  
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My parents moved to a five acre property just outside of Gold Bar, WA, in 1993. A salmon-bearing stream goes 
through their property, which is about ¾ wetland. The wetland on their property is connected with extensive 
wetlands in the 100+ acre undeveloped property across the street, owned at one point rather ironically by a 
subsidiary of Eddie Bauer Inc. Those wetlands are all at least Category 2 if not Category 1 due to their large 
size and mature trees, since they have been undisturbed since a single logging probably a century ago. They also 
play a significant role in maintaining water quality and quantity in a salmon-bearing stream. Since about 2003 if 
not earlier, there has been constant pressure to clear, grade and build on the large property across the street. In 
fact the lot was partially logged about ten years ago in preparation for subdivision. Because this area is not 
served by a sewer district, the housing density would probably be around one house per acre due to septic field 
requirements. That sort of development, in that location, is a huge environmental impact on a higher quality 
wetland. And it is a huge environmental impact per person compared to a multistory apartment building. And 
then there are the environmental impacts of heating those large single family houses, commuting a long distance 
to and from those houses, and so on. Keeping this rural property, and many more like it, undeveloped is the 
primary motivation for the Growth Management Act. I estimate for the purpose of illustration that the 100 acre 
property could support 100 households or maybe 400 people. I imagine also that a multistory apartment 
building could support 400 people, walking distance from local amenities, a light rail station and extensive bus 
service. 

 

It is time to set the stage to create communities with a far smaller footprint on the environment. And with 
mitigation and restoration, we can increase the size and quality of our local wetland remnants. We can grow 
them into relatively high functioning and accessible urban jewels. They would have more benefit to the 
environment and they would act as living classrooms and restful, safe urban retreats for hundreds, if not 
thousands of people. I’d even go so far to imagine that someday in the far future, the Paramount Open Space 
could become a protected but accessible centerpiece of new development, rather than a hidden and at times 
potentially unsafe open area accessed at the ends of a few dead-end residential streets and trails. The laws and 
policies related to future development are in place to ensure that happens going forward, especially with robust 
public support.  

 

I look forward to the future of these urban wetlands. I realize there is no action on this report at this time, but I 
write in strong support of the Planning Commission eventually accepting the conclusions of the report and 
recommending that the rezoning will have a net positive effect on both parks overall. I look forward to 
commenting further and being able to attend meetings regarding this issue in person. 

 

Thank you for your time. 

 

Megan Kogut PhD 

15806 10th Ave NE 
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From: Plancom
To: Rachael Markle; Steve Szafran; Easton Craft; David Maul; William Montero; Paul Cohen; Lisa Basher; Jack Malek;

 Laura Mork; Miranda Redinger; Julie Ainsworth-Taylor; Susan Chang; Donna M. Moss
Subject: FW: 145th light rail station subarea planning
Date: Sunday, March 27, 2016 9:33:22 PM

------------------------------------------- 
From: Cindy Matson[SMTP:SLINGOCIN@AOL.COM] 
Sent: Sunday, March 27, 2016 9:33:17 PM 
To: Plancom 
Subject: 145th light rail station subarea planning 
Auto forwarded by a Rule

As a homeowner, I would like to state my preference for the Compact
 Community Hybrid alternative, with the added information that I would
 like the 2300 block of N 156th Pl to remain at its current zoning
 designation.  I do not understand why this culdesac has been included in
 any rezone.
 
Cynthia Matson
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940 NE 147th St 

Shoreline, WA 98155 
 
March 21, 2016 
 
 
 
 
Shoreline Planning Commission  
17500 Midvale Ave N 
Shoreline, WA 98133 
 
Subject: Additional Comment on 145th Addendum to DEIS 
 
Dear Planning Commission and Mr Szafran: 
 
Please accept our additional comments on the Addendum to the 145th DEIS and Subarea. 
 
Planned Action Ordinance 
 
We wish to point out that one crucial aspect of the City’s plans will have an additional 
negative impact to the environment. That is the proposal to pass another Planned Action 
Ordinance as was done on the 185th Subarea. The reason this would be particularly 
detrimental is that because there are so many sensitive or critical areas such as wetlands, 
creeks and steep slopes in the 145th Light Rail Station Area, they are at risk because of 
the way the City is going about the EIS and Subarea planning effort.  
 
The City proposes to use the Planned Action Ordinance as an overall statute allowing 
development to go forward without any further input from the public. The staff state 
repeatedly that any particular environmental issues such as wetlands on or near properties 
with development proposals would be protected by further environmental review 
conducted by the City and individual developers. But unfortunately, there would be no 
notice, no comment period and no potential for appeal for any members of the public who 
wish to provide information about particular sites proposed for development. Frequently 
with input from the public, the staff are made aware of special circumstances on a site, 
such as a wetland, a buffer, a easement, or a traffic or infrastructure detail that has been 
unknown to the City or developer. Because each site is unique, especially the ones 
surrounding the three major parks in the 145th Rezone area, it is highly valuable for 
planning staff to include this input from the public in determining environmental impacts 
of a particular development.  
 
But none of this would be possible because the Planned Action Ordinance prevents any 
input from knowledgeable members of the community.  
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Therefore, we respectfully suggest that the Planning Commission should pass whatever 
Subarea zoning they intend to WITHOUT a Planned Action Ordinance. You could 
require instead a SEPA process for any of these newly zoned properties. Also, if Phasing 
is used and Phase I is confined to areas around to Stations within say a two-block section, 
for instance, that Phase I should have a 20-year timeline. That way the City could 
reasonably observe the progress of that Phased Zone and how it is actually affected by 
the traffic and any development that does occur there. We recommend keeping the areas 
adjacent to the parks at R-6 for that first Phase. Perhaps some of the areas in between 
could be denser. But, by and large this would prevent the unintended consequences of a 
rush to upzone the sensitive areas around the parks. The many wetlands could be 
adversely affected by dewatering or diversion of water sources, as happened at the Aegis 
site with Peverly Pond, which has disappeared. 
 
We also think it is important to point out that the Planned Action Ordinance is a 
particularly clumsy tool, normally conceived as a way for cities to work with one or two 
major developers in a defined area. Instead in this case, it is being used not to thoroughly 
plan on a project level, but is completely avoiding specific details that should be included 
in the EIS to understand the actual environmental impacts of any developments within 
these huge rezone areas. And, one of the worst aspects is that any member of the public, 
who normally would have a right to notice and to comment on proposed developments in 
their neighborhood, would be completely excluded. This is not good planning and it is 
not good public policy. The Addendum to the DEIS is proof of this problem. It has been 
admitted already by staff and even OTAK that the review was not based on Best 
Available Science, Data or even fact. It has been admitted to be just a cursory overview 
of some aspects of the Parks. The Twin Ponds wetland delineation is not even completed 
yet. The previous City documents such as the 2004 Thornton Creek Characterization 
Study are not even included, though it is much more thorough. Clearly, more information 
is needed to inform this DEIS process before any decision to move forward is made. 
 
Parks and Open Space 
 
We believe that the Preferred Alternative being currently proposed is again too much 
development, too soon without an appropriate level of planning for our Parks and Open 
Space needs. The impacts of Upzoning around these three major parks has not been fully 
analyzed. How would these parks be affected by taller buildings surrounding them? How 
would height, bulk and scale impact these parks? How would additional shading affect 
them, their recreational value and the wildlife areas within?  How much Open Space and 
recreation is required for the expected increase in population? How would the Upzoning 
and population increases affect local schools? The Shoreline School District has 
expressed concern about their capacity to handle the increased school aged family size 
increase and how it would affect their ability to accommodate these new students. They 
have warned that one of the most popular parks in the City, the Paramount School Park, 
which is owned by SSD, might have to be returned to use as a school property. How 
would that affect the hundreds of families and park users, including sports teams that 
utilize Paramount School Park? 
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Some sensitive areas surrounding the local parks need to be protected from the pressures 
to develop.  Many of these properties are steep forested slopes, stream or wetland buffers. 
What are the plans on the Pro Parks initiatives? How much would it cost the City to 
acquire these sensitive areas to protect them? Has that been analyzed in this Addendum to 
the DEIS? We do not see much discussion of that in the Addendum to the DEIS  
 
Trails and Bike/Ped Routes 
 
Have the trails through Paramount Park or other parks been analyzed to determine what it 
might take to upgrade them for bike/ped pathways, possibly with boardwalks to protect 
sensitive areas, safety and possible lighting issues? The idea of a trail through Paramount 
Park has a lot of advantages as an additional option for Bike/Ped users to avoid 145th. 
Drainage is an important matter to consider with the “Greenways” that are included in the 
plans. Have LID techniques been included in analysis of this proposal for trails and paths 
with trees? What will it cost for the drainage and for tree planting? Will property 
acquisitions be considered as part of the “Greenways” planning? How much would that 
cost and what are the sources of potential revenue to pay for them? Have culverts that are 
connected been analyzed according to state law? Those must be considered to find ways 
to improve the watershed areas. 
 
