CITY OF SHORELINE
PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
STAFF REPORT FOR HEARING EXAMINER

JULY 31, 2018 PUBLIC HEARING

Project Name: Winters Rezone Application

Project File No.: PLN18-0043

REQUEST: The applicant has requested to rezone four parcels from Residential-24
units per acre (R-24) and Residential-48 units per acre (R-48) to Community Business
(CB).

GENERAL INFORMATION:

Applicant: Jordan Winters
Sante Partners
1220 20" Street SE, Suite 310
Salem, OR 97302

Property Information:

Parcel #1 — 17127 15™ Avenue NE, Tax Parcel #6163901465:
Parfitt Family LTD Partnership

340 Nickelbush Lane

Quilcene, WA 98376

Parcel #2 — 17201 15" Avenue NE, Tax Parcel #6163901560:
Sante Shoreline ALF Real Co, LLC

1220 20" Street SE, Suite 310

Salem, OR 97302

Parcel #3 — 17062 12" Avenue NE, Tax Parcel #6163901462:
Anderson Family Properties

415 W Mercer Street, #802

Seattle, WA 98119

Parcel #4 — 17414 12" Avenue NE, Tax Parcel #6137400000:
PAR Three, LLC

18390 NE 192" Street

Woodinville, WA 98077



These four parcels will be collectively referred to in this Staff Report as “The Property”
and individually by the denoted parcel number.

Legal Description: Parcel #1: THE EASTERLY 182.64 FEET OF LOT 5, THE
EASTERLY 182.64 FEET OF THE SOUTHERLY 21.0 FEET OF
LOT 6, THE SOUTHERLY 21.0 FEET OF LOT 15 AND ALL OF
LOT 16, ALL IN BLOCK 9, NORTHEND COUNTRY ESTATES,
ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF RECORDED IN VOLUME
28 OF PLATS, PAGE 37, IN KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON
EXCEPT THE EAST 60 FEET OF THE WEST 178.69 FEET OF
THE SOUTH 1 FOOT OF SAID LOT 5, AND OF SAID LOT 16.

Parcel #2: PARCEL 1, KING COUNTY SHORT PLAT NO. 376081,
RECORDED UNDER RECORDING NUMBER 7605120560, SAID
SHORT PLAT BEING A SUBDIVISION OF A PORTION OF LOTS
6, 7, 14, AND 15, BLOCK 9, NORTHEND COUNTY ESTATES,
ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF, RECORDED IN VOLUME
28 OF PALTS, PAGE 37, IN KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON;
TOGETHER WITH EASEMENTS UNDER RECORDING
NUMBERS 7601130361 AND 7703110456.

Parcel #3: LOT 5, EXCEPT THE EASTERLY 182.64 FEET
THEREOF, IN BLOCK 9 OF THE NORTHEND COUNTRY
ESTATES, ACCORDING TO THE PLAT RECORDED IN VOLUME
28 OF PLATS, AT PAGE 37, IN KING COUNTY WASHINGTON.

Parcel #4: ALL UNITS OF NORTH COUNTRY ESTATES, A
CONDOMINIUM, ACCORDING TO THE DECLARATION
THEREOF, RECORDED FEBRUARY 9, 1976 UNDER KING
COUNTY RECORDING NO. 7602090540, AND ANY
AMENDMENTS THERETO, AND IN VOLUME 11 OF
CONDOMINIUMS, AT PAGE 23, RECORDS OF KING COUNTY,
WASHINGTON.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

Applicant Sante Partners requests a rezone of four (4) parcels of land currently zoned
Residential 24 units per acre (R-24) and Residential 48 units per acre (R-48) to
Community Business (CB). Although the Applicant currently has no specific project
contemplated as part of this rezone, the Applicant has expressed an intent to redevelop
portions of the rezoned areas to accommodate some form of senior housing, assisted
living, or nursing care.

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION:

The Site Plan (Attachment 1) shows an aerial view of the Property. As is evident from
the aerial, the Property is fully developed. Parcel #1 is the current site of the Anderson
House, a nursing home. Parcel #2 is the site of the Anderson Plaza, a retirement living




facility. Parcel #3 contains a structure that is connected to the nursing home on Parcel
#1. Parcel #4 is the site of a 27 unit multi-family project.

According to the Critical Areas Worksheets attached to the rezone applications
(Attachment 9), the steepest slope found on Parcel #1 and Parcel #2 is greater than 25
percent (along the eastern edge of Parcel #2, and a small area to the east of the
existing building on Parcel #1). The steepest slope on Parcel #3 and Parcel #4 is
between zero (0) and five (5) percent. The City’s GIS topographic map confirms the
topography of the site (Attachment 6). There are no indications on any portion of the
Property or on any adjacent properties of rockslides, earthflows, mudflows, landslides,
or other slope failure.

With the exception of steep slopes, there are no mapped critical areas (wetlands,
streams, or fish & wildlife habitat) on the Property or on neighboring properties.

There is no standing or running water on the surface of any of the properties or on any
adjacent property at any time during the year. The Property does not contain ground
water seepage or springs near the surface of the ground.

Parcel #1 and Parcel #2 are accessed from 15" Avenue NE, which is classified as a
Principal Arterial, while Parcel #3 and Parcel #4 are accessed from 12" Avenue NE,
which is classified as a Local Secondary street.

CURRENT ZONING AND LAND USE:
The Property is located in the northeast corner of the Ridgecrest Neighborhood,
immediately adjacent to the North City Neighborhood.

The City’s Comprehensive Plan Land Use Designation Map (Attachment 4), shows the
Property having a single land use designation of Mixed-Use 2, which is defined by
Comprehensive Plan Land Use Policy 10 (LU-10) as follows:

The Mixed-Use 2 (MU2) designation is similar to the MU1 designation,
except it is not intended to allow more intense uses, such as
manufacturing and other uses that generate light, glare, noise, or odor that
may be incompatible with existing and proposed land uses. The Mixed-
Use 2 (MU2) designation applies to commercial areas not on the Aurora
Avenue or Ballinger Way corridors, such as Ridgecrest, Briarcrest,
Richmond Beach, and North City. This designation may provide retalil,
office, and service uses, and greater residential densities than are allowed
in low-density residential designations, and promotes pedestrian
connections, transit, and amenities.

