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UPDATE 
 
At the Commission’s February 18 meeting, five proposed Comprehensive Plan 
Amendments were postponed in order for the Point Wells Planning Commission 
Subcommittee to discuss proposed amendments 5 through 10 with the City’s Traffic 
Engineer. The Commission thought the applicant should be present to discuss and 
provide justification for the amendments to the Commission at the public meeting.  
The Commission voted to forward amendments 1, 2, 3, 4, and 11 to the City Council for 
inclusion to the 2016 Final Docket.  
 
The Commission met again on March 17 to discuss Docket items 5 through 10. The 
Commission heard public testimony related to proposed docket items 5 through 10 then 
moved to delay consideration of the proposed amendments until the City’s Traffic 
Engineer could speak to the proposed amendments.  
 
BACKGROUND 
 
In June 2015, the City Council established the 2015 Comprehensive Plan Final Docket 
which included amendments to the Point Wells Subarea Plan, Land Use Element 
Policies regarding Station Area designations, public participation, multi-modal 
transportation level of service, and declassification of Westminster Way as a truck route.  
 
Prior to the adoption of Ordinance 730 on December 14, 2015, the Council carried over 
a number of items from the 2015 Docket to the 2016 Docket. Those amendments 
include: 
 

• 2015 Proposed Amendment #4:  Consider amendments to the Comprehensive 
Plan related to the 145th annexation, including amendments for all applicable 
maps. 
 

• 2015 Proposed Amendment #5:  Consider amendments to the Point Wells 
Subarea Plan and other elements of the Comprehensive Plan that may have 
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applicability to reflect the outcomes of the Richmond Beach Traffic Corridor 
Study as described in Policy PW-9. Based on the outcome of the corridor study, 
it is expected that proposed amendments would include text changes to the 
Subarea Plan discussing the study, increasing the vehicle trips per day from a 
4,000 trip maximum as described in Policy PW-12 and adding identified 
mitigation projects and associated funding needed to raise the maximum daily 
trip count while maintaining adopted Levels of Service to the Capital Facilities 
Element. Also, consider amendments to the Comprehensive Plan that could 
result from the development of Interlocal Agreements as described in Policy PW-
13. 
 

• 2015 Proposed Amendment #6:  Consider amendments to the Comprehensive 
Plan that address the location of new park space within the light-rail station 
subareas, explore the establishment of a city-wide park impact fee, and 
determine a ratio of park space per new resident in the light-rail station subareas, 
and any other park issues that arise through the light-rail station subarea public 
process. 

 
• 2015 Proposed Amendment #10:  Study the requirement of adding a volume 

over capacity ratio of .90 to all Collector Arterial Streets in the City. Any changes 
to the City’s V/C ratio would be reflected in Policy T44 of the Comprehensive 
Plan. This work for this proposed amendment will occur as part of the 
Transportation Master Plan Update. 
 

2016 Comprehensive Plan Docket 
 
Comprehensive Plan Amendments take two forms:  Privately-initiated amendments and 
city-initiated amendments.   Pursuant to SMC 20.30.340, all Comprehensive Plan 
Amendments, except those proposed by City Council, must be submitted by December 
1 and there is no fee for general text or map amendments. There were eleven (11) 
privately-initiated amendments and four (4) city-initiated amendments.  
 
If recommended by the Planning Commission and subsequently approved by City 
Council, these proposed amendments represent new amendments along with the 2015 
carried over amendments and would establish the 2016 Docket. The Docket is the list of 
Comprehensive Plan amendments the City will be responsible for evaluating. Once an 
amendment is on the Docket, the City will be responsible for conducting an 
environmental review on the cumulative impacts of all amendments on the docket, 
except those privately-initiated site-specific docket amendments. The City Council, in its 
review of the proposed amendments (which usually occurs near the end of the year), 
looks at the proposed amendments as a package in order to consider the combined 
impacts of the proposals. 
 
 
CITY-INITIATED PROPOSALS 
 
Amendment #1  
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This amendment was carried over from the 2015 Final Docket. 
 
This amendment will amend Policy LU47 which states, “Consider annexation of 145th 
Street adjacent to the existing southern border of the City”. The City is currently 
engaged in the 145th Street Corridor Study and is working towards annexation of 145th 
Street. 
 
There are some maps contained in the Comprehensive Plan that do not include 145th 
Street. If the City annexes 145th Street, all of the maps in the Comprehensive must be 
amended to include 145th Street as a street within the City of Shoreline. 
 
Consideration of annexation is not scheduled to occur until 2016 or later. The 145th 
Street Corridor Study is not expected be completed until the first quarter of 2016, and 
Council and staff will need the outcomes of this study to help formulate any potential 
recommendations or action on annexation of roadway into the City of Shoreline.  
 
Recommendation: 
Staff recommends that this amendment be placed on the 2016 Comprehensive Plan 
Docket with the intent that it be carried over to the 2017 Comprehensive Plan Docket. 
 
 
Amendment #2 
 
This amendment is a clean-up of Land Use Policies 63, 64, 65, 66, and 67 which 
references two King County Countywide Planning Policies, Policies FW-32 (establish a 
countywide process for siting essential public facilities) and S-1 (consideration of 
alternative siting strategies), that are no longer in the Countywide Policies. The 
proposed amendments also correct references to policies numbers that have changed. 
 