Traffic Impacts of Light Rail Station and 145th Corridor Proposals 
 
There is a big potential problem with the process to move forward with Preferred 
Alternative on the Subarea, when the City has not yet completed its environmental review 
process on the 145th Corridor Study or the Light Rail Station design.  
 
There has been no serious evaluation connected with this addendum or EIS of how traffic 
attracted to the Light Rail Station or 145th Corridor would impact or be impacted by 
Upzones and the Subarea Plans. How many buses would have to access Fifth NE hourly, 
daily, or weekly? How would cut-through traffic affect the neighborhood? How would 
excess parking affect the neighborhood? How will the added street lights affect traffic 
flow? How will additional density affect access to Light Rail and 145th? How will bus 
and auto traffic affect the I-5 bridge and how will changing the entrances and exits to I-5 
change traffic patterns in the neighborhood? These are all important questions that will 
affect the subarea. How will the massive tree removal along I-5 for Light Rail impact air, 
water and sound quality in the neighborhood? 
 
The intersection at Fifth NE and 145th is already dysfunctional. Even on recent Saturday 
and Sunday afternoons there is traffic backed up through two light changes. This is 
already unacceptable.  
 
We also need to reiterate that the 145th Corridor project must include provision to replace 
the perched culvert under 145th by State and Federal law to reconnect fish passage on 
Littles Creek. Littles Creek is a major tributary of Thornton Creek and the current culvert 
is illegal. 
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If the EIS for the 145th Corridor Study is not to be completed for over a year from when 
Council selected a Preferred Choice, how can the 145th Subarea be planned and approved 
without adequate information? 
 
Considering the facts that there is so much missing information to address the Addendum 
for the DEIS, we conclude that the Planning Commission must take a more thoughtful 
and reasonable approach. We ask that the Commission request more information be 
studied. Include the existing City documents that have already been done such as the 
2004 Thornton Creek Watershed Characterization Report, the upcoming Twin Ponds 
Wetland Delineation and the 145th Corridor Study. We ask that these be included and that 
the Commission should delay making a recommendation to the Council until a more 
complete Addendum is provided.  
 
Also, since a new version of the Planning Commission 145th Committee Preferred 
Alternative is being put forward and the community has not been notified of this revision, 
there is ample reason to extend the comment period until after these changes and 
information has been made available to the public and proper notice has gone out to 
surrounding communities. 
 
We also strongly urge that the Planning Commission consider rejecting the proposal for a 
Planned Action Ordinance because it leaves too much to chance and there is too much 
environmental risk at stake. Instead we suggest imposing a SEPA review process that will 
provide proper oversight. 
 
We also ask that the Commission consider concentrating on Phase I of the Subarea 
Upzone near the Light Rail Station, and delay the upzoning of Phase II for at least 20 
years. That way you can keep the low scale R-6 zoning around the parks to prevent 
negative impacts and unintended consequences.  
 
Finally, we strongly urge that a Critical Areas Overlay be included in the Subarea. This 
should be studied in the DEIS. But it would give and important extra layer of protection 
to these important sensitive and recreation areas. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Janet Way, President 
Shoreline Preservation Society 
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Liz Poitras  3-24-2016 
RE: 145th St. Station Subarea 
 
Dear Planning Commission, 
 
I would like to comment on the latest proposed map for the 145th St. station subarea (“Compact 
Community – Hybrid”). 
 
Item #1 
From the beginning of this project the city has said they would try to buffer the R6 areas from the tallest 
possible buildings by not having them next to MUR-45 or MUR-70.  MUR-35 was going to accomplish 
this.  On the latest map (as of 3-23-16!) 5th Ave NE above NE 155th is shown with two sections of MUR-45 
surrounded on 3 sides by R6.  That will have a very negative impact in that area.   
 
First of all, most of the homes in that surrounding area are one-story homes.  If they were two-story 
homes they might approach the height of an MUR-35 zone but these homes are nowhere near the 
maximum height of 35’ of an R-6 zone.  See GOOGLE MAP photos # 6-10.  And these one-story homes 
will be bordering possibly 45’ structures.  In the section east of 5th NE, there are no roads separating the 
MUR-45 from the R6.  These R6 homes will be next door to a possibly 45’ building. 
 
Secondly, the land slopes down as you head west from 5th NE.  Residences in that area will be looking 
up at possibly 45’ high buildings.  From their perspective, the buildings will seem even taller and 
oppressive.  See photos # 1-4 showing that the homes on the west edge of 5th NE are already below 
street grade and the roads continue to slope downwards.  Photo # 11 shows the slope upward to 5th NE 
from about 1st NE on NE 158th.  Photo # 5 shows the slope on NE 156th.  Obviously the further you get 
from these MUR-45 buildings the less oppressive they will be, but far below them they will be a 
dominant monolith on the hill. 
 
I would therefore like to suggest the following changes to the map: 
On the west side of 5th Ave NE between NE 157th and NE 158th, do not rezone. 
On the south side of NE 157th, from I5 to 5th NE, continue the strip of MUR-35 all the way to 5th NE in 
order to eliminate the little square of MUR-45. 
On the east side of 5th Ave NE between NE 155th and where NE 156th would be if it existed, change the 
proposed zoning to MUR-35 and do not rezone above the NE 156th mark. 
 
Although in Tom’s letter of yesterday he did not discuss in detail the area from NE 155th to NE 157th 
between I5 and 5th NE, he does agree with the above modifications. 
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Liz Poitras  3-24-2016 
RE: 145th St. Station Subarea (part 2) 
 
 

 
  PHOTO #1  - CORNER OF NE 155TH (LEFT TO RIGHT) AND 5TH AVE NE

 
  PHOTO #2  - 5TH AVE NE  HEADING NORTH (AT THE NE 156TH INTERSECTION)  
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  PHOTO #3  - 5TH AVE NE  HEADING NORTH (AT THE NE 157TH INTERSECTION) 

 
  PHOTO #4  - 5TH AVE NE  HEADING NORTH (AT THE NE 158TH INTERSECTION) 

 
  PHOTO # 5  WEST ON NE 156TH LOOKING EAST AT 5TH AVE AT THE TOP OF THE HILL 
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Liz Poitras  3-24-2016 
RE: 145th St. Station Subarea (part 3) 
 
 
 
 

  
  PHOTO # 6  LOOKING WEST ON 158TH FROM 5TH 
 

 
  PHOTO # 7  LOOKING EAST ON NE 157TH FROM THE CORNER OF 3RD NE 

 
  PHOTO # 8  LOOKING EAST ON NE 158TH TOWARDS 5TH AVE NE FROM APPROXIMATELY 3RD NE 
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Liz Poitras  3-24-2016 
RE: 145th St. Station Subarea (part 4) 
 

 
PHOTO # 9 LOOKING NORTH ON 6TH NE TOWARDS 5TH BETWEEN 156 AND 157 (IF THEY EXISTED) 

 
PHOTO #10 ON NE 6TH LOOKING SOUTH FROM JUST NORTH OF WHERE 158TH WOULD BE IF IT EXISTED 

 
 

 
 PHOTO #11  NE 158TH LOOKING EAST TOWARDS 5TH AT THE TOP OF THE HILL  
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145TH ST. STATION SUBAREA PREFERRED ATERNATIVE               TOM AND LIZ POITRAS                03-15-16 

     We support the Compact Community Alternative and oppose the Connecting Corridors.  We believe 
that Connecting Corridors will do harm to Shoreline based on what are considered current good transit 
oriented development (TOD) practices and outcomes.  We will discuss the following points with analysis: 

1. The size of the Station Subarea should be very close to the standard ½ mile radius 
recommended for Transit Oriented Development (TOD).  This subarea planning should not be 
used as an excuse to rezone other nearby neighborhoods that do not fit the criterion for transit 
oriented areas.     
Analysis:  The City should not use “Light Rail is coming” to justify rezoning non-transit-oriented 
locations.  Virtually all experts state that TOD should be < or = ½ mile from the station, which is 
considered the maximum walkable distance.  This is not just theory, there is empirical evidence 
to substantiate this.  The connecting corridors extend substantially greater than ½ mile from 
the station, and technically should not be considered TOD.  There is nothing to indicate that 
Shoreline is an exceptional case.  Shoreline should use well established and professional TOD 
best practices. 