For reference, Comprehensive Plan Land Use Policy 9 (LU-9) states:

The Mixed-Use 1 (MU1) designation encourages the development of
walkable places with architectural interest that integrate a wide variety of
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retail, office, and service uses, along with form-based maximum density
residential uses. Transition to adjacent single-family neighborhoods may
be accomplished through appropriate design solutions. Limited
manufacturing uses may be permitted under certain conditions.

As illustrated in the Zoning Map (Attachment 3), Parcel #2 is currently zoned R-48,
while the other three (3) parcels are currently zoned R-24.

Attachment 5 shows the City’s first Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map,
adopted in 1998, which designates the Property as Community Business, a designation
that evolved into MU2.

The surrounding area has a mix of zoning, mostly R-6 (single-family, six [6] units per
acre) and Community Business, with some R-8. North of NE 175™ Street, Mixed-Use
Residential- 35’ height limit (MUR-35’) zoning was adopted through the 185" Street
Light Rail Station Subarea Plan. The area contains a mix of dwelling units, including
single-family, grocery and drug stores, restaurants, and other businesses in North City.

TRANSITION STANDARDS

Generally, the City utilizes zoning as a mechanism to provide transition between higher
intensity commercial uses and lower density residential uses. The proposed rezone
would place the higher intensity CB zone directly adjacent to R-6.

To address this type of situation, transition is primarily handled through design
standards and other Development Code regulations. Specific code language and an
illustration created by the Applicant are included below.



Table 20.50.020(3) — Dimensions for Development in Commercial
Zones

Commercial Zones

STANDARDS Heighborhood  |[Community Mixed Business (Town Center
Business (NB) |Business (CB) |(ME}) (TC-1,2 & 3)

Min. Front ¥ard Setback (Streef) (17 (2) |0ft 0 oft 0ft

(5] (see Transition Area Setback, SMC

20.500021)

Min. Side and Rear Yard Setback from 0 ft 0 ft Oft 0t

Commercial Zones and the MUR-TO'

Zone

Min. Side and Rear Yard Setback from 20 ft 20 ft 20 ft 20
R-4, R-8 and R-8 Zones (see Transition

Area Setback, SMC 20.50.021)

Min. Side and Rear Ward Setback from 15t 15 ft 165 165
TC-4, B-12 through R-458 Zones, MUR-
25" and MUR-45' Zones

Base Height (3] A0 ft 80 ft TO ft TD f

Hardscape (4) 250 5% 25% 25%

20.50.021 Transition areas

Development in commercial zones NB, CB, MB, and TC-1, 2, and 3,
abutting or directly across street rights-of-way from R-4, R-6, or R-8 zones
shall minimally meet the following transition area requirements:

A. From abutting property, a 35-foot maximum building height for 25 feet
horizontally from the required setback, then an additional 10 feet in height for the
next 10 feet horizontally, and an additional 10 feet in height for each additional 10
horizontal feet up to the maximum height of the zone. From across street rights-
of-way, a 35-foot maximum building height for 10 feet horizontally from the
required building setback, then an additional 10 feet of height for the next 10 feet
horizontally, and an additional 10 feet in height for each additional 10 horizontal
feet, up to the maximum height allowed in the zone.

B. Type I landscaping (SMC 20.50.460), significant tree preservation, and a
solid, eight-foot, property line fence shall be required for transition area setbacks
abutting R-4, R-6, or R-8 zones. Twenty percent of significant trees that are
healthy without increasing the building setback shall be protected per SMC
20.50.370. The landscape area shall be a recorded easement that requires plant
replacement as needed to meet Type | landscaping and required significant
trees. Utility easements parallel to the required landscape area shall not
encroach into the landscape area. Type Il landscaping shall be required for
transition area setbacks abutting rights-of-way directly across from R-4, R-6 or R-
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8 zones. Required tree species shall be selected to grow a minimum height of 50
feet.

C. All vehicular access to proposed development in nonresidential zones shall
be from arterial classified streets, unless determined by the Director of Public
Works to be technically not feasible or in conflict with State law addressing
access to State highways. All developments in commercial zones shall conduct a
transportation impact analysis per the Engineering Development Manual.
Developments that create additional traffic that is projected to use non-arterial
streets may be required to install appropriate traffic-calming measures. These
additional measures will be identified and approved by the City’s Traffic
Engineer.

20.50.490 Landscaping along interior lot line — Standards

A. Type | landscaping in a width determined by the setback requirement shall
be included in all nonresidential development along any portion adjacent to
single-family and multifamily residential zones or development. All other
nonresidential development adjacent to other nonresidential development shall
use Type Il landscaping within the required setback. If the setback is zero feet
then no landscaping is required.

B. Multifamily development shall use Type | landscaping when adjacent to
single-family residential zones and Type Il landscaping when adjacent to
multifamily residential and commercial zoning within the required yard setback.

C. A 20-foot width of Type | landscaping shall be provided for institutional and
public facility development adjacent to single-family residential zones. Portions of
the development that are unlit playgrounds, playfields, and parks are excluded.

D. Parking lots shall be screened from single-family residential uses by a fence,
wall, plants or combination to block vehicle headlights.

lllustrations provided by Applicant to demonstrate setbacks and stepbacks
(wedding cake design)



Required Setbacks From Across Rights-of-Way!