Staff recommends that the following Land Use Policies be updated:  
 
LU63: Require land use decisions on essential public facilities meeting the following 
criteria to be made consistent with the process and criteria set forth in LU65 LU62: 

a. The facility meets the Growth Management Act definition of an essential public 
facility, ref. RCW 36.70A.200(1) now and as amended; or 
b. The facility is on the statewide list maintained by the Office of 
Financial Management, ref. RCW 36.70A.200(4) or on the countywide list of 
essential public facilities; and 
c. The facility is not otherwise regulated by the Shoreline Municipal 
Code (SMC). 

 
LU64: Participate in efforts to create an interjurisdictional approach to the siting of 
countywide or statewide essential public facilities with neighboring jurisdictions as 
encouraged by Countywide Planning Policies FW-32 (establish a countywide process 
for siting essential public facilities) and S-1 (consideration of alternative siting 
strategies). Through participation in this process, seek agreements among jurisdictions 
to mitigate against the disproportionate financial burden, which may fall on the 
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jurisdiction that becomes the site of a facility of a state-wide, regional, or countywide 
nature. 
 
The essential public facility siting process set forth in LU65 LU62 is an interim process. 
If the CPP FW-32 siting process is adopted through the Growth Management Planning 
Council (GMPC), the City may modify this process to be consistent with the GMPC 
recommendations. 
 
LU65: Use this interim Siting Process to site the essential public facilities described in 
LU63 LU60 in Shoreline. Implement this process through appropriate procedures 
incorporated into the SMC. 
 
Interim EPF Siting Process 
 
1. Use policies LU63 LU60 and LU64 LU61 to determine if a proposed essential public 
facility serves local, countywide, or statewide public needs. 
 
2. Site EPF through a separate multi-jurisdictional process, if one is available, when the 
City determines that a proposed essential public facility serves a countywide or 
statewide need. 
 
3. Require an agency, special district, or organization proposing an essential public 
facility to provide information about the difficulty of siting the essential public facility, and 
about the alternative sites considered for location of the proposed essential public 
facility. 
 
4. Process applications for siting essential public facilities through SMC Section 
20.30.330 — Special Use Permit. 
 
5. Address the following criteria in addition to the Special Use Permit decision criteria: 

a. Consistency with the plan under which the proposing agency, special district or 
organization operates, if any such plan exists; 
b. Include conditions or mitigation measures on approval that may be imposed 
within the scope of the City’s authority to mitigate against any environmental, 
compatibility, public safety or other impacts of the EPF, its location, design, use 
or operation; and 
c. The EPF and its location, design, use, and operation must be in compliance 
with any guidelines, regulations, rules, or statutes governing the EPF as adopted 
by state law or by any other agency or jurisdiction with authority over the EPF. 

 
LU66: After a final siting decision has been made on an essential public facility 
according to the process described in LU65 LU62, pursue any amenities or incentives 
offered by the operating agency, or by state law, other rule, or regulation to jurisdictions 
within which such EPF is located. 
 
LU67: For EPF having public safety impacts that cannot be mitigated through the 
process described in LU64 LU61, the City should participate in any process available to 
provide comments and suggested conditions to mitigate those public safety impacts to 
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the agency, special district or organization proposing the EPF. If no such process exists, 
the City should encourage consideration of such comments and conditions through 
coordination with the agency, special district, or organization proposing the EPF. A 
mediation process may be the appropriate means of resolving any disagreement about 
the appropriateness of any mitigating condition requested by the City as a result of the 
public safety impacts of a proposal. 
 
 
Recommendation: 
Staff recommends that this amendment be placed on the 2016 Comprehensive Plan 
Docket.   
 
 
Amendment #3 
 
This amendment was carried over from the 2015 Final Docket. 
 
The City anticipated that the Transportation Corridor Study on mitigating adverse 
impacts from BSRE’s proposed development of Point Wells would be completed in 
2015. Therefore, staff recommended that the same Comprehensive Plan amendment 
docketed in 2016, that would amend the Point Wells Subarea Plan and the Capital 
Facilities and Transportation Elements of the Comprehensive Plan, remain on the 
docket for 2016.  However, staff does not now anticipate that the Richmond Beach 
Traffic Corridor Study will be completed in 2016 and therefore any recommendations 
coming out of the study will not be considered by the City Council until at least 2017. 
 
Recommendation: 
Staff recommends that this amendment be placed on the 2016 Comprehensive Plan 
Docket with the intent that it be carried over to the 2017 Comprehensive Plan Docket. 
 
 
Amendment #4 – Parks 
 
This amendment was carried over from the 2015 Final Docket. 
 
This amendment will add goals and policies to the Parks, Recreation, and Open Space 
Element of the Comprehensive Plan based on policies identified in the 185th Street Light 
Rail Station Subarea Plan. The City, through analysis contained in the Environmental 
Impact Statement for the 185th Street Station, has identified the need for more parks, 
recreation, and open space. 
 
The City will work with the Parks Board and the community to determine the process of 
locating new park space within the subarea, establishing a means to fund new park 
space such as a park impact fee, determining a ratio of park space per new resident in 
the subarea, and any other park issues that arise through the public process. 
 
The 185th Street Light Rail Station Subarea Plan includes policies for parks, recreation, 
and open space. The policies are: 
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• Investigate potential funding and master planning efforts to reconfigure and 

consolidate existing City facilities at or adjacent to the Shoreline Center. Analyze 
potential sites and community needs, and opportunities to enhance existing 
partnerships, for a new aquatic and community center facility to combine the 
Shoreline Pool and Spartan Recreation Center services. 

• Consider potential acquisition of sites that are ill-suited for redevelopment due to 
high water table or other site-specific challenge for new public open space or 
stormwater function. 