2. The development in the subarea TOD should be pedestrian oriented.           
Analysis:  One of the primary goals of TOD is to create an environment where people can feel 
they need fewer or no automobiles to live there.  Shoreline officials and staff have said this 
many times.  In fact the City has tried to achieve this by reducing parking requirements for 
developments as a means to encourage people to think that way. 

3. The net effect of the station and TOD on the area should be to increase the population with 
little or no increase in automobile use.           
Analysis:  Rezoning the connecting corridors beyond ½ mile from the station will increase the 
population some, but it will also increase car use and traffic in the station subarea.  Except for a 
few hardy souls, most residents on the connecting corridors beyond ½ mile will drive or be 
driven to and from the station in an automobile.  A few may ride bikes.  Most people won’t 
want to wait for a bus, especially in bad weather, and then transfer to light rail for such a short 
distance.   

4. Businesses on the corridors > ½ mile from the station will need high automobile traffic volume 
to attract customers and to conduct their businesses.           
Analysis:  Virtually all the residential housing on the corridors more than ½ mile from the 
station will be low density MUR-35 or single family homes.  Therefore, there is not likely to be 
enough pedestrian traffic to keep most businesses afloat.  Thus to be viable, they will need 
many customers who will arrive in cars, just like the Crest Theater and the Café Aroma do 
today.  These cars will need places to park, they will increase traffic volume on local streets, 
and make congestion around the station even worse than it otherwise would be.  This is a 
major negative of the Connecting Corridor option.  These corridors will not have the bustling 
pedestrian street charm and ambiance of TOD right near the station, instead they will have the 
characteristics of an auto-centric strip mall in the suburbs, which the TOD advocates abhor. 

5. The probability of underfunded marginal businesses that may be eye-sores is much higher on 
corridors > ½ mile from the station.  The profit prospects are lower there than closer to the 
station.           
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Analysis:  It will likely be difficult for businesses to thrive if there is limited pedestrian traffic 
and limited parking, or if increased traffic congestion in the area due to light rail discourages 
customers.  Marginal and potentially rundown businesses on corridors is not the way to 
“showcase” either 5th Ave. or 155th St. regardless of what they connect to.   This will hurt the 
values of nearby properties.  It could stifle higher quality growth.  Also, cheap home 
conversions could cause serious blight, when those businesses fail, and while they’re waiting 
for a new tenant.  

6. The Compact Community Alternative will not have the above problems of the Connecting 
Corridor Alternative because it is mostly within ½ mile of the station.  In addition, it has added 
benefits. 
Analysis:  The Compact Community Option will be much easier for the City to keep under 
control because it is a smaller area and the emphasis can be put on increasing high density 
right near the station.   With all of the changes the City is now putting on its plate that is an 
important issue.  The density should gradually expand from the station out in phases.  This 
would preserve neighborhoods within the subarea further from the station, until they are 
needed for future growth. 
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POSSIBLE ADDED DENSITY IN COMPACT COMMUNITY-HYBRID MAP        TOM POITRAS      03-26-16 

     Last week Liz sent you an email with a modification of the “Compact Community – Hybrid” map for 
the rezoning above 155th St. at 5th Ave. which we both find acceptable.  If those changes were to be 
adopted, we would retract our request for phasing.  The modification she sent was: 

“On the west side of 5th Ave NE between NE 157th and NE 158th, do not rezone. 

On the south side of NE 157th, from I5 to 5th NE, continue the strip of MUR-35 all the way to 5th NE in 
order to eliminate the little square of MUR-45. 

On the east side of 5th Ave NE between NE 155th and where NE 156th would be if it existed, change the 
proposed zoning to MUR-35 and do not rezone above the NE 156th mark.”. 

     A second denser option that might be more attractive to you, we would also find acceptable.  It is as 
follows: 

     It would be the same as the above suggestion on the west side of 5th Ave. NE, which has MUR-45 
fronting 155th St. on the north side.  However, on the east side of 5th Ave NE between NE 155th and 
where NE 155th ½ St. would be if it existed (this strip would be about 130 -150 feet deep.), change the 
proposed zoning to MUR-45.  Then from NE 155th ½ St. to where 156th St would be if it existed (this strip 
would also be 130 – 150 feet deep, depending on lot sizes there.), continue the MUR-35 as it is now on 
the hybrid map all the way to 5th Ave. NE and do not rezone above the imaginary 156th St. mark.  
Therefore on the east side of 5th Ave. NE, the combined two rezoned strips on the north side of NE 155th 
St. would be about one block, or 264 feet, wide. 

     This way, combining both the west and east sides of 5th Ave. NE, you would have MUR-45 facing 155th 
St. on the north side all the way from the freeway to 15th Ave., with MUR-35 directly behind it acting as 
a buffer between the MUR-45 and the R6 north of it.  The beauty of this is that it doesn’t encroach any 
further into the R6 to the north than what’s currently proposed in the hybrid map.  From the street, it 
would look like exactly the same situation as the MUR-45 being proposed for 8th Ave. NE across the 
street from the park’s west side now, which I think should stay MUR-45.  Since this upper Paramount 
Park is a recreational park and ball field for children and adults and not a nature reserve, I don’t think it 
needs to be surrounded by R6 as may have been suggested.  It is virtually all grass and facilities.  It’s an 
attractive amenity for all types of housing, and a very good place for children living in the apartments to 
play.  
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COMPACT CORRIDORS MAP                                                TOM POITRAS                        03-23-16  

     I am opposed to the Compact Corridors Map, as is, primarily because it includes the up zoning of 5th 
Ave. all the way to 158th St.  I don’t understand the purpose of that and it will quite substantially intrude 
into the neighborhood.  Also, I believe the map should include phasing.  If you read a letter (which I have 
attached) that was sent to the Planning Commission dated 03-15-16 prior to seeing this map, you may 
understand some of why I dislike the map.  During the 03-17-16 Planning Commission meeting, 
Commissioner Maul summarized why the Station Area Committee had chosen to up zone 5th Ave above 
155th St.  I reviewed the video and he simply said one person had wanted that.  After the adjournment of 
the meeting I asked Mr. Maul who that one person was and he said he didn’t know.  I then asked him 
what reasons that person had given for up zoning that area, and he said he didn’t know.  One thing is 
clear, I did not get answers to either of those questions.  Since Mr. Maul is on the Station Area 
Committee, I assumed he would know.  A citizen cannot affectively analyze something if he or she has 
no idea why policy makers chose something.  Therefore, I would like to know the answers to the above 
two questions.  

     When the woman who requested the up zone above 155th St. at 15th Ave. spoke in a City Council 
meeting, it was entered into the public record and done properly, whether you agree with her or not.  
This is very important given the momentous affect these decisions have on many people’s lives.  When a 
citizen suggests this kind of information to the City (which may be used for very consequential 
decisions), it should not be executed in a backroom somewhere, with the source and content hidden 
from public view.  Doing that could increase the likelihood of unethical or corrupt behavior.  

     Because I am against extending the up zone beyond approximately 120 feet from 155th St. on the 
North side of 155th St., and since I don’t see a valid reason for rezoning 5th Ave. further North than that, I 
would like to know the name of the person who suggested 5th Ave. should be rezoned up to 158th St., 
and the justification given for that action, and the date when it was received.  I would like that 
information to be put in the Public Record and I would like a copy sent to me as soon as possible.  The 
following is on Shoreline’s City Council web page: 

NOTICE OF DISCLOSURE 
The City of Shoreline will enter all comments received into the public record and may make 
these comments, and any attachments or other supporting materials, available unchanged, 
including any business or personal information (name, email address, phone, etc.) that you 
provide available for public review. This information may be released on the City’s website. 
Comments received are part of the public record and subject to disclosure under the Public 
Records Act, RCW 42.56. Do not include any information in your comment or supporting 
materials that you do not wish to be made public, including name and contact information. 

     I have a copy of the “Public Records Act for Washington Cities, Counties, and Special Purpose 
Districts” and have reviewed it.  

