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CITY OF SHORELINE

SHORELINE PLANNING COMMISSION
MINUTES OF REGULAR MEETING

July 7, 2016						Shoreline City Hall
7:00 P.M.						Council Chamber

	Commissioners Present
Chair Craft 
Vice Chair Montero
Commissioner Chang
Commissioner Maul
Commissioner Malek
Commissioner Mork 

Commissioners Absent
Commissioner Moss-Thomas

	Staff Present
Rachael Markle, Director, Planning and Community Development
[bookmark: _GoBack]Miranda Redinger, Senior Planner, Planning and Community Development
Julie Ainsworth Taylor, Assistant City Attorney
Lisa Basher, Planning Commission Clerk

Others Present
Mandy Roberts, Principal, OTAK

	
	



CALL TO ORDER

Chair Craft called the regular meeting of the Shoreline Planning Commission to order at 7:00 p.m.   

ROLL CALL

Upon roll call by the Commission Clerk the following Commissioners were present:  Chair Craft, Vice Chair Montero, and Commissioners Chang, Maul, Malek and Mork.  Commissioner Moss-Thomas was absent.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA

The agenda was accepted as presented.  

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

The minutes of June 2, 2016 were adopted as presented.  

GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT

Christine Southwick, Shoreline, said she recently attended a Washington State Department of Natural Resources (DNR) workshop called “Quality Trees, Quality Cities,” which was well done.  She provided some links for the Commission’s information, and particularly recommended the Urban Forestry Best Management Practices for Public Works Managers, American Public Works Association, and Guidelines for Developing and Evaluating Tree Ordinances.  She came away from the workshop with an awareness of the following three major points that relate to important issues that enhance Shoreline’s ability to improve its green and open space areas, especially within the Light Rail Station Subareas:  

· Cities that make the commitment to their natural resources, which includes quality canopies and green spaces, are successful in maintaining and increasing green spaces.  One of the most cost-effective ways that tree-oriented cities in Washington have funded this effort is by a $.05 stormwater assessment.
  
· Benefits of a healthy, urban forest exceeds the cost of maintenance.  Solid data shows that for every $1 spent on trees and/or tree maintenance, there is a $2 return in benefits (reduced costs in stormwater mitigation and less energy spent on controlling temperature variations). Numerous studies have shown that cities with more trees are safer cities.  Two other benefits that are often overlooked are noise reduction, making the City more livable, and quality filtering of air, which is especially important for asthmatics, babies and elders.

· Green spaces and canopy requirements need to be incorporated into the building permit and development regulations.  Too often, green space and canopy requirements are separate regulations that are not factored into the approval of a building permit.  Once a builder has an approved building permit, it is usually too late to require the open space/plantings as another requirement.  This results in building development that is always out of compliance.

Ms. Southwick urged the Commission to recommend that the tree and green space requirements be incorporated as part of the building code requirements, particularly the building permit process for the new Light Rail Station Subareas, and hopefully for all new development in Shoreline.  

STUDY ITEM:  FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (FEIS) FOR 145TH STREET STATION SUBAREA PLAN

Staff Presentation

Project Manager, Mandi Roberts, Principal at OTAK, advised that the team is in the process of making the final edits on the FEIS.  The purpose of tonight’s discussion is to walk the Commission through the document’s contents and highlight particular sections.  She explained that the long-term planning process for the 145th Street Station Subarea Plan is in its final three months, and it is anticipated that adoption will occur before the end of September.  The FEIS will be followed by the subarea plan, development regulations and a Planned Action Ordinance.

Ms. Roberts reviewed the contents of the FEIS, which is organized in the same manner as the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS):

· Chapter 1 contains the environmental summary.
· Chapter 2 provides a description of the alternatives that were studied.
· Chapter 3 is where the main substantive content related to analysis is located.  It addresses affected environment, analysis of potential impacts, and potential mitigation measures to address the impacts. 
· Chapter 4 contains the City’s response to the comments that were received on the DEIS and DEIS Addendum that was published earlier in the year.  
· Chapter 5 contains citations for all of the reference documents that were considered during the analysis.
· Chapter 6 provides a distribution list.
· The appendix outlines the acronyms that were used throughout the FEIS, as well as an extensive glossary of the technical terms.  It provides links to all of the stakeholder involvement activities and summary reports, as well as a copy of the DEIS scoping notice.  