• Explore a park impact fee or dedication program for acquisition and maintenance 
of new park or open space or additional improvements to existing parks. 

 
Much of the analytical work for this amendment will occur as part of the Parks, 
Recreation, and Open Space Master Plan update that will begin in 2016 and most likely 
be adopted in 2017. The City Manager’s 2016 proposed budget includes one-time 
funding for professional service support to work on these items.  
 
Recommendation: 
Staff recommends that this amendment be added to the 2016 Comprehensive Plan 
Docket with the understanding that the PROS Plan will most likely be adopted in 2017 
and, therefore, it may be carried over to the 2017 Comprehensive Plan Docket.  
 
 
PRIVATELY INITIATED AMENDMENTS 
 
Amendment #5 (Applicant: Save Richmond Beach) 
 
This proposed amendment seeks to amend language in the Point Wells Subarea Plan 
Policy PW-1 to read: 
 

“The lowland portion of the Point Wells Island, as shown on Figure 3, is 
designated as the City of Shoreline’s proposed future service and annexation 
area (FSAA). However, if a public access road is constructed that connects the 
Point Wells Island to the Town of Woodway, and then the FSAA shall be reduced 
in scope to be no greater than the area west of the Burlington Northern Santa Fe 
right-of-way.  

 
The City of Shoreline Future Service and Annexation Area shown in Figure 3 of the 
Point Wells Subarea Plan shows the lowland portion of the Point Wells Island is divided 
into three sections: The NW portion, The SW portion, and the SE portion. The NW and 
SW portions are both west of the Burlington Northern Santa Fe right-of-way. The SW 
portion of the lowland is the only portion east of the BNSF Right-of-way. The SW portion 
is 3.4 acres in size and includes the entrance to Point Wells from Richmond Beach 
Drive NW. 
 
The applicant states that if a second access road to Point Wells is constructed, 
connecting the Town of Woodway to Point Wells, Woodway would have direct access to 
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the lowland portion of the site. The lowland area of Point Wells, east of the BNSF right-
of-way, is already in the Town of Woodway’s Municipal Urban Growth Area. 
 
Recommendation: 
Staff believes this proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment is premature since a 
second access road leading to the Town of Woodway is uncertain. At this point, the only 
access into Point Wells is through Richmond Beach Drive NW which connects 
Shoreline to the SE portion of the Point Wells lowlands. Staff recommends this 
proposed amendment not be placed on the 2016 Docket. 
 
 
Amendment #6 (Applicant: McCormick) 
 
 
This proposed amendment would amend the text in the introductory paragraph to Point 
Wells Subarea Plan Policy PW-11: 
 

Policy PW-11 – The City should address opportunities to improve mobility, 
accessibility, and multimodal east-west movement in the Richmond Beach Road 
Corridor between Puget Sound and I-5 as part of the update of the city-wide 
Transportation Management Plan. The City should also work with neighboring 
jurisdictions Woodway and Edmonds to improve north-south mobility. These 
opportunities should be pursued in a manner that reduces existing single 
occupancy vehicle trips in the corridor. 
 
“This would be an unacceptable impact, exceeding the City’s adopted level of 
service “D”. Further, a road capacity analysis completed in 2015 shows that if 
Richmond Beach Road is re-striped to become a 3-lane road as has been 
planned for years and is included in the City’s 2016-2021 Capital Improvement 
Plan, then if more than 5,000 (see the note below) new vehicle trips a day enter 
the City’s road network going from/to Point Wells, it will result in a total traffic 
volume on Richmond Beach Road at one or more points that exceeds the City’s 
.90 V/C supplemental level of service for the road. This would be unacceptable, 
resulting in significant adverse environmental impacts that are not capable of 
being mitigated (the road’s right-of-way is insufficient to permit the road to be 
widened to increase capacity)”. 
 
(Note: While 5,000 new vehicle trips per day is included in the above text, the 
exact number of new vehicle trips per day is subject to the confirmation by City 
Staff, taking into account the level of non-Point Wells traffic projected to exist in 
2035 or whatever later date that full buildout is expected to be completed. City 
Staff possibly could determine that, after Richmond Beach Road is re-striped to 
become a 3-lane road, even a single additional trip per day to/from Point Wells 
could result in a total traffic volume on Richmond Beach Road at one or more 
points that exceeds the City’s .90 V/C supplemental level of service for the road. 
See the attached worksheet showing that under the City’s .90 V/C standard there 
is no spare capacity on Richmond Beach Road between Dayton and 3rd Avenue 
NW).  
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Recommendation: 
 
Staff does not recommend adding this proposed amendment to the 2016 Docket. Staff 
analysis is below.  
 
Instead, if this proposed amendment is docketed for consideration, staff is proposing the 
following amendment that may address the concerns of the applicant. 
 
Since the City does not know the amount of trips being proposed nor do we know the 
amount of trips Snohomish County would be willing to accept, it may be better to strike 
hypothetical specifics and instead provide language about the Capital Improvement 
Plan (CIP) plan to restripe Richmond Beach Road to a 3-lane roadway and include that, 
as with any development, additional trips added to the system should not deviate from 
the LOS standards resulting from our planned future roadway.  
 
Staff suggests that the two sentences just above PW-11 be struck.  These sentences 
state: “The City’s traffic study completed in 2009 shows that if more than 8250 vehicle 
trips a day enter the City’s road network from Point Wells, it would result in a level of 
service F or worse at a number of intersections. This would be an unacceptable impact.” 
And replace that language with: “The City’s 2016-2021 CIP calls for Richmond Beach 
Rd west of 3rd Ave NW to be restriped to one lane in each direction plus a center turn 
lane. Future development should take into account this planned layout; additional trips 
that exceed the City’s LOS standards would be an unacceptable impact.” 
 