     I will be sending you more of my views on this and other aspects of the 145th Station Subarea shortly.  
Thank you. 
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Planning Commission Meeting Date: April 7, 2016 Agenda Item 7a  
  

PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA ITEM 
CITY OF SHORELINE, WASHINGTON 

AGENDA TITLE: Development Code Amendments – Light Rail System and 
Facilities Permitting Process and Applicable Regulations  

DEPARTMENT:   Planning & Community Development 
PRESENTED BY: Rachael Markle, AICP, Director 
 

 Public Hearing  Study Session  Recommendation Only 
 Discussion  Update  Other 

     

 
INTRODUCTION 

Light rail is on its way to Shoreline beginning service in 2023. Based on Sound Transit’s 
latest schedule, permit review will begin as early as 2016.  

The purpose of tonight’s study session is to: 

• Have a collaborative discussion with the Commission about proposed amendments; 

• Respond to questions regarding the proposed amendments; 

• Determine what amendments need more research/analysis; 

• Identify if there is a need for additional amendments; and 

• Develop a recommended set of Development Code amendments. 
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 reviewing authority for legislative decisions and is 
responsible for holding an open record Public Hearing on the proposed Development 
Code amendments and making a recommendation to the City Council on each 
amendment.    

BACKGROUND 
The Planning Commission spent multiple meetings discussing draft amendments 
regarding the land use entitlement process that will allow Sound Transit’s development 
activities. The Planning Commission studied these amendments on September 3, 2015.  
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On October 1, the Commission held a public hearing on the draft amendments and it 
was at this meeting staff recommended removing Sound Transit related amendments to 
be brought back at a later date. 
Staff returned to the Planning Commission with the Sound Transit related amendments 
for study sessions on December 17, 2015 and January 7, 2016.  Following the Public 
Hearing on January 21, the Commission recommended approval of the first group of 
Sound Transit related Development Code amendments that identified the procedure for 
land use approval for light rail transit system/facilities. The Commission recommended 
to Council that the Special Use Permit is used to: 
 

• Locate the light rail system/facilities as an essential public facility in zones where 
this use would be prohibited; 

• Through the application of criteria, condition the light rail system/facilities to be 
more compatible with adjacent land uses; and 

• Approve deviations from the regulations as appropriate to accommodate the light 
rail transit system/facilities as essential public facilities. 

 
The Planning Commission also recommended to the City Council amendments to the 
Development Code that establish which development regulations apply to light rail 
transit system/facilities, especially when located on land that is not zoned, which is 
primarily various types of right of way. 
 
The January 21 Planning Commission staff report can be found here:  
http://www.shorelinewa.gov/Home/Components/Calendar/Event/9476/182?toggle=allpa
st  
The City Council adopted Ordinance No. 739 on March 21st. 

On February 4th, the Planning Commission held a study session on additional 
amendments to the Development Code related to light rail system/facilities.  Since that 
study session, the City received detailed feedback on several of the proposed 
amendments from Sound Transit staff.  For background, the February 4th Planning 
Commission staff report can be found here: 
http://www.shorelinewa.gov/Home/Components/Calendar/Event/9477/182?toggle=allpa
st 

 

DISCUSSION 
Staff is recommending changes to some of the amendments discussed at the February 
4th Planning Commission meeting.  Those changes, additions and deletions are noted in 
this report.  This group of amendments also includes several proposed standards 
related to trees.  These amendments have not yet been discussed with the Commission 
and include Sound Transit’s feedback.  

These amendments include: 
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• Delete proposed definition for “Multi Modal Access Improvements”; 
• Amend definitions for “Light Rail Transit Facility” and “Light Rail Transit System”; 
• Add a definition for “Regional Transit Authority”; 
• Add specific criteria defining when a Regional Transit Authority may apply for 

permits; 
• Add a reference to Essential Public Facilities in the purpose section for the 

Special Use Permit;  
• Amend the proposed decision criteria for approval of a Special Use Permit 

specific to light rail transit system/facilities; 
• Amend the proposed supplemental application submittal requirements;  
• Add new regulations to address off-site tree impacts; and 
• Amend the proposed requirement for water and power at high capacity transit 

centers. 
 

Deleted, Revised and New Definitions 
 
Multi Modal Access 
Sound Transit suggested that the proposed definition for “Multi Modal Access 
Improvements” be amended and the requirement for a “Multi Modal Access Plan” 
previously reviewed by the Commission be deleted.  Multi-Modal Access improvements 
were defined as offsite improvements that improve travel options to make safe 
connections to public facilities. These offsite improvements may include sidewalks, 
bicycle lanes and/or paths, and traffic calming measures. This definition was intended to 
work with amendments to SMC 20.40.438 which proposed to require a “Multi Modal 
Access Plan” as part of permitting for light rail transit system/facilities.  Sound Transit’s 
proposed edits removed references to offsite improvements.   
 
Sound Transit cited the following reasons for suggesting amendments to the definition 
for “Multi Modal Access Improvements” and deletion of the Multi Modal Access Plan: 

- The definition is unlimited in scope regarding offsite improvements. 
- Requiring the “Multi Modal Access Plan” as part of the Special Use Permit will 

not be possible related to timing.  This type of information and the contractors to 
develop the information will not be available until later in the process;  

- The multi modal access improvements should be addressed through an interlocal 
agreement, not required as part of the permitting process; and  

- Requirements stemming from the completion of a Multi Modal Access Plan may 
over reach the City’s authority in regards to the Growth Management Act (GMA).  
The GMA basically states that a city’s concurrency requirements including level 
of service standards do not apply to transportation facilities and services of 
statewide significance.  The Sound Transit light rail system/facilities are 
considered transportation facilities and services of statewide significance.  See 
RCW 36.70A.365(6)(a)(iii)(C).   

If the Multi Modal Access Plan is deleted as a requirement, then there is no need for a 
definition of “Multi Modal Access Improvements” as this term is not used anywhere else 
in the Code. 
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Amend Light Rail Transit Facility/System definitions 
Sound Transit suggested the City’s adopted definitions for Light Rail Transit Facility and 
Light Rail Transit System both be amended.  The proposed amendment suggested by 
Sound Transit and recommended by Shoreline staff is to add a reference in each 
definition to the fact that a Light Rail Transit Facility and a Light Rail Transit System 
both meet the State’s definition of an Essential Public Facility. 
 
Add Definition for Regional Transit Authority 
Sound Transit requested that the City add a definition for a Regional Transit Authority. 
Sound Transit is a Regional Transit Authority.  Shoreline staff agrees with this addition 
as this term is referred to in another amendment proposed by Sound Transit. 
 
Amend SMC 20.30.100 Application 
Sound Transit requested the City add the ability for a Regional Transit Authority (RTA) 
to apply for permits related to property that is not yet owned or controlled by the RTA.  
This would allow for a project that is authorized by the RTA to progress through 
planning, design, engineering and permitting while property acquisition, easements and 
agreements are negotiated.  Actual development would not be allowed to occur until 
property is owned by the RTA or authority is legally provided by the property owner to 
the RTA.   
 
Staff recommends this amendment in order to support the timely completion of the 
Lynnwood Link Project with the understanding that ultimately all legal rights must be 
obtained prior to commencing development on any property. 
 
Amendments to SMC 20.30.330 Special use permit 
Sound Transit requested that a reference to Essential Public Facilities be added in SMC 
20.30.330(A), the purpose section for the Special Use Permit.  The reason for this 
addition is to articulate that a Special Use Permit cannot be used to preclude the siting 
of an Essential Public Facility.  This amendment is supported by the Growth 
Management Act more specifically RCW 36.70A.200 Siting of essential public facilities – 
Limitation on liability.  Staff agrees that Sound Transit’s proposed amendment is factual 
and makes it clear that the Special Use permit will not be used to deny the siting of an 
essential public facility in Shoreline.  The SUP will instead be used to reasonably 
condition the project to meet the adopted criteria. 
 
Amend proposed SMC 20.30.330(C) Decision Criteria for Special Use Permits  
 
In addition to the existing criteria used to review a Special Use Permit, staff is proposing 
additional decision criteria specific to light rail transit system/facilities. Staff wants to 
ensure that the proposed light rail stations, garages and other associated facilities: 1) 
use energy efficient and environmentally sustainable architecture and design; 2) 
demonstrate the availability of sufficient capacity and infrastructure to safely support 
light rail system/facilities; and 3) reflect the City’s Guiding Principles for Light Rail 
Facility design. 
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The City anticipates that the future light rail stations, parking garages, rail line and 
associated facilities may impact the City’s streets, neighborhoods, and infrastructure. 
The proposed decision criteria will add more certainty that Sound Transit will fully 
evaluate the local impacts and provide the necessary mitigation to address impacts that 
arise from their project.  The local impacts will largely be defined by Shoreline’s adopted 
standards and thresholds.   
 