Ms. Roberts pointed out the key differences between the FEIS and DEIS:

· The FEIS includes analysis of a new action alternative (Alternative 4), the Compact Community Hybrid, as recommended by the Planning Commission.  
· The FEIS also analyzes phased zoning, with delineated Phase 1 and Phase 2 boundaries, for all of the action alternatives.  
· The FEIS integrates the DEIS Addendum, which was published earlier in the year.  The addendum included a Wetlands and Streams Assessment, as well as an assessment of subsurface and ground conditions and geotechnical considerations related to redevelopment.  
· A key element included in the FEIS is the outcome of the 145th Street Corridor Study, including the off-road network and how it is looked at as part of Alternative 4.  There are numerous references to the recommendations contained in the study in Chapter 3.3 as potential mitigation.  
· The FEIS includes an updated alternatives analysis.  Based on the many comments that were received on the DEIS and DEIS Addendum, additional points of clarification were added to clarify some common misconceptions and provide more explanation.  
· The FEIS includes responses to comments on the DEIS and the DEIS Addendum.  

Ms. Roberts walked the Commission through Chapter 3, which includes the following sections:

· Land Use Patterns, Plans and Policies (Section 3.1).  This section addresses the new Compact Community Hybrid Alternative (Alternative 4), and includes maps for the alternative both with and without phasing.  Maps are also provided for the other action alternatives that were previously analyzed in the DEIS, both with and without phasing.  The phasing is the same for all of the action alternatives.  The Phase 2 boundary for Alternative 2 (Connecting Corridors) encompasses more because Alternative 2 involves a broader geographic area.  

Various graphics were included to illustrate what development in the different zoning designations might look like.  Mixed Use Residential (MUR-85’) is only associated with the Compact Community Alternative (Alternative 3).  MUR-70’ is proposed for the new Compact Community Hybrid Alternative (Alternative 4), and MUR-65’ is proposed for the Connecting Corridors Alternative (Alternative 2).  MUR-45’ and MUR-35’ zoning is included in all of the action alternatives.  Existing single-family homes will be protected under all of the new zoning scenarios, as well.  

Conceptual illustrations are provided based on architectural models that show how the exact types of zoning might be built out in the subarea at certain locations.  The intent is to illustrate views of the types of development that is anticipated in the subareas as the zoning builds out and capital improvements occur in the future.  All of the existing parks and open space areas would be preserved, and there is no proposal to change the uses.  The parks and open spaces will be very important in serving the potential future population of the subarea.  

· Population, Housing and Employment (Section 3.2).  This section looks at existing and projected conditions within the subarea boundaries.  The mobility study boundary and the land use study area were combined throughout the document as the “subarea boundary.”  The population, housing and employment calculations also include the “traffic analysis zones” (TAZ), which equates to more population than you would see just within the subarea boundary.  A lot of tables were included in the FEIS to represent the various data.  All three action alternatives use an assumed average annual growth rate of 1.5% to 2.5%; and by 2035, it is projected that all three would have similar increases in population, housing and employment.  However, all three action alternatives would have different build-out population, housing and employment, which is dictated by the geographic extent of the rezoning and the different types of land uses in the boundary area.  Housing data has been updated, and graphs have been provided to illustrate the new trends in the housing market.  