Staff’s proposed language is below: 
 

Historically, mobility and accessibility in Richmond Beach and adjacent 
communities has been dominated by the single occupancy vehicle. Provision of 
bicycle and pedestrian facilities has been limited because retrofitting an existing 
road network with these facilities is an expensive undertaking. The Richmond 
Beach Road corridor is served by limited Metro bus service and is beyond a 
reasonable walking distance from potential development within Point Wells. 
Though rail service to a station in Richmond Beach was evaluated by Sound 
Transit, no service is envisioned in the transit agency’s adopted 20 year plan. 
Improved transit, bicycle and pedestrian mobility is a long-term policy objective, 
but the majority of trips in the area will likely continue to be by automobiles 
utilizing the road network. The City’s traffic study completed in 2009 shows that if 
more than 8,250 vehicle trips a day enter the City’s road network from Point 
Wells, it would result in a level of service “F” or worse at a number of City 
intersections. This would be an unacceptable impact. The City’s 2016-2021 CIP 
calls for Richmond Beach Rd west of 3rd Ave NW to be restriped to one lane in 
each direction plus a center turn lane. Future development should take into 
account this planned layout; additional trips that exceed the City’s LOS standards 
would be an unacceptable impact. 
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Amendment #7 (Applicant: McCormick) 
 
This proposed amendment would add the following language to the Point Wells 
Subarea Plan Policy PW-12: 
 

“In view of the fact that Richmond Beach Drive between NW 199th St. and NW 
205th St. is a local road with no opportunities for alternative access to dozens of 
homes in Shoreline and Woodway, the City designates this as a local street with 
a maximum capacity of 4,000 vehicle trips per day. Unless and until 1) 
Snohomish County and/or the owner of the Point Wells Urban Center can 
provide to the City the Transportation Corridor Study and Mitigation Plan called 
for in Policy PW-9, and 2) sources of financing for necessary mitigation are 
committed, the City should not consider reclassifying this road segment. As a 
separate limitation in addition to the foregoing, the maximum number of new 
vehicle trips a day entering the City’s road network from/to Point Wells at full 
buildout shall not exceed the spare capacity of Richmond Beach Road under the 
City’s .90 V/C standard based on Richmond Beach Road being a 3-lane road 
(the .90 V/C standard may not be exceeded at any location along Richmond 
Beach Road)”.  

 
Recommendation: 
Staff believes that the recommended proposed language in Amendment #6 covers the 
concerns in Amendment #7. Therefore, Staff recommends that this proposed 
amendment NOT be placed on the 2016 Comprehensive Plan Docket.  
 
 
Amendment #8 (Applicant: Save Richmond Beach) 
 
This proposed amendment would add the following language to Transportation Policy T-
44: 
 

“Adopt Level of Service (LOS) D with no through movement less than E at the 
signalized intersections on arterials and unsignalized intersecting arterials within 
the city as the level of service standard for evaluating planning level concurrency 
and reviewing traffic impacts of developments, excluding the Highways of 
Statewide Significance and Regionally Significant State Highways (I-5, Aurora 
Avenue N, and Ballinger Way). Intersections that operate worse than LOS D or at 
LOS D with through movement on any leg less than E will not meet the City’s 
established concurrency threshold. The level of service shall be calculated with 
the delay method described in the Transportation Research Board’s Highway 
Capacity Manual 2010 or its updated versions. Adopt a supplemental level of 
service for Principal Arterials and Minor Arterials that limits the volume to 
capacity (V/C) ratio to 0.90 or lower, provided the V/C ratio on any leg of a 
Principal or Minor Arterial intersection may be greater than 0.90 if the intersection 
operates at LOS D or better with no through movement less than E. These Level 
of Service standards apply throughout the city unless an alternative LOS 
standard is identified in the Transportation Element for intersections or road 
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segments, where an alternate level of service has been adopted in a subarea 
plan, or for Principal or Minor Arterial segments where: 
 
• Widening the roadway cross-section is not feasible, due to significant 
topographic constraints; or 
 
• Rechannelization and safety improvements result in acceptable levels of 
increased congestion in light of the improved operational safety of the roadway. 
 
Arterial segments meeting at least one of these criteria are: 
 
• Dayton Avenue N from N 175th Street – N 185th Street: V/C may not exceed 
1.10 
• 15th Ave NE from N 150th Street – N 175th Street: V/C may not exceed 1.10    
 
Adopt level of service standards for transit, walking and bicycling.  Maintain the 
adopted level of service standards until a plan-based multi-modal concurrency 
approach is adopted that includes motor vehicles, transit, walking and bicycling 
transportation measures.  

 
Recommendation: 
This proposed amendment significantly changes the LOS standard and is in conflict with 
the LOS we have adopted in the City’s Transportation Master Plan (TMP) and 
Development Code. Staff does not recommend changes to the language in the City’s 
Comprehensive Plan as suggested until after the City completes the TMP update in 
2016/2017. There are implications to other programs such as the Transportation Impact 
Fee (TIF) and associated growth projects described in the TMP. Staff recommends that 
this proposed amendment NOT be placed on the 2016 Comprehensive Plan Docket 
but, rather it be addressed during the TMP update which will most likely be part of the 
2017 Comprehensive Plan Docket. 
 