60"
55" |
1
45
10"
35" 5’ Minimum Initial Separation 35
i 10
Additional
Stepback
Requirements
i Foii)
. |00
Fon L e
20" Front Yard e 15' required
Setback® | S0-Hight-ofWay | setback?
Property Line
R-6 Zone CB ZONE
Required Setbacks from Abutting Property®
ED.’ 7
55 I
1
45’
10°
35 25" Minimum Initial Separation
2 7 Additional
Stepback
Requirements
8 fence®
e 9
1 P (1
ot Ao
5" side 20" required setback**
R-6 Zone yard= from property line

Property Line CB Zone

PUBLIC NOTICE AND COMMENT:

Staff analysis of the proposed rezone considered information gathered from a pre-
application meeting on March 26, 2018; a neighborhood meeting on March 27, 2018
(Attachment 7, Invitation; Attachment 8, Summary, which was mailed to attendees on
April 25, 2018); public comment (Attachment 18); Applicant responses to public
comment (Attachment 19); the Shoreline Comprehensive Plan; and the Shoreline
Municipal Code, Title 20 Unified Development Code.




As required by SMC 20.30.120 and 20.30.180, public notice of the rezone application
for the proposal was posted on site, mailed to all residents within 500 feet, advertised in
the Seattle Times, and posted on the City's website on April 25, 2018 (Attachment 12).
Notice of the original June 12, 2018 public hearing for the rezone proposal was posted
on site, mailed to all residents within 500 feet, advertised in the Seattle Times, and
posted on the City’s website on May 25, 2018 (Attachment 13). This public hearing
was rescheduled to July 31 based on an error in the Determination of Nonsignificance
(DNS) form. Notice of the July 31, 2018 public hearing was posted on site, mailed to
residents, advertised in the Seattle Times, and posted on the City’s website on July 17,
2018 (Attachment 14).

AGENCY COMMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW:

The City of Shoreline is acting as Lead Agency for the SEPA review and environmental
determination. The original SEPA Determination of Nonsignificance (Attachment 15)
was mailed to the notification list, including State Departments of Commerce and
Ecology, neighboring jurisdictions, local organizations, and tribes, on May 2, 2018. The
Amended DNS (Attachment 16) was mailed to the same list on June 12, 2018. No
comments were received regarding the Determination.

The Applicant has submitted Certificates of Water Availability for the Property from
North City Water District. Staff from Ronald Wastewater District confirmed that they
have capacity for redevelopment of the Property and will not require a Capacity Study.

DEPARTMENT ANALYSIS:

The Applicant requests the rezone of four parcels from R-24 and R-48 to CB. SMC
20.40.140(B) states the purpose of the non-residential CB zone:

The purpose of the community business zone (CB) is to provide location
for a wide variety of business activities, such as convenience stores, retail,
personal services for the local community, and to allow for apartments and
higher intensity mixed-use developments.

In contrast, SMC 20.40.030(C) states the purpose of the R-24 and R-48 zones:

The purpose of high density residential, R-18, R-24, R-36 and R-48
zones, is to provide for a mix of predominantly apartment and townhouse
dwelling units and other compatible uses.

Rezones are provided for in Shoreline Municipal Code (SMC) 20.30.320. The purpose
of a rezone is a mechanism to make changes to a zoning classification, conditions, or
concomitant agreement applicable to property. Changes to the zoning classification that
apply to a parcel of property are text changes and/or amendments to the official zoning
map.



SMC 20.30.060 classifies a rezone as a Type C decision. Pursuant to Table 20.30.060,
the City of Shoreline Hearing Examiner, after holding an open record public hearing and
preparing findings and conclusions, makes a recommendation to the City Council. The
City Council is the final decision-making authority on a rezone.

Rezone Applications — Legal Standard
Three general rules apply to rezone applications:
1. there is no presumption of validity favoring a rezone;
2. the rezone proponent must demonstrate that circumstances have changed since
the original zoning; and
3. the rezone must have a substantial relationship to the public health, safety,
morals, and general welfare.

Phoenix Development Inc. v. City of Woodinville, 171 Wn. 2d 820, 834 (2011) (citing
Citizens for Mount Vernon v. City of Mount Vernon, 133 Wash. 2d 861, 947 P.2d 1208
[1997]).

However, as is the case for the present rezone application, when a proposed rezone
implements the policies of a comprehensive plan, the rezone proponent is not required
to demonstrate changed circumstances. Bjarnson v. Kitsap County, 78 Wash. App.
840, 899 P.2d 1290 (1995).

The decision criteria set forth in SMC 20.30.320(B) address these general rules as well
as other considerations the City has established for determining whether or not a
rezone should be granted.

Decision Criteria — SMC 20.30.320(B)

Decision criteria that the Hearing Examiner must examine for a rezone are set forth in
SMC 20.30.320(B). The Applicant provided responses (in Attachment 10 and copied
below) to the following decision criteria and staff has analyzed each of the criteria
below.

SMC 20.30.320(B) provides that an application for a rezone of property may be
approved or approved with modifications if:

1. Therezone is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.

Applicant’s Response:
Per the Future Land Use Map of the Comprehensive Plan adopted via Ordinance
649 on December 10, 2012, all four sites are designated for a future zoning
classification of Mixed Use 2 which "encourages the development of walkable
places with architectural interest that integrate a wide variety of retail, office, and
service uses, along with form-based maximum density residential uses"..."except
it is not intended to allow more intense uses, such as manufacturing and other
uses that generate light, glare, noise, or odor that may be incompatible with
existing and proposed land uses." Presently, each of the four sites are zones as
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either R-24 or R-48, which is a medium to high density residential. The rezone to
a CB zone within the Mixed Use 2 Comprehensive Plan designation is consistent
with the Comprehensive Plan.

Staff Analysis:
In addition to policy LU10, stated by the Applicant above, the proposed rezone
also meets the Goals and Policies listed below, which articulate the need for
additional housing choice, especially for aging populations, and a mix of uses
that supports neighborhood serving businesses. Staff believes that a CB zoning
designation would facilitate this use mix better than R-24 and R-48.

Goal LU I: Encourage development that creates a variety of housing,
shopping, entertainment, recreation, gathering spaces, employment, and
services that are accessible to neighborhoods.