Sound Transit offered some additional detail that staff agreed would be useful in 
providing the Hearing Examiner with parameters for determining if the light rail 
system/facilities meet the following decision criterion.  Text that has been amended 
since the last time the Planning Commission studied these amendments is highlighted: 
 
Decision criterion for light rail system/facilities #1: The proposed light rail transit 
system/facilities uses energy efficient and environmentally sustainable architecture and 
site design consistent with the City’s Guiding Principles for Light Rail System/Facilities 
and Sound Transit’s design criteria manual used for all Light Rail Transit Facilities 
throughout the System and provides equitable features for all proposed light rail transit 
system/facilities;  

As previously drafted, this proposed criterion was open ended and provided very little 
direction to the applicant about how to successfully meet the criterion.  Therefore, the 
criterion also lacked parameters which the decision maker could use to determine if the 
applicant’s project is meeting the criterion.  By adding references to specific design 
standards, the criterion will provide the applicant and the hearing examiner with the 
intended direction. 
 
Decision criterion for light rail system/facilities #2. There is either sufficient capacity 
and The use will not result in, or will appropriately mitigate, adverse impacts on City 
infrastructure (e.g., roads, sidewalks, bike lanes) that meet the City’s adopted Level of 
Service standards (as confirmed by the performance of a Transportation Impact 
Analysis or similar assessment) to ensure that the City’s in the transportation system 
(motorized and non-motorized) will be adequate to safely support the light rail transit 
system/facility development proposed in all future phases or there will be adequate 
capacity and infrastructure by the time each phase of development is completed. If 
capacity or infrastructure must be increased to meet the Decision Criteria set forth in 
this Section 20.30.330(C), then the applicant must identify a mitigation plan for funding 
or constructing its their proportionate share of the improvements; 
 
Although the criterion is not intended to require an applicant to correct past 
infrastructure deficiencies and is instead aimed at limiting development if deficiencies 
are not remedied; Sound Transit expressed concern that as written this is not clear.  
Further, cities cannot preclude the siting of an Essential Public Facility such as light rail 
system/facilities.  As originally drafted this criterion could be applied to effectively deny 
the siting of the light rail system/facilities.  Additionally, Sound Transit highlighted a 
section of the Growth Management Act that states the City’s concurrency requirements 
do not apply to transportation facilities and services of statewide significance.  The 
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proposed Sound Transit light rail system/facilities meet the definition of a transportation 
facility and service of statewide significance.  For these reasons, City staff supports 
Sound Transit’s suggested edits to this criterion. 
 
Decision criterion for light rail system/facilities #3: The applicant demonstrates that 
the design of the proposed light rail transit system/facility is generally consistent with 
reflects the City’s Guiding Principles for Light Rail System/Facilities and addresses and 
mitigates impacts to other impacted facilities, such as Ridgecrest Park, 195th Street 
Pedestrian Bridge, and the 185th and 145th Street multi modal access connections.   
 
The amendments to proposed decision criterion #3 are intended to ensure that the 
criterion as applied by the hearing examiner will not preclude the siting of the essential 
public facility. 
 
Supplemental Application Submittal Requirements 

SMC 20.40.140 and .160 lists Light Rail Transit System/Facilities as a use that is 
allowed through the approval of a Special Use Permit with added conditions (indexed 
criteria). What this means is an applicant must submit a Special Use Permit application 
and also meet the conditions listed in SMC 20.40.438.   
Staff proposed adding the submission of a Construction Management Plan, a Parking 
Management Plan, Multi Modal Access Improvement Plan, a Neighborhood Traffic Plan 
and a Transportation Impact Analysis as supplemental index criteria required to all Light 
Rail Transit System/Facilities in any zone.  The intent behind requiring the submission 
of the supplemental plans in SMC 20.40.438 is to identify, analyze and address with 
mitigation specific direct impacts resulting from the construction and operation of the 
Lynnwood Link Extension project.   

Sound Transit provided feedback on the proposed required submittal items.  Sound 
Transit’s feedback, which is reflected in the shaded text below is intended to:  

1) Allow for flexibility on the timing of submission for all required supplemental plans 
to allow for alignment with design and engineering work flow for the project; 

2) Allow the use of interlocal agreements to determine scope, content and resulting 
mitigation for required plans; and 

3) Combine related processes.  The Neighborhood Traffic Plan, Transportation 
Impact Assessment and Multi Modal Access Improvement Plan can all be 
components of what Sound Transit calls an Access Assessment Report.  
Therefore, Sound Transit has requested that the City delete the Multi Modal 
Access Improvement Plan, Neighborhood Traffic Plan, Transportation Impact 
Analysis and replace with an Access Assessment Report.   
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20.40.438 Light rail transit system/facility 
E. The following supplemental submittal items are required to permit a light rail transit 
facility or light rail transit system within the City: 

1. A Construction Management Plan or agreement will be completed before any 
building permit may be issued for the proposal.  is required for light rail transit 
system/facilities.  The Construction Management Plan shall be submitted to the 
City in advance of the submission of any development permit applications or prior 
to design and engineering for the proposed project reaching the 60% completion 
phase, whichever is sooner;   

2. A Parking Management Plan or agreement will be completed before the 
proposal’s operations begin which include management and enforcement 
techniques to guard against parking impacts to surrounding neighborhoods.  is 
required for light rail transit system/facilities. The Parking Management Plan shall 
include parking management and enforcement techniques to mitigate off-site 
parking impacts to surrounding neighborhoods.  The Parking Management Plan 
shall be submitted to the City no later than the completion of the initial design and 
engineering phase for the proposed project;   

3. A Multi-Modal Access Improvement Plan is required for light rail transit 
system/facilities.  The Multi Modal Access Plan shall be submitted to the City no 
later than the completion of the 60% design and engineering phase for the 
proposed project; 

4. A Neighborhood Traffic Plan is required for light rail transit system/facilities.  A 
Neighborhood Traffic Plan shall include an assessment of existing traffic speeds 
and volumes and include outreach and coordination with affected residents to 
identify potential mitigation projects to be implemented within two years of the 
light rail facilities becoming operational. The Neighborhood Traffic Plan shall be 
submitted to the City no later than the completion of the 60% design and 
engineering phase for the proposed project; and 

5.3.  An Access Assessment Report Transportation Impact Assessment (TIA) is 
required for light rail transit system/facilities.  The Access Assessment Report will 
analyze, identify and prioritize multi modal access improvements.  Theis Access 
Assessment Report analysis is intended to supplement the analysis and 
mitigation included in any environmental review document prepared for the 
proposed project.  The scope of the Access Assessment Report will be agreed to 
by the applicant and the City.  The City may will require third party review of the 
Access Assessment Report at the applicant’s expense.  The TIA shall be 
submitted to the City no later than the completion of the 60% design and 
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engineering phase for the project or as part of the SUP application, whichever is 
sooner. 

 

The TIA at a minimum shall include: 

a. A regional Traffic Analysis as defined by the City’s Traffic Study 
Guidelines and proposed mitigation where impacts will result in a failure to 
meet the City’s LOS standards; 

b. An assessment of accident risks at sidewalks and pedestrian paths 
including possible mitigation;  

c. A new or updated  analysis that includes increased pedestrian and 
bicycle activity and bus blockages at the intersections within a ¼ mile of 
proposed light rail transit system/facilities including proposed mitigation;  

d. Analysis of traffic impacts and proposed mitigation at additional 
intersections as determined by the City, that may be impacted by the 
proposed project. 

e. Evaluation of intersections with collision histories to determine if 
protective phasing and mitigation are necessary;  

 
In an effort to accommodate Sound Transit’s schedule and process, Shoreline staff 
recommends the edits as proposed by Sound Transit.  Although the proposed 
amendments remove specific elements related to timing and the scope of supplemental 
plans, staff understands that the required plans will be completed at the appropriate 
time and that the scope of the plans will be determined in partnership.  As proposed, the 
City still maintains control of the content and adequacy of the plans as part of the 
permitting process.  In addition, the City wants to ensure we are not over stepping 
regulatory bounds related to the siting of Essential Public Facilities and these proposed 
amendments better align the proposed regulations with State law.   
 