 
Amendment #9 (Applicant: Save Richmond Beach) 
 
This proposed amendment would add the following language to Transportation Policy T-
44: 
 

“Adopt a supplemental level of service for Principal Arterials, and Minor Arterials, 
and Collector Arterials that limits the volume to capacity (V/C) ratio to 0.90 or 
lower, provided the V/C ratio on any leg of a Principal, or Minor, or Collector 
Arterial intersection may be greater than 0.90 if the intersection operates at LOS 
D or better. These Level of Service standards apply throughout the city unless an 
alternative LOS standard is identified in the Transportation Element for 
intersections or road segments, where an alternate level of service has been 
adopted in a subarea plan, or for Principal, or Minor, or Collector Arterial 
segments where: 
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• Widening the roadway cross-section is not feasible, due to significant 
topographic constraints; or 
 
• Rechannelization and safety improvements result in acceptable levels of 
increased congestion in light of the improved operational safety of the 
roadway.  
 

Recommendation: 
 
This request is a duplicate of an amendment proposed in 2015. Council directed staff to 
study this as part of the TMP update which will most likely be part of the 2017 
Comprehensive Plan Docket.  Thus, for this reason, Staff is recommending that this 
amendment NOT be added to the 2016 Comprehensive Plan Docket. 
 
 
Amendment #10 (Applicant: Save Richmond Beach) 

 
This amendment seeks to update Policy T44 to add a clarification that no more than one 
leg of an arterial intersection may have a V/C ratio greater than .90. The proposed 
amendment reads: 

 
“Adopt a supplemental level of service for Principal Arterials and Minor Arterials 
that limits the volume to capacity (V/C) ratio to 0.90 or lower, provided the V/C 
ratio on any one leg of a Principal or Minor Arterial intersection may be greater 
than 0.90 if the intersection operates at LOS D or better. These Level of Service 
standards apply throughout the city unless an alternative LOS standard is 
identified in the Transportation Element for intersections or road segments (a 
lower LOS standard shall not be permitted for Richmond Beach Road, or 
Richmond Beach Drive if it is ever designated as an Arterial), where an alternate 
level of service has been adopted in a subarea plan, or for Principal or Minor 
Arterial segments where: 
 

• Widening the roadway cross-section is not feasible, due to significant 
topographic constraints; or 
 
• Rechannelization and safety improvements result in acceptable levels of 
increased congestion in light of the improved operational safety of the 
roadway.  

 
Recommendation: 
 
Like the recommendation of Amendment #9, this proposed amendment significantly 
changes the LOS standard and is in conflict with the LOS we have adopted in the TMP 
and Development Code. Staff does not recommend changes to the language in the 
Comprehensive Plan as suggested until after the City completes the TMP update in 
2016/2017. There are also implications to other programs such as the TIF and 
associated growth projects.  Staff recommends that this proposed amendment NOT be 
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placed on the 2016 Comprehensive Plan Docket but, rather it be addressed during the 
TMP update which mostly likely will be part of the 2017 Comprehensive Plan Docket. 
 
 
Amendment #11 (Applicant: Shoreline Preservation Society). 
 
This proposed amendment would amend the introduction section of the Comprehensive 
Plan to include a new Framework Goal number 1 that reads: 

 
“Citizens of Shoreline participation shall be at the heart of the implementation of 
the Comprehensive Plan.”  

 
Recommendation: 
 
The original framework goals for the City were developed through a series of more than 
300 activities held in 1996-1998. They were updated through another series of 
community visioning meetings and open houses in 2008-2009. The Framework Goals 
provide the overall policy foundation for the Comprehensive Plan and support the City 
Council’s vision. When implemented, the Framework Goals are intended to preserve the 
best qualities of Shoreline’s neighborhoods today and protect the city’s future. To 
achieve balance in the city’s development, Framework Goals must be viewed as a 
whole, without one being pursued to the exclusion of others. 
 
Any action the City Council takes on the Comprehensive Plan, land use planning, 
transportation, or any of the other elements of the Comprehensive Plan must include 
broad citizen participation and support. Framework Goal – 11 speaks directly to this 
point:  
 FG11: Make timely and transparent decisions that respect community input. 
 
Staff believes the Comprehensive Plan is clear in that citizens are the voice that drives 
decisions on land use planning and implementation of the Goals and Policies of the 
Comprehensive Plan. Staff does NOT recommend that this proposed amendment be 
placed on the 2016 Comprehensive Plan Docket. 
 
 
Amendment #12, #13, and #14 (Applicant: Shoreline Preservation Society) 
 
 
The following three proposed amendments seek to add language to the Citizen 
Participation Policies in the Introduction Section of the Comprehensive Plan. 
 

Amend Policy CP-1 to add:  
 
CP1: Encourage and facilitate public participation in appropriate planning 
processes, and make those processes user-friendly. Shoreline shall upgrade and 
improve, considering the interests of the entire community, all opportunities for 
the public to participate in meaningful ways, balanced with the interests of the 
neighborhoods most directly impacted by the project. Shoreline will provide 

Approved By: Project Manager ____ Planning Director ____ 

12 
 

Study Item - Comp Plan Docket 2016



 

training opportunities for the public in how to give meaningful input on subarea 
planning, comprehensive planning, parks and public works plans and other 
departments. Extend and increase opportunities to serve on Boards and 
Committees, to all aspects of the community through the Department of 
Neighborhoods. Provide grants to neighborhood groups to increase participation. 
When members of the public or organizations speak on the record on Council or 
Planning Commission official comment opportunities, their comments should be 
recorded and kept as part of official public record.” 