· Multimodal Transportation (Section 3.3).  This is one of the more detailed sections of the FEIS, and it includes a lot of analysis of different components of the transportation system including intersections, roadway segments, pedestrian and bicycle network, transit service, parking, parking management, etc.  Charts are provided in this section to illustrate what the level of service (LOS) would be at the various intersections based on the four action alternatives.  Various charts and maps are provided to illustrate the transportation analysis findings.  Proposed concepts from the 145th Street Corridor Study are incorporated into this section, including different cross sections and street concepts.  The section also includes updated bicycle mapping.  The green network map was slightly adjusted and is still included in the FEIS for Alternatives 2 and 3.  For Alternative 4, the green network was coupled with the off-corridor network that was recommended in the 145th Street Corridor Study.  

· Streams, Wetlands and Surface Water Management (Section 3.4).  This section integrates the Wetland and Streams Assessment that was previously published.  The addendum generated a lot of comments and questions about the analysis and level of detail.  Clarification was provided in the document that emphasizes that this was a reconnaissance level of analysis and not a wetland delineation.  It was also focused on public, not private, properties.  The focus was on the public parks and trying to get a sense of what the classifications and buffer widths might be for the wetland and stream systems.  

This section includes some additional maps to provide as much clarity as possible about the existing hydrological systems in the subarea. However, with adoption of one of the zoning alternatives, future redevelopment projects would be responsible for conducting their own critical areas analysis and any wetlands and/or streams on the property would have to be delineated.  There are very stringent and specific requirements for development to define, classify and survey those areas and then provide protecting buffers.  There are also very stringent Department of Ecology (DOE) requirements on how surface water management is controlled.  There are very high water-quality and habitat protection standards, as well.  All of these requirements will apply to every project.   Federal, state, and local critical areas requirements will also apply to all future development.  Ms. Redinger clarified that the DEIS used old critical areas regulations, and the wetland assessment and FEIS used the updated critical areas regulations.  Regardless of the underlying zoning, each project is reviewed against the critical areas map to identify potential critical areas that need to be addressed as part of site development.  

Liquefaction was a significant public concern, and the FEIS provides additional geotechnical subsurface and ground water analysis in the document. It also includes mapping to show where the moderate and high liquefaction susceptibility areas are located.  One particular area is in the vicinity of the Paramount Open Space.  The analysis considers runoff potential of future development.  With more intensive development, there is greater potential for runoff.  The flows were calculated and identified in the impact analysis as unmitigated flows.  Although it appears that future development will result in significant flooding, that will not happen because the mitigation measures include stringent requirements from both the City and the State that require projects to control flow and protect water quality and habitat.  Ms. Redinger added that, with the new requirements, future redevelopment would result in better stormwater management even if the amount of impervious surface is increased.  

An important area of progress in stormwater regulations in the region is the use of green stormwater infrastructure and low-impact development techniques.  This includes infiltrating as much stormwater on site as possible when soils are favorable.  A lot of the soils in the region are not favorable for infiltration, and the City must require best management practices (BMPs) wherever possible.  A map was provided to show the existing conveyance system that may need to be upgraded with future development.

· Parks, Recreation, Open Space, Natural Areas, and Priority Habitat Areas (Section 3.5).  A lot of the numbers related to public services are population-based analysis to identify the number of parks and recreation facilities that will be needed to serve the increased number of residents and employees that would potentially be in the subarea.  All three action alternatives have a similar level of population growth, and each would include a requirement of two to four additional neighborhood parks in the future at full build out.  Shoreline is fortunate to have a lot of great parks, open space and recreation areas already in the subarea, and these will be preserved to serve future development.  

· Schools, Police, Fire and Other Public Services (Section 3.6).  The figures in this section are population based.  Tables are included in the document that address how many new school children are expected with future growth.  The information has been shared with the school district, and they will continue to monitor growth and anticipate what new facilities might be needed over the coming decades to serve the growth.  Under all three alternatives, it is assumed there will be 793 to 965 new elementary students, 242 to 295 new middle school students, and 506 to 615 new high school students by 2035.  For the past decade, the school district’s enrollment has declined, but it has started to increase again in recent years.  With potential adoption of one of the zoning scenarios, this growth would likely continue to occur.  