Goal LU II: Establish land use patterns that promote walking, biking and using
transit to access goods, services, education, employment, recreation.

Goal LU V: Enhance the character, quality, and function of existing residential
neighborhoods while accommodating anticipated growth.

LUS8: Provide, through land use regulation, the potential for a broad range of
housing choices and levels of affordability to meet the changing needs of a
diverse community.

Goal CD I: Promote community development and redevelopment that is
aesthetically pleasing, functional, and consistent with the City’s vision.

T28. Encourage development that is supportive of transit, and advocate for
expansion and addition of new routes in areas with transit supportive densities
and uses.

Goal H I: Provide sufficient development capacity to accommodate the 20
year growth forecast and promote other goals, such as creating demand for
transit and local businesses through increased residential density along
arterials; and improved infrastructure, like sidewalks and stormwater
treatment, through redevelopment.

Goal H II: Encourage development of an appropriate mix of housing choices
through innovative land use and well-crafted regulations.

Goal H V: Integrate new development with consideration to design and scale

that complements existing neighborhoods, and provides effective transitions
between different uses and intensities.

10
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Goal H VI: Encourage and support a variety of housing opportunities for those
with special needs, specifically older adults and people with disabilities.

H1: Encourage a variety of residential design alternatives that increase
housing choice.

H2: Provide incentives to encourage residential development in commercial
zones, especially those within proximity to transit, to support local businesses.

H3: Encourage infill development on vacant or underutilized sites.

H23: Assure that site, landscaping, building, and design regulations create
effective transitions between different land uses and densities.

H25: Encourage, assist, and support social and health service organizations
that offer housing programs for targeted populations.

Policy H27: Support opportunities for older adults and people with disabilities
to remain in the community as their housing needs change, by encouraging
universal design or retrofitting homes for lifetime use.

NE1. Promote infill and concurrent infrastructure improvements in areas that
are already developed in order to preserve rural areas, open spaces,
ecological functions, and agricultural lands in the region.

Based on the noted Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies and the CB zone
being more in alignment with the MU2 Land Use Designation, the proposed
rezone is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and satisfies SMC
20.30.320(B)(2).

2. Therezone will not adversely affect the public health, safety or general
welfare.

Applicant’s Response:
The rezone to a CB zone consistent with a Mixed Use 2 designation actually
makes steps towards improving the public health, safety and general welfare.
According to Figure HA- 2 of the 2012 Comprehensive Plan, the percentage of
dwelling units that were designated as Multifamily (MF) for the City of Shoreline
was 23.2%, compared to almost 73% for single family residences (SFR).
Generally speaking, when compared to larger, more urban communities, the
census mix for MF appears to be below average. A CB zoning designation with
unrestricted density and favorable development conditions helps to serve this
under met MF demand. As part of future development for the property, needed
frontage improvements will be developed, improving walkability to local business
as well and several forms of public transit (bus routes run presently and light rail
is slated for future development off of 185th).

11
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Staff Analysis:
The intended uses for the Property (senior and assisted housing and nursing
facilities) are already permitted and in existence; the purpose of the rezone is to
allow for additional units and services, which complies with the goals and
policies of the Comprehensive Plan listed in the Staff Analysis for Criteria #1.
Any new development will be required to fully comply with the Shoreline
Municipal Code at the time of building permit application. Specially, any future
development will be required to install frontage improvements, including
sidewalks and stormwater controls, which will enhance existing site conditions.
Rebuilt sidewalks will be more ADA compliant than the aged and cracked
versions they will replace.

Residents have expressed concern about an elderly population crossing busy
streets, especially since this area has had a history of collisions and even a
fatality. However, the City Traffic Engineer will require safety improvements and
traffic calming measures for adjacent streets, which will improve walkability for
new and existing residents. The ability for elderly residents of senior housing to
be able to walk to grocery and drug stores and meet friends at restaurants in the
neighborhood should improve their health and welfare.

This proposed rezone satisfies SMC 20.30.320(B)(2).

3. Therezone is warranted in order to achieve consistency with the
Comprehensive Plan.

Applicant’s Response:
As outlined in responses to both a. and d., a rezone to a CB classification
provides total continuity with the properties immediately adjacent to the north and
east and accomplishes the City's Comprehensive Plan goal of a Mixed Use 2
designation.

Staff Analysis:
LU10 states, “...The Mixed-Use 2 (MU2) designation applies to commercial
areas not on the Aurora Avenue or Ballinger Way corridors, such as Ridgecrest,
Briarcrest, Richmond Beach, and North City. This designation may provide retail,
office, and service uses, and greater residential densities than are allowed in low-
density residential designations, and promotes pedestrian connections, transit,
and amenities.”

Given the purpose of the CB zoning district, Staff believes it is an appropriate
zoning designation to implement the MU2 land use designation, whereas the
more appropriate Comprehensive Plan designation for R-24 and R-48 would be
High Density Residential.

This proposed rezone satisfies SMC 20.30.320(B)(3).

12
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4. Therezone will not be materially detrimental to uses or property in the
immediate vicinity of the subject rezone.

Applicant Response:
The properties to the north and east of the four parcels are all presently zoned
CB and would provide a seamless transition as part of the rezone. To the west
and south of the parcels, zoning is presently R-6, low density residential and is
designated to remain low density through the Comprehensive Plan. As noted in
the Comprehensive Plan under Land Use Goals and Policies, under LU9,
"Transition to adjacent single-family neighborhoods may be accomplished
through appropriate design solutions”. When site specific development plans
are developed, both neighboring architecture and neighborhood involvement will
be taken into consideration so that this criteria can be met. Further, given the
proximity of these parcels to immediate business such as dining (Ichi Bento,
Peking House, Leenas Cafe, etc), grocery shopping (Safeway) and
Pharmaceuticals (Walgreens, Safeway), the proposed rezone to a higher density
helps support these local businesses. Approval of the rezone would help support
policy goal H2, which would provide incentives to encourage residential
development in commercial zones, especially those within proximity to transit and
to support local business.