 
Amend Policy CP-2 to add: 
 
CP2: Consider the interests of the entire community, and the goals and policies 
of this Plan before making planning decisions. Proponents of change in planning 
guidelines should demonstrate that the proposed change responds to the 
interests and changing needs of the entire city, balanced with the interests of the 
neighborhoods most directly impacted by the project. “Shoreline shall ensure, 
encourage, and facilitate meaningful public participation with ample opportunities 
to participate in all elements of the City’s governance through a variety of means 
including but not limited to the following: increased public comment opportunities, 
letters to Council, Planning Commission, Parks and Recreation Board, and City 
Departments and staff, submitting ideas, providing opportunities to volunteer, and 
access for people of all abilities and cultural backgrounds.  

 
Amend Policy CP-3 to add:  
 
CP3: Ensure that the process that identifies new, or expands existing, planning 
goals and policies considers the effects of potential changes on the community, 
and results in decisions that are consistent with other policies in the 
Comprehensive Plan. “Improve and increase access and egress to City website, 
making public records easier for the general public, including improved access at 
libraries, schools, plans, agendas, and records. Explore more ways for those who 
cannot utilize computers to have access to records and input meaningful ways”.  

 
Recommendation: 
 
The Council amended the Introduction Section of the Comprehensive Plan on 
December 14, 2015 to include a Citizen Participation Plan. The Citizen Participation 
Plan emphasizes the involvement of the broadest cross-section of the community, 
including the involvement of groups not previously involved. The program contains:  a 
visioning process; Planning Commission involvement in facilitation and public meetings; 
citizen surveys; public hearings; public noticing; public meetings; community workshops; 
press releases; public service announcements; written comment; and a communication 
program. Staff believes the newly adopted Citizen Participation Plan will encourage 
meaningful public participation and therefore, Staff does NOT recommend placing these 
amendments on the 2016 Comprehensive Plan Docket. 
 
Amendment #15 (Applicant: Shoreline Preservation Society) 
 
Approved By: Project Manager ____ Planning Director ____ 
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The following amendment seeks to add language to Land Use Element Policy LU31: 
 

LU31: Implement a robust community involvement process that develops tools 
and plans to create vibrant, livable, and sustainable light rail station areas. 
Implement this policy by adopting an ordinance that requires that the City Council 
hold at least one public hearing prior to Council adoption of any proposed 
ordinance amending either the Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map or the official 
Zoning Map, and requiring advance public notice of the hearing by publication at 
least ten days prior to the hearing of a map showing the exact proposed map 
amendment, in the Seattle Times. Compliance with this policy requiring 
community involvement is achieved only by ensuring that any phased 
Comprehensive plan Land Use Map amendment, phased subarea plan map 
amendment, or phased official zoning map amendment scheduled to take effect 
in the future occurs only after adoption of an ordinance confirming that the 
subsequent phase shall take effect, after compliance with the foregoing public 
hearing and notice requirement. The City shall review all prior adopted phased 
map amendments that have yet to occur for compliance with this policy and take 
legislative action to amend those prior ordinances approving phased map 
amendments to conform to this policy.  

 
Recommendation: 
Policy LU31 directs staff to implement a robust community involvement process to 
create vibrant, livable, and sustainable light rail station areas. The proposed 
amendment’s language is more appropriate to be included in a specific public 
participation plan and not in the general policies. Staff does NOT recommend placing 
this amendment on the 2016 Comprehensive Plan Docket. 
 
PROCESS 
 
It is important to remember that by recommending approval or denial of the 2016 
Docket, the Commission is simply making a recommendation to the City Council that 
the amendments be included on the 2016 Final Docket.  It is only after the Final Docket 
has been established that the amendments would then be studied, analyzed, and 
considered for potential adoption at the end of 2016. The Docketing process should not 
be construed as approval of any amendment.   
November 2013 Workshop 
 
TIMING AND SCHEDULE 
 
• Docket request press release and website - November 17, 2015 
• Docket submittal deadline – December 31, 2015 
• Planning Commission Recommends Docket– February 18, 2016 
• Continued Planning Commission Discussion – March 17, 2016  
• Continued Planning Commission Discussion – April 21, 2016 
• Council Sets the Final Docket – May 23, 2016 
• PC Study Session on Proposed Docketed Amendments – November  2016 

(tentative) 

Approved By: Project Manager ____ Planning Director ____ 
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• PC Public Hearing on Proposed Docketed Amendments – November 2016 
(tentative) 

• Council adoption of the Proposed Docketed Amendments– December, 2016 
(tentative) 

 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
The Planning Commission has already recommended forwarding Amendments 1, 2, 3, 
4, and 11 to Council. Staff recommends that the Planning Commission not include 
Amendments 5 through 10 on the Docket.  
 
ATTACHMENT  
 
Attachment 1 – Draft Docket 
Attachment 2 – Comprehensive Plan General Amendment Applications 
 
 

Approved By: Project Manager ____ Planning Director ____ 
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2016 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT DOCKET 

 
The State Growth Management Act generally limits the City to amending its 
Comprehensive Plan once a year and requires that it create a Docket (or list) of the 
amendments to be reviewed.   
 

1. Amend the Comprehensive Plan for 145th annexation and all applicable maps. 
 

2. Update Land Use Policy LU64 by correcting references to the King County 
Countywide Planning Policies regarding the siting of essential Public Facilities. 