Police impacts are based on the number of commissioned officers serving the existing population and anticipating that the City would need to increase the number of officers, facilities and vehicles in the future by that same proportion as growth occurs.  The fire and emergency service need is based on the number of annual calls. 

A number of mitigation measures are also identified in this section.  For example, one of the trends in society is a reduction in waste.  People are recycling more, and there are more programs that encourage this approach.  The projected waste levels are based on what is happening today, but the numbers may go down in the future.  

· Utilities and Energy Use (Section 3.7).  This section considers water, wastewater, electricity, natural gas, and communications.  The FEIS has coordinated with the service providers to look at what their plans indicate for proposed improvements, and then additional recommendations have been made for new improvements that will be needed to serve future growth.  Many utilities are customer based, and customer fees will continue to pay for these services.  Water and wastewater service providers do comprehensive planning, so they will need to consider the growth rates as part of their comprehensive planning going forward.  Maps are provided to show where improvements will be needed in the various utility systems. 

Ms. Roberts emphasized that, when reading the FEIS, it is important to remember that the affected environment (existing environment) comes first, followed by the potential environmental impacts associated with each alternative.  However, the impacts are not anticipated to actually occur because mitigation measures will be applied to address the impacts.  When you apply sufficient mitigation, you avoid “unavoidable” adverse impacts, which is the objective of the analysis.  

Ms. Roberts provided a review guide, which is a snapshot of all the key numbers and information in the FEIS.  Ms. Redinger announced that the City is setting up a webpage with a quick link 145FEIS.  It will be activated once all of the content has been uploaded, and there will be extensive notification when the website is launched.  

Mr. Redinger advised that staff will present the 145th Street Station Subarea Plan on July 21st and the Planned Action Ordinance and other adopting ordinances on August 4th.   The Commission will also revisit the potential Development Code regulations and zoning scenarios on July 21st.  It is important to have this check-in so that all materials can be published for the August 18th public hearing well in advance.  The goal is to have the FEIS available for a month before, but the FEIS will not be the subject of the public hearing.  The subarea plan, Development Code regulations, zoning map, Comprehensive Plan Map and Planned Action Ordinance will all be the subject of the public hearing on the 18th.  A City Council study session on the 145th Street Station Subarea Plan package is scheduled for September 12th, and adoption may occur as soon as September 26th.  If the City Council makes substantial changes to the Commission’s recommendation, final adoption could be pushed into October.  

Chair Craft asked about the timing of the project and what happens if the Commission is unable to have a quorum present for a public hearing on August 18th.  Ms. Redinger explained that the next available date for the public hearing is September 15th.  That means the package will not go before the City Council until October, which is when the budget season gets started.  

Public Comment 

Wendy DiPeso, Shoreline, said she was present to represent the Shoreline Preservation Society.  The Society requests to be kept as party of record with legal standing.  They requested that Ordinance 752 (Planned Action for the 145th Street Station Subarea) be rewritten as a zoning overlay.  The society believes that the ordinance represents a serious environmental threat and should, therefore be replaced.  She reminded the Commission that the Growth Management Act (GMA) requires a project level analysis for a rezone, but the Planned Action Ordinance proposed creates a confusing situation.  Until a project has been proposed, it is not possible to do a project-level environmental impact study.  Passing a Planned Action would prevent the community from providing information once projects are proposed.  Since the current FEIS is not based on a project, developers, staff, Planning Commission and City Council do not have the necessary information to assess the impacts of any specific, as yet undefined, project.  

Ms. DiPeso recalled that the society filed a lawsuit on the Planned Action Ordinance question that was never clearly adjudicated.  The society claimed that a Planned Action, per GMA, requires a project level EIS along with capital facilities planning prior to passing a planned action.  Further, a Planned Action could be an effective tool if the proposal was confined to a single project.  The City Attorney disagreed.  But regardless of whether or not the Commission considers the suit as having any merit, the fact remains that citizens are not allowed to provide information to the City staff once a Planned Action is adopted, and developers are bereft of the information they need to know in order for their projects to pencil out.  The cost of this lack of information was recently borne out when a developer purchased a single-family home, removed the structure in order to rebuild, and the lot filled up with water.  With the existence of an almost intact wetland within the proposed rezone, one would expect to see a lot of issues with trying to redevelop in the sensitive area. 