Requirement for Water and Power at High Capacity Transit Centers 
 
Staff is proposing to add a requirement to SMC 20.50.240 (F) which is the public places 
section of the commercial design standards. Public places are those areas of 
commercial and multifamily development that encourage and accommodate pedestrians 
and street level uses between buildings and the public realm.  
 

The amendment would add a requirement for electricity and water to be supplied and 
accessible to the public at high capacity transit centers and parking areas.  Sound 

7a. Staff Report Light Rail System and Facilities

Page 140



Transit posed several questions to staff about the intent of this requirement.  The 
questions/concerns included: 

• What is meant by accessible and supplied to the public?  Are there any controls 
on usage intended?  

• Does this provision apply inside of stations and garages? Or is it intended for the 
exterior of the buildings?  

• Would having the infrastructure available for both power and water meet this 
condition? 

The intent is to have water and electrical infrastructure installed and made accessible to 
authorized public at stations and garages.  This provision was intended to apply to 
public areas outside of stations and garages.  The water and electricity could be used to 
support and encourage community events and vending for the public.  These uses 
would promote place-making through activation of public space.  Based on Sound 
Transit’s clarifying questions a few edits are suggested by staff to the language 
originally proposed.  The additions are highlighted in yellow. 

2.50.240(F)(6)(g).    Publically accessible water and electrical power supply shall be 
supplied at high capacity transit centers and stations and associated parking. 

Chapter 20.50 – Compliance with Tree Code and Related Provisions Amendments 

Staff has proposed several amendments to the City’s regulations for removal, retention 
and replacement of trees.  The general theme for these amendments is to regulate the 
impact of development on offsite trees.  The amendments seek to do the following: 

1. Broaden the scope of what can be required by the City for inclusion in an 
arborist’s written evaluation for proposed development to include impacts of any 
development within five (5) feet of a tree’s critical root zone.  This can include 
trees on and off of the applicant’s site (SMC 20.50.330(B)); 

2. Broaden the application of SMC 20.50.350(D) the site design standards for 
clearing activities to include development within five (5) feet of a tree’s critical 
root zone whether the potentially impacted tree is on or off site; 

3. Add specific requirements in SMC 20.50.360 for tree replacement when trees 
need to be removed on property adjoining a development due to construction 
impacts.  Tree replacement on adjoining property would require an increased 
replacement tree height of eight (8) feet instead of six (6) feet.  Sound Transit 
requested that the regulation include the flexibility to plant replacement trees for 
light rail system/facilities on Sound Transit’s site instead of adjoining property if 
necessary.  This request seems reasonable as some property owners may not 
want the trees on their property; and   
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4. Broaden the scope of the tree protection standards in SMC 20.50.370 to also 
apply to off-site trees. 

 
NEXT STEPS 
Tonight’s meeting will likely serve as the conclusion for the study sessions on staff 
initiated amendments specific to light rail system/facilities.  The Planning Commission is 
scheduled to hold a Public Hearing these amendments which will be contained in 
Ordinance 741 on June 6th.   
The Planning Commission Light Rail Subcommittee stated they would like to discuss 
additional standards to address public safety, noise and vibration on private property 
adjacent to the light rail system/facilities.  If this is still a topic the Subcommittee would 
like to address, staff will arrange a Subcommittee meeting.   
 
TIMING AND SCHEDULE 
May 5, 2016- Planning Commission Public Hearing  

June 6, 2016 – City Council discussion on Ordinance 741 

June 20, 2016 – City Council adoption of Ordinance 741 

 

RECOMMENDATION 
Staff is recommending the amendments as proposed in Attachment A with Planning 
Commission edits from tonight be prepared for Public Hearing on June 6, 2016. 
 
ATTACHMENT  
Attachment A – Exhibit A Draft Ordinance 741 Development Code Amendments related 
to Light Rail System/Facilities 
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ATTACHMENT A –EXHIBIT A DRAFT ORDINANCE 741 

20.20.016 D definitions. 
 

Development 
Agreement 

A contract between the City and an applicant having ownership or 
control of property, or a public agency which provides an essential 
public facility. The purpose of the development agreement is to set 
forth the development standards and other provisions that shall apply 
to, govern and vest the development, use, and mitigation of real 
property within the City for the duration specified in the agreement and 
shall be consistent with the applicable development regulations and 
the goals and policies in the Comprehensive Plan. (Ord. 706 § 1 (Exh. 
A), 2015). 

 

SMC 20.20.032 L definitions 

Light Rail Transit Facility: A light rail transit facility is a type of essential public facility 
and refers to any structure, rail track, equipment, maintenance base or other 
improvement of a light rail transit system, including but not limited to ventilation 
structures, traction power substations, light rail transit stations, parking garages, park-
and-ride lots, and transit station access facilities.  
 

Light Rail Transit System: A light rail transit system is a type of essential public facility 
and refers to any public rail transit line that provides high-capacity, regional transit 
service owned or operated by a regional transit authority authorized under Chapter 
81.112 RCW. 

Regional Transit Authority: Regional transit authority refers to an agency formed 
under the authority of Chapters 81.104 and 81.112, RCW to plan and implement a high 
capacity transportation system within a defined region. 

SMC 20.30.100 Application  
A. Who may apply:  

1. The property owner or an agent of the owner with authorized proof of agency 
may apply for a Type A, B, or C action, or for a site-specific Comprehensive Plan 
amendment.  
2. Prior to purchase, acquisition, or owner authorization, a Regional Transit 
Authority may apply for a Type A, B, or C action, or for a site specific 
Comprehensive Plan amendment in order to develop any Light Rail Transit 
Facility or any portion of a Light Rail Transit System for property that has been 
duly authorized by the public agency for acquisition or use. No work shall 
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commence in accordance with issued permits or approvals until all of the 
necessary property interests are secured and/or access to the property for such 
work has been otherwise approved by the owner of the property.  
3. Nothing in the subsection shall prohibit the Regional Transit Authority and City 
from entering into an agreement to the extent permitted by the Code or other 
applicable law.  
4. The City Council or the Director may apply for a project-specific or site-specific 
rezone or for an area-wide rezone.  
5. Any person may propose an amendment to the Comprehensive Plan. The 
amendment(s) shall be considered by the City during the annual review of the 
Comprehensive Plan.  
6. Any person may request that the City Council, Planning Commission, or 
Director initiate amendments to the text of the Development Code.  

B. All applications for permits or actions within the City shall be submitted on official 
forms prescribed and provided by the Department.  
At a minimum, each application shall include:  

1. An application form with the authorized signature of the applicant.  
2. The appropriate application fee based on the official fee schedule (Chapter 
3.01 SMC).  
3. The Director may waive City imposed development fees for the construction of 
new or the remodel of existing affordable housing that complies with SMC 
20.40.230 or SMC 20.40.235 based on the percentage of units affordable to 
residents whose annual income will not exceed 60 percent of the King County 
Area Median income. For example, if 20% of the units are affordable to residents 
with incomes 60% or less of the King County Area Median income; then the 
applicable fees could also be reduced by 20%.  

20.30.330 Special use permit-SUP (Type C action). 
A.    Purpose. The purpose of a special use permit is to allow a permit granted by the 
City to locate a regional land use including Essential Public Facilities on unclassified 
lands, unzoned lands, or when not specifically allowed by the zoning of the location, but 
that provides a benefit to the community and is compatible with other uses in the zone 
in which it is proposed. The special use permit may be granted subject to conditions 
placed on the proposed use to ensure compatibility with adjacent land uses.  The 
Special Use Permit shall not be used to preclude the siting of an Essential Public 
Facility.   