 
 

3. Consider amendments to the Point Wells Subarea Plan and other elements of 
the Comprehensive Plan that may have applicability to reflect the outcomes of 
the Richmond Beach Traffic Corridor Study as described in Policy PW-9. Based 
on the outcome of the corridor study, it is expected that proposed amendments 
would include text changes to the Subarea Plan discussing the study, increasing 
the vehicle trips per day from a 4,000 trip maximum as described in Policy PW-
12 and adding identified mitigation projects and associated funding needed to 
raise the maximum daily trip count while maintaining adopted Levels of Service 
to the Capital Facilities Element. Also, consider amendments to the 
Comprehensive Plan that could result from the development of Interlocal 
Agreements as described in Policy PW-13. 

 
 

4. Consider amendments to the Comprehensive Plan that address the location of 
new park space within the light-rail station subareas, explore the establishment of 
a city-wide park impact fee, and determine a ratio of park space per new resident 
in the light-rail station subareas, and any other park issues that arise through the 
light-rail station subarea public process. 
 
 

5. Amend point Wells Subarea Plan Policy PW-1 to read: 
 
“The lowland portion of the Point Wells Island, as shown on Figure 3, is 
designated as the City of Shoreline’s proposed future service and annexation 
area (FSAA). However, if a public access road is constructed that connects the 
Point Wells Island to the Town of Woodway, and then the FSAA shall be reduced 
in scope to be no greater than the area west of the Burlington Northern Santa Fe 
right-of-way. (Applicant: Save Richmond Beach). 
 
 

6. Amend Point Wells Subarea Plan Policies PW-11 to read: 
 
“This would be an unacceptable impact, exceeding the City’s adopted level of 
service “D”. Further, a road capacity analysis completed in 2015 shows that if 

City of Shoreline 
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Richmond Beach Road is re-striped to become a 3-lane road as has been 
planned for years and is included in the City’s 2016-2021 Capital Improvement 
Plan, then if more than 5,000 (see the note below) new vehicle trips a day enter 
the City’s road network going from/to Point Wells, it will result in a total traffic 
volume on Richmond Beach Road at one or more points that exceeds the City’s 
.90 V/C supplemental level of service for the road. This would be unacceptable, 
resulting in significant adverse environmental impacts that are not capable of 
being mitigated (the road’s right-of-way is insufficient to permit the road to be 
widened to increase capacity)”. 
 
(Note: While 5,000 new vehicle trips per day is included in the above text, the 
exact number of new vehicle trips per day is subject to the confirmation by City 
Staff, taking into account the level of non-Point Wells traffic projected to exist in 
2035 or whatever later date that full buildout is expected to be completed. City 
Staff possibly could determine that, after Richmond Beach Road is re-striped to 
become a 3-lane road, even a single additional trip per day to/from Point Wells 
could result in a total traffic volume on Richmond Beach Road at one or more 
points that exceeds the City’s .90 V/C supplemental level of service for the road. 
See the attached worksheet showing that under the City’s .90 V/C standard there 
is no spare capacity on Richmond Beach Road between Dayton and 3rd Avenue 
NW). (Applicant: McCormick) 
 
 

7. Amend Point Wells Subarea Plan Policy PW-12 to read: 
 
“In view of the fact that Richmond Beach Drive between NW 199th St. and NW 
205th St. is a local road with no opportunities for alternative access to dozens of 
homes in Shoreline and Woodway, the City designates this as a local street with 
a maximum capacity of 4,000 vehicle trips per day. Unless and until 1) 
Snohomish County and/or the owner of the Point Wells Urban Center can 
provide to the City the Transportation Corridor Study and Mitigation Plan called 
for in Policy PW-9, and 2) sources of financing for necessary mitigation are 
committed, the City should not consider reclassifying this road segment. As a 
separate limitation in addition to the foregoing, the maximum number of new 
vehicle trips a day entering the City’s road network from/to Point Wells at full 
buildout shall not exceed the spare capacity of Richmond Beach Road under the 
City’s .90 V/C standard based on Richmond Beach Road being a 3-lane road 
(the .90 V/C standard may not be exceeded at any location along Richmond 
Beach Road)”. (Applicant: McCormick).  
 
 

8. Amend Comprehensive Plan T44 that reads: 
 
“Adopt Level of Service (LOS) D with no through movement less than E at the 
signalized intersections on arterials and unsignalized intersecting arterials within 
the city as the level of service standard for evaluating planning level concurrency 
and reviewing traffic impacts of developments, excluding the Highways of 
Statewide Significance and Regionally Significant State Highways (I-5, Aurora 
Avenue N, and Ballinger Way). Intersections that operate worse than LOS D or at 
LOS D with through movement on any leg less than E will not meet the City’s 
established concurrency threshold. The level of service shall be calculated with 
the delay method described in the Transportation Research Board’s Highway 
Capacity Manual 2010 or its updated versions. Adopt a supplemental level of 
service for Principal Arterials and Minor Arterials that limits the volume to 
capacity (V/C) ratio to 0.90 or lower, provided the V/C ratio on any leg of a 
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Principal or Minor Arterial intersection may be greater than 0.90 if the intersection 
operates at LOS D or better with no through movement less than E. These Level 
of Service standards apply throughout the city unless an alternative LOS 
standard is identified in the Transportation Element for intersections or road 
segments, where an alternate level of service has been adopted in a subarea 
plan, or for Principal or Minor Arterial segments where: 
 
• Widening the roadway cross-section is not feasible, due to significant 
topographic constraints; or 
 
• Rechannelization and safety improvements result in acceptable levels of 
increased congestion in light of the improved operational safety of the roadway. 
 