Ms. DiPeso noted that the King County Conservation Futures Fund is considering whether to expand the wetland and buffer at Paramount Park Open Space.  Also, the Shoreline Parks and Recreation and Tree Commissions are strongly recommending preserving the R-6 zoning that surrounds the Shoreline parks within the 145th Street Station Subarea as much as possible in order to provide for future acquisitions to expand the parks.  She said there are many funding opportunities and grants available to use for expansion of the parks, and with expanded density comes a greater need to protect the wetlands and provide more open space for residents.  This is required by the GMA.  Since Paramount Open Space is one of the only remaining, almost intact, wetlands in the Thornton Creek Watershed, this treasure is highly valued, not only for the quality of life that it affords those who live nearby, but it is also saving the Cities of Shoreline and Seattle a lot of money due to the environmental services that it provides.  It prevents flooding, and if allowed to be further restored, it will do an even better job at little or no cost to the City.  It removes particulates from the air that would otherwise cause asthma, sequesters carbon and provides wildlife habitat.  It cleans the water passing through its boundaries on the way to Thornton Creek, a salmon bearing stream.  Also, an FEIS will have to take into account the need to replace culverts that do not meet current standards required for ensuring fish passage.

Ms. DiPeso resubmitted the society’s letter of recommendations from its attorneys, which was originally submitted on the DEIS for the 145th Street Station Area Rezone.  She encouraged the Commissioners to review it carefully.  She summarized that there is a big difference between only the staff and Planning Director assessing a development project versus allowing the community to provide input.  If a Planned Action has to be enacted, the public should be allowed to participate in a specific project-level EIS.  

Yoshiko Saheki, Shoreline, said she lives within ¼ mile of the future light rail station at 145th Street.  She said that when she purchased her home, she deliberately moved to Shoreline because the homes were less crowded and on more spacious lots than in Seattle (less dense).  She purchased the best house she could find at a price she could afford, and others who live in Shoreline likely did the same thing.  The difference is that now she finds herself living in a future upzoned neighborhood and most other residents do not.  She realizes that subarea planning is planning for the future, but the recommendations the Commission makes to the City Council will directly impact her future and the future of others living in the subarea.  Recently, she has been contemplating moving; whereas, if the City had never created the subarea, moving would have been the last thought on her mind.  

Ms. Saheki said she has had casual conversations with others in the area who are aware of the upcoming rezone.  There are those who are already in discussions with adjacent neighbors to sell their homes together in order to make the most profit.  In contrast, there are others who want to remain in their homes but fear that too much change too fast may force them to sell sooner rather than later.  There are many in the wait-and-see mode, as well.  She would guess that a lot of remodeling projects in the subarea have been put on hold or cancelled altogether.

Ms. Saheki asked that the Commission to consider a different type of phasing that would delay non-conforming status of single-family homes in the MUR-45’ and up zones until ten years after the station opens.  In other words, until 2023.  The people who want to sell their properties to developers could still do so, and those who want to stay in their homes would be assured that their homes will not just be grandfathered, but remain a conforming use for the near future.   This approach to phasing would allow some of the remodeling projects to get started, and retaining conforming status for the near future would allow pride in homeownership in the area to continue rather than slide, preventing blight and maintaining happier neighborhoods.  Even with delaying non-conforming status, the light rail station subarea would still be the City’s sacrifice to the “density gods.”  They represent such a small percentage of the City’s land mass, that why not pack all the density in this neighborhood so that the decision makers can retain their neighborhoods as R-6.  She asked the commission to consider that those who live in the subarea did not ask to be upzoned.  Some concession to remain, at least for the short term, in conforming homes would soften the blow for having to take a major hit for the entire City.  