Staff Analysis:
Staff does not consider senior housing and assisted living to be nuisance uses as
they tend not to generate light, glare, noise, or odor that may be incompatible
with existing single-family housing.

This proposed rezone satisfies SMC 20.30.320(B)(4).
5. Therezone has merit and value for the community.

Applicant’s Response:
It is anticipated that upon successful rezone completion, plans to develop a high
density residential structure will commence, most likely with a focus on senior
housing. Presently, two of the four parcels provide senior housing care but lack
the ability to provide a continuum of care or the ability for a residence to age in
place. In other words, the location cannot provide a variety of living options to the
community of Shoreline as their seniors begin to age. In fact, aside from one
community in the city limits, there are not any other locations or senior housing
providers within the City of Shoreline that can provide a setting where seniors
can stay in one location and successfully age from an independent setting all the
way to an acute, long term location. What is perhaps more concerning, generally
speaking, is that the Comprehensive Plan fails to specifically address seniors as
their own population group and the housing crisis they face as our the population
of baby boomers begins to explode across the United States. Senior housing
construction in King County alone has averaged approximately 464 new units per
year over the last twelve years being put into service (National Investment
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Center). A rezone and redevelopment of the project, specifically to senior
housing, would help satisfy policy goal H VI (encourage and support a variety of
housing opportunities for those with special needs, specifically older adults and
people with disabilities), H25 (encourage, assist and support social and health
service organizations that offer housing programs for targeted populations) and
H27 (support opportunities for older adults and people with disabilities to remain
in the community as their housing needs change, by encourage universal design
or retrofitting homes for lifetime use).

Staff Analysis:
In addition to the reasons already stated, new residential development will
require the payment of Transportation, Park, and Fire Impact Fees, which pay for
system-wide improvements to accommodate growth within the community.

While this growth is changing the character of established neighborhoods, it is
important to recognize that Shoreline’s population is growing older and the needs
of the community will change over time. According to the 2012 Comprehensive
Plan, “Baby Boomers”, those born between 1946 and 1964, comprise
approximately 30% of the population. Shoreline has the second largest percent
of people 65 and older among King County cities. Among older adults, the fastest
growing segment is people 85 and older, up 1/3 from 2000.

As residents of Ridgecrest and North City and other neighborhoods within
Shoreline age out of their single-family homes, it will be important that there are
places within the community where they can live and receive medical care. This
continuity will allow them to keep in touch with local friends and family, and
attend the same churches and other social activities that provide connections
essential to well-being.

This proposed rezone satisfies SMC 20.30.320(5).

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION:

Based on the above applicant responses to the rezone criteria and the Planning
Department’s analysis, Planning recommends APPROVAL of the Rezone for PLN18-
0043. The four parcels identified in this Staff Report should be rezoned to Community
Business (CB).

Miranda Redinger, AICP, Senior Planner
July 17, 2018

Attachments:

Site Plan

Vicinity Map

Zoning Map

Current Comprehensive Plan Map (adopted 2012)

1998 Comprehensive Plan Map

arwnE

14

14



Critical Areas Map

Neighborhood Meeting Invite

Neighborhood Meeting Summary

. Application

10.Rezone Criteria

11. Statement of Use

12.Notice of Application

13.Notice of June 12 Public Hearing

14.Notice of July 31 Public Hearing

15. SEPA Determination of Nonsignificance (DNS)
16.Amended SEPA DNS

17.Signed SEPA Checklist

18. Public Comments

19.Responses to Public Comments from Applicant
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PLN18-0043 Rezone Application - Winters

July 31, 2018 Public Hearing

Attachment 1- Site Plan
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PLN18-0043 Rezone Application - Winters
July 31, 2018 Public Hearing

Attachment 2- Vicinity Map
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PLN18-0043 Rezone Application - Winters
July 31, 2018 Public Hearing

Attachment 3- Zoning Map
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PLN18-0043 Rezone Application - Winters
July 31, 2018 Public Hearing

Attachment 4- 2012 Comprehensive Plan Map




PLN18-0043 Rezone Application - Winters
July 31, 2018 Public Hearing

Attachment 5- 1998 Comprehensive Plan Map
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PLN18-0043 Rezone Application - Winters
July 31, 2018 Public Hearing

Attachment 6- Critical Areas Map
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PLN18-0043 Rezone Application - Winters
July 31, 2018 Public Hearing

Attachment 7- Neighborhood Meeting

NEIGHBORHOOD MEETING NOTICE

Dear Neighbor,

We represent the owners of four parcels of land located in close proximity to you, for which those parcels
are predominately used forsenior housing care. We would like to host a neighborhood meeting to discuss
future plans of those sites and solicits comments from you and your fellow neighbors regarding our

proposal,

Meeting Information

Proposal: Non-project specific rezone of 17127 and 17201 15" Ave NE and 17414 and 17062 12 Ave
ME from R24 & R48 zoning to Community Business [CB). The purpose of the rezone is twofold: 1%, it will
put these parcels in alignment with the City's Comprehensive Plan; 2%, it will allow for the future
development of what we hope will be a senior housing bullding(s) to complement the current assisted
living facility whera the now closed and unusable skilled nursing facility is presently located.

Date: march 27", 2018
Time: &:30p.m.

Location of Meeting: Activities Room of Anderson Plaza, 17201 15 Ave NE, Shoreline WA 98155,

We look forward to meeting you in person and hearing your thoughts on our proposal. Should you have
any questions or thoughts in the interim (or following the meeting), please feel to reach out to us with
the contact information below,

Kindest Regards,

Project Manager, Santé Partners
({503) 209-6034
wmters@s-antegar;n;r 0T
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Attachment 8- Neighborhood Meeting Summary
Public Meeting

March 27, 2018
1. Introduction and Purpose of meeting

This meeting is to inform the community about the project and answer questions, and
report back to the city.