B.    Decision Criteria (applies to all Special Uses). A special use permit shall be 
granted by the City, only if the applicant demonstrates that: 
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1.    The use will provide a public benefit or satisfy a public need of the 
neighborhood, district, City or region; 

2.    The characteristics of the special use will be compatible with the types of uses 
permitted in surrounding areas; 

3.    The special use will not materially endanger the health, safety and welfare of 
the community; 

4.    The proposed location shall not result in either the detrimental over-
concentration of a particular use within the City or within the immediate area of the 
proposed use, unless the proposed use is deemed a public necessity; 

5.    The special use is such that pedestrian and vehicular traffic associated with 
the use will not be hazardous or conflict with existing and anticipated traffic in the 
neighborhood; 

6.    The special use will be supported by adequate public facilities or services and 
will not adversely affect public services to the surrounding area or conditions can 
be established to mitigate adverse impacts; 

7.    The location, size and height of buildings, structures, walls and fences, and 
screening vegetation for the special use shall not hinder or discourage the 
appropriate development or use of neighboring properties; 

8.    The special use is not in conflict with the basic purposes of this title; and 

9.    The special use is not in conflict with the standards of the critical areas 
regulations, Chapter 20.80 SMC, Critical Areas, or Shoreline Master Program, 
SMC Title 20, Division 

 

C. Decision Criteria (Light Rail Transit Facility/System only).  In addition to the 
criteria in SMC 20.30.330(B), a Special Use Permit for a light rail transit system/facilities 
located anywhere in the City may be granted by the City only if the applicant 
demonstrates the following standards are met:   

1. The proposed light rail transit system/facilities uses energy efficient and 
environmentally sustainable architecture and site design consistent with the 
City’s Guiding Principles for Light Rail System/Facilities and Sound Transit’s 
design criteria manual used for all Light Rail Transit Facilities throughout the 
System and provides equitable features for all proposed light rail transit 
system/facilities;  

3 
 

Page 145



ATTACHMENT A –EXHIBIT A DRAFT ORDINANCE 741 

2. The use will not result in, or will appropriately mitigate, adverse impacts on 
City infrastructure (e.g., roads, sidewalks, bike lanes (as confirmed by the 
performance of an Access Assessment Report or similar assessment) to ensure 
that the City’s transportation system (motorized and non-motorized) will be 
adequate to safely support the light rail transit system/facility development 
proposed. If capacity or infrastructure must be increased to meet the Decision 
Criteria set forth in this Section 20.30.330(C), then the applicant must identify a 
mitigation plan for funding or constructing its proportionate share of the 
improvements; and 

3. The applicant demonstrates that the design of the proposed light rail transit 
system/facility is generally consistent with the City’s Guiding Principles for Light 
Rail System/Facilities.   

20.40.438 Light rail transit system/facility 
E. The following supplemental submittal items are required to permit a light rail transit 
facility or light rail transit system within the City: 

1. A Construction Management Plan or agreement will be completed before any 
building permit may be issued for the proposal;   

2. A Parking Management Plan or agreement will be completed before the 
proposal’s operations begin which include management and enforcement 
techniques to guard against parking impacts to surrounding neighborhoods;   

5.3. An Access Assessment Report is required for light rail transit 
system/facilities.  The Access Assessment Report will analyze, identify and 
prioritize multi modal access improvements.  The Access Assessment Report is 
intended to supplement the analysis and mitigation included in any environmental 
review document prepared for the proposed project.  The scope of the Access 
Assessment Report will be agreed to by the applicant and the City.  The City may 
require third party review of the Access Assessment Report at the applicant’s 
expense. 

 

F. Project and Permitting Processes Light Rail System/Facility.   

1. Accelerated Project and Permitting Process.  

a. All City permit reviews will be completed within a mutually agreed 
upon reduced number of working days within receiving complete 
permit applications and including subsequent revisions in 
accordance with a fully executed Accelerated Project and 
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Permitting Staffing Agreement between the City and the project 
proponent.   

b. The fees for permit processing will be determined as part of the 
Accelerated Project Permitting Staffing Agreement. 

c. An Accelerated Project and Permitting Staffing Agreement shall 
be executed prior to the applicant’s submittal of the Special Use 
Permit application; or the applicant may choose to utilize the City’s 
standard project and permitting processes set forth in SMC 
20.40.438(F)(2).    

2. Standard Project and Permit Process. 

a. All complete permit applications will be processed and reviewed 
in the order in which they are received and based on existing 
resources at the time of submittal. 

b. Cost:  Permit fees will be charged in accordance with SMC 
3.01.010.  This includes the ability for the City to charge its 
established hourly rate for all hours spent in excess of the 
estimated hours for each permit.  

c. Due to the volume of permits anticipated for development of a 
light rail system/facilities in the City, in absence of an Accelerated 
Project Permitting Staffing Agreement, the Target Time Limits for 
Decisions denoted in SMC 20.30 may be extended by the Director 
if adequate staffing is not available to meet demand. 

 
20.50.240 Site design. 
 
F.    Public Places. 
 
1.    Public places are required for the commercial portions of development at a rate of 
four square feet of public place per 20 square feet of net commercial floor area 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. 
 
3.    Buildings shall border at least one side of the public place. 
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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 
e.    Not located adjacent to dumpsters or loading areas; 
f.    Amenities such as public art, planters, fountains, interactive public amenities, 
hanging baskets, irrigation, decorative light fixtures, decorative paving and 
walkway treatments, and other items that provide a pleasant pedestrian 
experience along arterial streets. 
g.    Accessible water and electrical power shall be supplied to the exterior of 
high capacity transit centers, stations and associated parking. 

SMC 20.50.330 Project review and approval 

… 
B.    Professional Evaluation. In determining whether a tree removal and/or clearing is 
to be approved or conditioned, the Director may require the submittal of a professional 
evaluation and/or a tree protection plan prepared by a certified arborist at the applicant’s 
expense, where the Director deems such services necessary to demonstrate 
compliance with the standards and guidelines of this subchapter. Third party review of 
plans, if required, shall also be at the applicant’s expense. The Director shall have the 
sole authority to determine whether the professional evaluation submitted by the 
applicant is adequate, the evaluator is qualified and acceptable to the City, and whether 
third party review of plans is necessary. Required professional evaluation(s) and 
services may include: 

1. Providing a written evaluation of the anticipated effects of proposed 
construction on the any development within five (5) feet of a trees 
critical root zone that may impact the viability of trees on and off site. 

 
 
SMC 20.50.350 
… 

D. Site Design.  Site improvements shall be designed and constructed to 
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meet the following;  

 1.  Trees should be protected within vegetated islands and stands 
rather than as individual, isolated trees scattered throughout the site. 

2. 1. Site improvements shall be designed to give priority to protection 
of trees with the following characteristics, functions, or location 
including where the critical root zone of trees on adjoining property are 
within five (5) feet of the development: 

a. Existing stands of healthy trees that have a reasonable chance 
of survival once the site is developed, are well shaped to withstand 
the wind and maintain stability over the long term, and will not pose 
a threat to life or property.  

b. Trees which exceed 50 feet in height. 

c. Trees and tree clusters which form a continuous canopy. 

d. Trees that create a distinctive skyline feature. 

e. Trees that have a screening function or provide relief from 
glare, blight, commercial or industrial harshness. 

f. Trees providing habitat value, particularly riparian habitat. 

g.  Trees within the required yard setbacks or around the 
perimeter of the proposed development. 

h.  Trees having a significant land stability function. 

i. Trees adjacent to public parks, open space, and critical area 
buffers. 

j.  Trees having a significant water-retention function. 
• Significant trees that become exposed and are subject to wind 

throw. 
 

SMC 20.50.360 
A.    Plans Required. Prior to any tree removal, the applicant shall demonstrate 
through a clearing and grading plan, tree retention and planting plan, landscape 
plan, critical area protection and mitigation plan, or other plans acceptable to the 
Director that tree replacement will meet the minimum standards of this section. 
Plans shall be prepared by a qualified person or persons at the applicant’s 
expense. Third party review of plans, if required, shall be at the applicant’s 
expense. 
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B.    The City may require the applicant to relocate or replace trees, shrubs, and 
ground covers, provide erosion control methods, hydroseed exposed slopes, or 
otherwise protect and restore the site as determined by the Director.  

C.    Replacement Required. Trees removed under the partial exemption in SMC 
20.50.310(B)(1) may be removed per parcel with no replacement of trees 
required.  Any significant tree proposed for removal beyond this limit should be 
replaced as follows: 

1.    One existing significant tree of eight inches in diameter at breast height for 
conifers or 12 inches in diameter at breast height for all others equals one new 
tree. 

2.    Each additional three inches in diameter at breast height equals one 
additional new tree, up to three trees per significant tree removed. 

3.    Minimum size requirements for trees replaced under this provision: 
deciduous trees shall be at least 1.5 inches in caliper and evergreens six feet in 
height. 

Exception 20.50.360(C): 

1a.    No tree replacement is required when the tree is proposed for relocation to 
another suitable planting site; provided, that relocation complies with the 
standards of this section. 