Ginger Villanueva, Shoreline, said she also lives very close to the proposed new station.  She asked why 8th Avenue was taken off the green network in Alternative 4.  She noted that 8th Avenue is a major thoroughfare for pedestrians, bicyclists and people with strollers on their way to Paramount Park.  As the area becomes more built up, there will be more pedestrians and bicyclists present, and 8th Avenue is the main neighborhood route to Paramount Park.  People already travel on the street much faster than they should, and there are no sidewalks.  She is already concerned with existing traffic and it will even get worse as development occurs in the future.  She asked that 8th Avenue be added back on the green network.  

Ms. Villanueva advised that there currently is an easement on her property due to the power lines above.  She asked how the easement would impact her property if rezoned.  Would her property be worth less because the easement would not allow the taller, more intense development?  She does not want to be stuck with a property that is worth less to both her and a potential developer.    

Ms. Redinger clarified that the Green Network Corridor Concept came out of the design workshop process.  The map depicted in Alternatives 2 and 3 represents the community-based idea that was very focused on connecting the parks to other areas.  The map in Alternative 4 is also based on significant community input, but also on the subsequent corridor study, which included a lot of work relative to non-motorized transportation corridors.  Both maps include the future improvements that are outlined in the Transportation Master Plan, and both implement what the City already had planned in terms of connecting the Burke Gillman Trail to the Interurban Trail, etc.  The maps would not preclude future improvements on 8th Avenue, and one of the implementation steps is the need to look specifically at the various arterials within the network, including 1st, 5th, 8th and 15th.  One implementation step is for the Transportation Department to actually look at the City’s Master Street Plan and more closely consider the kind of cross sections that should be included with all of the minor arterials.  However, it is important to keep in mind that if a property on 8th redeveloped, stormwater, sidewalks and other amenity components would be required.  Bike access to the street that the station will be located on will be a priority.  She summarized that the components of the two maps are intended to be the same, but the routes have been changed a bit.  The routes are not set in stone, and more design work is needed as follow up steps.

Chair Craft clarified that Ms. Villanueva’s easement is not a City easement, and the City does not have any authority over its regulation.  The City will not rezone differently based on an easement between a utility company and a private property owner.  Ms. Redinger explained that properties zoned MUR-35’ and MUR-45’ will have a greater development capacity than properties that are zoned R-6 because greater lot coverage will be allowed.  If a property owner has the same amount of buildable land on a lot that is not encumbered by an easement, there will likely be more development options.  Development that may not be possible from an R-6 standpoint may be buildable from an MUR-35’ or MUR-45’ standpoint.  Easements must also be taken into account, and undergrounding utilities is still part of the City’s conversations with Seattle City Light.  However, there are no plans in place at this time.  While it may be more feasible to do along the corridor, it will be extremely costly to do throughout the neighborhoods.  

DIRECTOR’S REPORT

Director Markle did not have any items to report.  

UNFINISHED BUSINESS

There was no unfinished business.

NEW BUSINESS

There was no new business.
 
REPORTS OF COMMITTEES AND COMMISSIONERS/ANNOUNCEMENTS

Commissioner Malek reported that the Point Wells Subcommittee attended a workshop with the Richmond Beach Community Association on June 14th.  The subject of the workshop was the Point Wells DEIS, which Snohomish County will distribute in the next month.  The workshop was designed to help people become parties of record, receive the DEIS for themselves, and make public comment.  The Richmond Beach Community Association’s website provides a sample format for community comments, as well as a list of the issues so that citizens can identify those that are most relevant or concerning to them and provide comments.  

Chair Craft asked if this updated information about the Point Wells DEIS is available on the City’s website.  Director Markle answered that the City does have a webpage for Point Wells, but it does not contain information about when the DEIS will be released.   

AGENDA FOR NEXT MEETING

There was no further discussion about the July 21st meeting agenda.  

ADJOURNMENT

The meeting was adjourned at 8:15 p.m.




______________________________	______________________________
Easton Craft				Lisa Basher
Chair, Planning Commission		Clerk, Planning Commission
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