2. Background of applicant — Santé
Santé rep:

We specialize in development and operation of senior housing facilities. We own
several across the country. Anderson plaza is our most recent acquisition. We have
invested 15 million in this building; we see high demand and low supply of senior
housing as a major issue. My role is to oversee development issues.

3. Proposed rezone property description

A demonstrative map was provided to show the proposed re-zone. This public meeting
is a required part of the process and is meant to provide information and receive
feedback.

Our goal is to rezone in alignment with the proposed comprehensive plan. The property
is surrounded by some retail, apartment buildings and single family housing.

4. Explanation of proposed rezone

We are proposing to align this parcel with the proposed comprehensive plan by
changing it to a Community Business designation, in line with the rest of the area. We
are proposing only senior housing on the site for now although we do not have a
proposed project linked to this application.

Comments: what is the traffic impact of this proposal?
Response: Independent living has a very low traffic impact.

Comment: we are concerned that if demand declines you may sell this property and a
different project will be proposed.

Response: our demographic studies show that there will always be a need for senior
housing

Comment: how high will you build? We do not want a large building on this site.

Response: We are considering 5 stories although we do not have specific plans at this
time.

Comment: why are you rezoning only one parcel?
9
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Response: what we are proposing will be consistent with the comprehensive plan, so
that we are not left with an “island” zoned differently than the rest of the area.

We are not proposing a specific proposal as of now. We are simply applying for a
rezone at this time.

Comment: Dana Golden, Tori Rochleau-Rice: we want to be sure you will not be trying
to create access to your site from the dead-end streets.

Response: we do not plan to propose access on those streets.
Comment: What other proposals for redevelopment might happen on this site?

Response: we are proposing independent living on this site; if something else is
proposed we might not be involved.

Comment: who owns the property abutting the southern property line?
Response: not Santé; that appears to be a single family lot.
Comment: why are you not currently proposing a new project?

Response: we ideally would like to propose to build independent living with mixed use,
including bistros, apartments and office. This would be a quality product, for senior
housing. However we do not have specific plans and that is not part of this application.

Comment: if this were redeveloped as a larger living facility; how would you meet
current fire code access requirements? Would you purchase any of the buildings you do
not own?

Response: we do not have any plans to do that.
Comment: concern about how fire lanes will be provided.

Response: we do not have a specific answer to that at this time, since we do not have a
specific proposal at this point. However, we have noted your comments.

One of the purposes of this meeting is to make you aware of the proposal to rezone, we
are noting all of your comments. If and when a specific proposal to build on the property
comes up, that will be a separate proposal for which you will have opportunity to
comment.

Comment: | am against changing the zoning at all.

Response: we believe that development brings activity and vitality to the area, but we
note your comment.

Comment: we would like to see a specific proposal with together with this rezone.

Response: we are taking note of that comment.

10

25



PLN18-0043 Rezone Application - Winters
July 31, 2018 Public Hearing

Comment: we think this zoning designation should be lower than it currently is, and not
change. We were told this would stay medium to low density and do not feel that we
have been properly or accurately informed by the city.

Response: we have noted that comment and will share all comments with the city.
Response: once we do have a proposal we will welcome your input.

Comment: | agree that senior housing is important and there is no reason to have it be
somewhere else. But what will the proposal do to the value of our homes close to our
areas and the traffic impacts?

Response: tonight we cannot answer those questions but we have taken note and will
share it with the city.

Comment: if this were three stories instead of five, | would be more receptive. | would
also want to know where are the entrances, how do they work with the dead end
streets. Will there be visitor and staff parking; how will the building look; will it add to the
value of the neighborhood?

Comment: | also want to preserve the significant trees
Comment: | would want to see provisions for public benefits and public improvements

Response: we have taken note of your comments and will submit them to the city. We
also have comment cards for further comments.

Comment: what kinds of residents would be staying in a future project; will you have
frequent paramedics? And will Anderson continue to run the home on 14%?

Response: independent residents are attended by paramedics from time to time. Yes
the home on 14™ would not change.

Comment: You are saying that you have no intention now to build, but you are asking
for the rezone.

Response: we want to fit in with the comprehensive plan so that we are not the only
block in the area which is not in line with the surrounding zoning.

Comment: what about street improvements?

Response: those would be considered as part of a future proposal, which we are not
making at this time.

Comment: If the rezone goes through you are not trying to buy the Anderson House?
Response: no

Comment: we are concerned we have received misinformation from the city about the
zoning.

11
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Response: we will note that comment.
Thank you for all your comments and please fill out comment cards.
Comment: would be nice to have a green buffer on property line between 13" and 14%

Eric Merklinghaus: your explanation is that the City does not want a zoning island. Yet
the current zoning reveals that the Anderson Plaza is currently at r-48 while surrounding
is r-24, so this is actually a problem of the city’s own making. Santé’s recommendation
of a CB zoning is not required to solve this historical error. In no case is the step to a
more dense zoning required. R-48 is all that is required, not more.

5. Rezone process and opportunities to comment

There will be at least two more public comment periods. There will be public notice of
this rezone, it will go to hearing examiner and then city council for approval and there
will be opportunity for input throughout the process.

6. Questions and comments

Questions and comments were taken throughout, per the notes above.