Arterial segments meeting at least one of these criteria are: 
 

• Dayton Avenue N from N 175th Street – N 185th Street: V/C may not 
exceed 1.10 
• 15th Ave NE from N 150th Street – N 175th Street: V/C may not exceed 
1.10    

 
Adopt level of service standards for transit, walking and bicycling.  Maintain the 
adopted level of service standards until a plan-based multi-modal concurrency 
approach is adopted that includes motor vehicles, transit, walking and bicycling 
transportation measures. (Applicant: Save Richmond Beach) 
 
 

9. Update Policy T44 to add Collector Arterials to the street classifications that have 
a LOS standard. The proposed amendment reads: 
 
“Adopt a supplemental level of service for Principal Arterials, and Minor Arterials, 
and Collector Arterials that limits the volume to capacity (V/C) ratio to 0.90 or 
lower, provided the V/C ratio on any leg of a Principal, or Minor, or Collector 
Arterial intersection may be greater than 0.90 if the intersection operates at LOS 
D or better. These Level of Service standards apply throughout the city unless an 
alternative LOS standard is identified in the Transportation Element for 
intersections or road segments, where an alternate level of service has been 
adopted in a subarea plan, or for Principal, or Minor, or Collector Arterial 
segments where: 
 

• Widening the roadway cross-section is not feasible, due to significant 
topographic constraints; or 
 
• Rechannelization and safety improvements result in acceptable levels of 
increased congestion in light of the improved operational safety of the 
roadway. (Applicant: Save Richmond Beach). 

 
 

10. Update Policy T44 to add a clarification that no more than one leg of an arterial 
intersection may have a V/C ratio greater than .90. The proposed amendment 
reads: 
 
“Adopt a supplemental level of service for Principal Arterials and Minor Arterials 
that limits the volume to capacity (V/C) ratio to 0.90 or lower, provided the V/C 
ratio on any one leg of a Principal or Minor Arterial intersection may be greater 
than 0.90 if the intersection operates at LOS D or better. These Level of Service 
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standards apply throughout the city unless an alternative LOS standard is 
identified in the Transportation Element for intersections or road segments (a 
lower LOS standard shall not be permitted for Richmond Beach Road, or 
Richmond Beach Drive if it is ever designated as an Arterial), where an alternate 
level of service has been adopted in a subarea plan, or for Principal or Minor 
Arterial segments where: 
 

• Widening the roadway cross-section is not feasible, due to significant 
topographic constraints; or 
 
• Rechannelization and safety improvements result in acceptable levels of 
increased congestion in light of the improved operational safety of the 
roadway. (Applicant: Save Richmond Beach). 

 
 

11. Amend the Introduction Section of the Comprehensive Plan to include a new 
Framework Goal number 1 that reads:  
 
“Citizens of Shoreline participation shall be at the heart of the implementation of 
the Comprehensive Plan” (Applicant: Shoreline Preservation Society). 
 
 

12. Amend Policy CP-1 to add:  
 
“Shoreline shall upgrade and improve, considering the interests of the entire 
community, all opportunities for the public to participate in meaningful ways, 
balanced with the interests of the neighborhoods most directly impacted by the 
project. Shoreline will provide training opportunities for the public in how to give 
meaningful input on subarea planning, comprehensive planning, parks and public 
works plans and other departments. Extend and increase opportunities to serve 
on Boards and Committees, to all aspects of the community through the 
Department of Neighborhoods. Provide grants to neighborhood groups to 
increase participation. When members of the public or organizations speak on 
the record on Council or Planning Commission official comment opportunities, 
their comments should be recorded and kept as part of official public 
record.”(Applicant: Shoreline Preservation Society) 
 
 

13. Amend Policy CP-2 to add: 
 
“Shoreline shall ensure, encourage, and facilitate meaningful public participation 
with ample opportunities to participate in all elements of the City’s governance 
through a variety of means including but not limited to the following: increased 
public comment opportunities, letters to Council, Planning Commission, Parks 
and Recreation Board, and City Departments and staff, submitting ideas, 
providing opportunities to volunteer, and access for people of all abilities and 
cultural backgrounds. (Applicant: Shoreline Preservation Society) 
 
 

14. Amend Policy CP-3 to add:  
 
“Improve and increase access and egress to City website, making public records 
easier for the general public, including improved access at libraries, schools, 
plans, agendas, and records. Explore more ways for those who cannot utilize 
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computers to have access to records and input meaningful ways”. (Applicant: 
Shoreline Preservation Society). 
 
 

15. Amend Policy LU31 to add: 
 
“Implement this policy by adopting an ordinance that requires that the City 
Council hold at least one public hearing prior to Council adoption of any 
proposed ordinance amending either the Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map or 
the official Zoning Map, and requiring advance public notice of the hearing by 
publication at least ten days prior to the hearing of a map showing the exact 
proposed map amendment, in the Seattle Times. Compliance with this policy 
requiring community involvement is achieved only by ensuring that any phased 
Comprehensive plan Land Use Map amendment, phased subarea plan map 
amendment, or phased official zoning map amendment scheduled to take effect 
in the future occurs only after adoption of an ordinance confirming that the 
subsequent phase shall take effect, after compliance with the foregoing public 
hearing and notice requirement. The City shall review all prior adopted phased 
map amendments that have yet to occur for compliance with this policy and take 
legislative action to amend those prior ordinances approving phased map 
amendments to conform to this policy. (Applicant: Shoreline Preservation 
Society). 
 
 

 
 

 
Estimated timeframe for Council review/adoption: December 2016. 
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