2b.    The Director may allow a reduction in the minimum replacement trees 
required or off-site planting of replacement trees if all of the following criteria are 
satisfied: 

•     
i. There are special circumstances related to the size, shape, topography, location 
or surroundings of the subject property. 

•     
ii. Strict compliance with the provisions of this Code may jeopardize reasonable use 
of property. 

•     
iii. Proposed vegetation removal, replacement, and any mitigation measures are 
consistent with the purpose and intent of the regulations. 

•     
iv. The granting of the exception or standard reduction will not be detrimental to the 
public welfare or injurious to other property in the vicinity. 
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3c.    The Director may waive this provision for site restoration or enhancement 
projects conducted under an approved vegetation management plan. 

 

4. Tree replacement where tree removal is necessary on adjoining 
properties to meet requirements in 20.50.350(D) or as a part of the 
development shall be at the same ratios in C. 1, 2, and 3 above with a 
minimum tree size of 8 feet in height.  Any tree for which replacement is 
required in connection with the construction of a light rail system/facility, 
regardless of its location, may be replaced on the project site. 

5. Tree replacement related to development of a light rail transit 
system/facility must comply with SMC 20.50.360(C). 

 

SMC 20.50.370 
The following protection measures shall be imposed for all trees to be 
retained on-site or on adjoining property, to the extent offsite trees are 
subject to the tree protection provisions of this Chapter, during the 
construction process. 

A. All required tree protection measures shall be shown on the tree 
protection and replacement plan, clearing and grading plan, or other 
plan submitted to meet the requirements of this subchapter. 
B. Tree dripline areas or critical root zones as defined by the 
International Society of Arboriculture shall be protected.   No fill, 
excavation, construction materials, or equipment staging or traffic shall 
be allowed in the dripline areas of trees that are to be retained. 
... 
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	BACKGROUND
	The Planning Commission spent multiple meetings discussing draft amendments regarding the land use entitlement process that will allow Sound Transit’s development activities. The Planning Commission studied these amendments on September 3, 2015.  On O...
	Staff returned to the Planning Commission with the Sound Transit related amendments for study sessions on December 17, 2015 and January 7, 2016.  Following the Public Hearing on January 21, the Commission recommended approval of the first group of Sou...
	The Planning Commission also recommended to the City Council amendments to the Development Code that establish which development regulations apply to light rail transit system/facilities, especially when located on land that is not zoned, which is pri...
	The January 21 Planning Commission staff report can be found here:  http://www.shorelinewa.gov/Home/Components/Calendar/Event/9476/182?toggle=allpast
	Discussion
	These amendments include:
	 Delete proposed definition for “Multi Modal Access Improvements”;
	 Amend definitions for “Light Rail Transit Facility” and “Light Rail Transit System”;
	 Add a definition for “Regional Transit Authority”;
	 Add specific criteria defining when a Regional Transit Authority may apply for permits;
	 Add a reference to Essential Public Facilities in the purpose section for the Special Use Permit;
	 Amend the proposed decision criteria for approval of a Special Use Permit specific to light rail transit system/facilities;
	 Amend the proposed supplemental application submittal requirements;
	 Add new regulations to address off-site tree impacts; and
	 Amend the proposed requirement for water and power at high capacity transit centers.
	Deleted, Revised and New Definitions
	Multi Modal Access
	Sound Transit suggested that the proposed definition for “Multi Modal Access Improvements” be amended and the requirement for a “Multi Modal Access Plan” previously reviewed by the Commission be deleted.  Multi-Modal Access improvements were defined a...
	Sound Transit cited the following reasons for suggesting amendments to the definition for “Multi Modal Access Improvements” and deletion of the Multi Modal Access Plan:
	- The definition is unlimited in scope regarding offsite improvements.
	- Requiring the “Multi Modal Access Plan” as part of the Special Use Permit will not be possible related to timing.  This type of information and the contractors to develop the information will not be available until later in the process;
	- The multi modal access improvements should be addressed through an interlocal agreement, not required as part of the permitting process; and
	- Requirements stemming from the completion of a Multi Modal Access Plan may over reach the City’s authority in regards to the Growth Management Act (GMA).  The GMA basically states that a city’s concurrency requirements including level of service sta...
	If the Multi Modal Access Plan is deleted as a requirement, then there is no need for a definition of “Multi Modal Access Improvements” as this term is not used anywhere else in the Code.
	Amend Light Rail Transit Facility/System definitions
	Sound Transit suggested the City’s adopted definitions for Light Rail Transit Facility and Light Rail Transit System both be amended.  The proposed amendment suggested by Sound Transit and recommended by Shoreline staff is to add a reference in each d...
	Add Definition for Regional Transit Authority
	Sound Transit requested that the City add a definition for a Regional Transit Authority. Sound Transit is a Regional Transit Authority.  Shoreline staff agrees with this addition as this term is referred to in another amendment proposed by Sound Transit.
	Amend SMC 20.30.100 Application
	Sound Transit requested the City add the ability for a Regional Transit Authority (RTA) to apply for permits related to property that is not yet owned or controlled by the RTA.  This would allow for a project that is authorized by the RTA to progress ...
	Staff recommends this amendment in order to support the timely completion of the Lynnwood Link Project with the understanding that ultimately all legal rights must be obtained prior to commencing development on any property.
	Amendments to SMC 20.30.330 Special use permit
	Sound Transit requested that a reference to Essential Public Facilities be added in SMC 20.30.330(A), the purpose section for the Special Use Permit.  The reason for this addition is to articulate that a Special Use Permit cannot be used to preclude t...
	Amend proposed SMC 20.30.330(C) Decision Criteria for Special Use Permits
	In addition to the existing criteria used to review a Special Use Permit, staff is proposing additional decision criteria specific to light rail transit system/facilities. Staff wants to ensure that the proposed light rail stations, garages and other ...
	The City anticipates that the future light rail stations, parking garages, rail line and associated facilities may impact the City’s streets, neighborhoods, and infrastructure. The proposed decision criteria will add more certainty that Sound Transit ...
	Sound Transit offered some additional detail that staff agreed would be useful in providing the Hearing Examiner with parameters for determining if the light rail system/facilities meet the following decision criterion.  Text that has been amended sin...
	As previously drafted, this proposed criterion was open ended and provided very little direction to the applicant about how to successfully meet the criterion.  Therefore, the criterion also lacked parameters which the decision maker could use to dete...
	Decision criterion for light rail system/facilities #2. There is either sufficient capacity and The use will not result in, or will appropriately mitigate, adverse impacts on City infrastructure (e.g., roads, sidewalks, bike lanes) that meet the City’...
	Although the criterion is not intended to require an applicant to correct past infrastructure deficiencies and is instead aimed at limiting development if deficiencies are not remedied; Sound Transit expressed concern that as written this is not clear...
	Decision criterion for light rail system/facilities #3: The applicant demonstrates that the design of the proposed light rail transit system/facility is generally consistent with reflects the City’s Guiding Principles for Light Rail System/Facilities ...
	The amendments to proposed decision criterion #3 are intended to ensure that the criterion as applied by the hearing examiner will not preclude the siting of the essential public facility.
	Supplemental Application Submittal Requirements
	SMC 20.40.140 and .160 lists Light Rail Transit System/Facilities as a use that is allowed through the approval of a Special Use Permit with added conditions (indexed criteria). What this means is an applicant must submit a Special Use Permit applicat...
	Staff proposed adding the submission of a Construction Management Plan, a Parking Management Plan, Multi Modal Access Improvement Plan, a Neighborhood Traffic Plan and a Transportation Impact Analysis as supplemental index criteria required to all Lig...
	Sound Transit provided feedback on the proposed required submittal items.  Sound Transit’s feedback, which is reflected in the shaded text below is intended to:
	1) Allow for flexibility on the timing of submission for all required supplemental plans to allow for alignment with design and engineering work flow for the project;
	2) Allow the use of interlocal agreements to determine scope, content and resulting mitigation for required plans; and
	3) Combine related processes.  The Neighborhood Traffic Plan, Transportation Impact Assessment and Multi Modal Access Improvement Plan can all be components of what Sound Transit calls an Access Assessment Report.  Therefore, Sound Transit has request...
	20.40.438 Light rail transit system/facility
	In an effort to accommodate Sound Transit’s schedule and process, Shoreline staff recommends the edits as proposed by Sound Transit.  Although the proposed amendments remove specific elements related to timing and the scope of supplemental plans, staf...
	Requirement for Water and Power at High Capacity Transit Centers
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