12
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Attachment 9- Applications

# ] I .I-"-‘ e -k
City of Shoreline (e =
Planning & Community Development Hose
CITY OF 17500 Midvale Avenue Morth Shoreline, WA 98133-4903 T
SHORELINE Phone: (206) 801-2500 Fax: (206) $01-2788 PERMIT APPLICATION
?’_;:-—' Email: pedi@shorelinewa.gov Web: www.shorelinewa.gov
PARCEL INFORMATION (Include all parcel(s) information. Attach additional sheets, if necessary.)
Project Address 17127 15th Ave NE. Shoreline, WA 98155
{Lezrve bk | pddress (5ot STRETEDT
Parcel Number (Property Tax Account Number) 6163901465
Legal Description Antached
Anseh separie ghat lor biig Legal Descripiban
FROPERTY OWNER INFORMATION
Name Parfitt Family LTD Partnership Email billp1963@email.com
Address 340 Nickelbush Lane City Quilcene State WA Fip 98376
Phone 360-774-08%4 Phone Cell Same
Dlner‘s Authorized Agent
ame Jordan Winters Email winters{@santepartners.com
Address 1220 20th 5t SE, Suite 310 City Salem State OR Fip 97302
Phone 503-209-6034 Phone Cell Same
PROJECT INFORMATION
Type of Application: [ single Family [] Multi-Family [] Mon-Residential [ Legisiative
Building/Construction: New Construction Change of Use Mechanical Fire Sprinkler
Addition/Remadel Demalition Plumbing Fire Alarm
Clearing & Grading Site Development Other
Land Use: Subdivision Zoning Variance Use - Home Oceupation [ ] Conditional Lise
Short Plat Engineering Deviation Use - Bed & Breakfast | Code Interpretmjcm
Use « Temporary Use %] Rezo

I hdministratiw: Design Review

FROJECT Applicant requests approval of current zoning classification to Commercial Business, keeping in consistency with the
DESCRIPTION |City of Shoreline comprehensive plan. See "Decision Criteria" response for further information.

Construction Value N/A

CONTRACTOR INFORMATION

NECEIVE

: \ =, (="

Company Name N/A Email r] ==l | D

Contact Person Phone rﬁ MAR 28 7013 )
QK —

Address City RLP( X

Contractor's Registration # Expiration Date

1 arm the pregerty awner or authorized agent of the property owner. | cestify that 1o the best of my knowledge, the information submitted in support of this permit applicaticn is
true and gorect. | cenify that 1 will comply with all appliceble City of Shoeeline regulations pertaining to the work authorized by the issuance of a permit, 1 understand that
issuance af this permil does o mmemew.wr responsibility foe compliance with state or federa! liws regulating construction or cnwrmmumal laws, | grant permission for
C IMMWSMELLM&M! applicati | ol i i Az in ander. o enfioree cocde
mlsluwmsll:dmmim r

— = : T |
WA fﬁﬁ‘h A m"' ok || éj}; ff&%l‘- | Date ‘jrf-“ / (£
Signature of OPEBlIg-_ﬂHER gnature of AUTHORIZED AGENT
PN 180043
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[] Yes
[ ves
[ Yes
[ Yes
[] Yes
[ Yes
[ Yes

[x] Na
[x] Ne
[x] No
[X] No
[] Ne
[x] Neo
[¥] Ne

“RITICAL AREAS WORKSHEF™

Is there any standing or running water on the surface of the property or on any adjacent property at any time during the year?
Dioes the site have steep slopes with little 1o no vegetation?

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

Dioes the site contain high percentages of silt and‘or very fine sand?

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

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

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

Please ndicate which line best represents

the steepest slope found on your property O o%-s5% [ 5%-10% [ 10%-15% [ 15%-20% [ 20%-25% [X) 25%+

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

Who prepared this information?  Jordan Winters

How to Determine the Slope of a Hillside

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

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

100% =11

H
f 4

25% =14

] 0%
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A
ity of Shoreline 204
Planning & Community Development Plozt—
CITY OF 17500 Midvale Avenue North Shoreline, WA 98133-4905
S Phone: (206) 801-2500 Fax: (206) B01-2788 PERMIT APPLICATION
-?’}-' Email: ped@shorelinewa.gov Web: www shorelinews gov

PARCEL INFORMATION (Include all parcel(s) Information, Attach additional shects, if necessary.)
Project Address 17201 15th Ave NE, Shoreling, WA 98155

(Lenws biani o pebrein o v TEOEEOT

Parcel Number (Property Tax Account Number) 6163501560

Legal Degcription Attached
nmash seporrte shert o forg Lagsl Destriprsan

PROPERTY OWNER INFORMATION

Name Sante Shoreline ALF Real Co, LLC Email winters{@santcpariiers.com
Address 1220 20th 5t SE, Suite 310 City Salem State OR Zip 07302
Phone 503-209-6034 Phone Cell Same
Owner's Authorized Agent
Name Tordan Winters Emeil winters{@santepariners.com
Address 1220 20th St SE, Suite 310 City Salem State OR  zip 97302
Phone 503-209-6034 Phone Cell Same
PROJECT INFORMATION
Type of Application: [] Single Family [ Multi-Family [ MNon-Residential [ Legislative
Building/Construction: Mew Construction Change of Use Mechanical Fire Sprinkler
Addition/Remoadel Dremolition Plumbing Fire Alanm
Clearing & Grading Site Development Other
Land Use: Subdivision Zoning Variance Use - Home Occupation Conditional Use
Short Plat Engineering Deviation Use - Bed & Breakfast Code Interpretation
Use - Temporary Use Rezone
Administrative Design Review
PROJECT Applicant requests approval of current zoning classification to Commercial Business, keeping in consistency with the ‘
DESCRIPTION

City of Shoreline comprehensive plan. See "Decision Criteria" response for further information,

Construction Value
CONTRACTOR INFORMATION D ECEIVE
)
Contact Person Phone
Address City amo Qip

Confractor's Registration # Expiration Date

I am the property awner o suthorized agent of the property owaeE. | centify that to the best of my knowledge, the informaticn subminted in support of this permit applieation is
\rue and comrect. 1 certify that | will comply with all applicable City of Shareline regulations perfaining 1o the woek authorized by the issusnce of a permit. [ understand that
issuance of this permil does not remove the owner's responsibility for complianee with slate or fderal laws regulating constoctian of epvarensental laws. ] gramt permission o
Cily stuff and iigeiia o enter peas coverad by s mummlmxm_ﬂﬂlmmﬂe_mmq_mnamwmm.numm.!p proess this applisation and to enforee sode

Nﬂiﬂﬂﬂlﬁﬂtﬂjﬁ:ﬂuw#} r\ 3 Fid =
CUinla S ILA{_/ 1L/ P, - pate &/ 5/ 3019

[ EigHanure of ER ture of AUTHORIZED AGENT
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[] Yes
[ ves
[ Yes
[ Yes
[] Yes
[ Yes
[ Yes

[x] Na
[x] Ne
[x] No
[X] No
[] Ne
[x] Neo
[¥] Ne

“RITICAL AREAS WORKSHEF™

Is there any standing or running water on the surface of the property or on any adjacent property at any time during the year?
Dioes the site have steep slopes with little 1o no vegetation?

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

Dioes the site contain high percentages of silt and‘or very fine sand?

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

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

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

Please ndicate which line best represents

the steepest slope found on your property O o%-s5% [ 5%-10% [ 10%-15% [ 15%-20% [ 20%-25% [X) 25%+

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

Who prepared this information?  Jordan Winters

How to Determine the Slope of a Hillside

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

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

100% =11

H
f 4

25% =14

] 0%
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ity of Shoreline
Planning & Community Development Lep
CITY OF 17500 Midvale Avenue North Shereline, WA 98133-4905
SHORELINE Phone: (206) 801-2500 Fax: (206) §01-2788 PERMIT APPLICATION
?’;‘" Emuail: pedi@shorelinewa. gov Web: www.shorelimewa. gov

PARCEL INFORMATION (Include all parcel(s) information. Attach additional sheets, if necessary.)
Project Address 17062 12th Ave NE, Shoreline, WA 98155

([ Leava blank i adchent in vod TRERELT

Parcel Number (Property Tax Account Number) 6163901462

Legal Description Atrached

Amach separote shees far loag Lagel Dy

PROPERTY OWNER INFORMATION

Name Anderson Family Properties Ermail andy{@andersonfp. com
Address 413 W, Mercer 5t #802 City Seattle State WA i, 98119
Phone 206-919-1606 Phone Cell Same
Owner's Authorized Agent
Name Jordan Winters Email  Wintersi@santepartners.com
Address 1220 20th St SE, Suite 310 Ciry Salem Stare OR  zjp 97302
Phone 503-209-6034 Phone Cell Same
PROJECT INFORMATION
Twpe of Application: [C] Single Family [] Multi-Family [] Mon-Residential [] Legislative
Building/Construction; New Construction Change of Use Mechanical H Fire Sprinkler
Addition/Rermadel Demolition Plumbing Fire Alarm
Clearing & Grading Site Development Oither
Land Use: Subdivision Zoning Variance ] Use - Home Occupation Conditional Use
Shart Plat Engineering Deviation Use - Bed & Breakfast Code Interpretation
Use - Temporary Usc Rezone
Administrative Design Review
PROJECT Applicant requests approval of current roning classification to Commercial Business, keeping in consistency with the

DESCRIPTION |City of Shoreline comprehensive plan, See "Decision Criteria” response for further information.

Construction Value WA
CONTRACTOR INFORMATION D\I |; [; h:- W = \’-\\I
Company Name N4 Email ..-.<\I | rJ
WA} | I E)}'
Contact Person Phone C D
Address City State Zip
Contractor's Registration # Expiration Date

1 am fhe propesty owner or autborized agent of the property owner. | centify that to the best of my knowledge, the infarmation submatted in support of this permit application is
true and correct, T certify that [ will comply with all applicable City of Shoreline regulations pertaining to fhe work autharized by the issuance of a permit. [ understand that
|ss||:nn¢ of this |'.|:rr.n:||: daes nod remuove the awner's reaponsibility for compliance with state ar federal laws regulating construction or envirenmental laws. | grant permission for

arens covered by this permil application for the sole pumpose of inspesting these areas in order o process (his application and Lo sofores cods
lm.mm?lnl Pjﬂ nmi[ia;-____

| '\'-\;r\k’ L._{j | A — Date 2’/‘5‘(10]?

Signature of PROPERTY OWNER
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[ ¥es
O Yes
O Yes
[ Yes
O Yes
[ Yes
] Yes

[¥] Na
[¥] Ko
[¥] No
{X] No
[¥] Ne
[¥] No
[x] Ne

"RITICAL AREAS WORKSHEF™

Is there any standing or ranning water on the surface of the property or on any adjacent property at any time during the year?
Dioes the site have steep slopes with litle to no vegetation?

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

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

Are any willows, skunk cabbagge, alders, cottonwoeds, of cattails present on your property or edjacent properties?

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

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

Please indicate which line best represents

the steepest slope found on your property, [ 05t [ 5%-10% [ 10%-15% [ 15%-20% [] 20%-25% [] 25%+

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

Who prepared this information?  Jordan Winters

How to Determine the Slope of a Hillside

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

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

[] 25% = 1:4

/ o
/
/

/ i
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ity of Shoreline A
Planning & Community Development 'PJU" ﬂ‘qu'
CITY OF 17500 Midvale Avenue North Shoreline, WA 98133-4905
SHORELINE Phane: (206) §01-2500 Fax: (206) 801-2788 PERMIT APPLICATION
ﬁ"-— Email: ped@shorelinewa gov Web: www.shorelinewa.gov

PARCEL INFORMATION (Include all parcel(s) information, Attach additional sheets, if necessary.)
Project Address 17414 12th Ave NE, Shoreline, WA 98155

Leave biask & acéreis b van TERTETY

Parcel Number (Property Tax Account Number) 6137400000

Logal Description Attached

Allsch seponmie s for fong Legal Deter i

PROPERTY OWNER INFORMATION

ame PAR Three, LLC Emgj] Deutiko@comeast net
Address 18390 NE 192nd St City Woodsnville sute WA zip 980%1
Phone 206-300-9381 Phone Cell Same
Owner's Authorized Agent
Name Jordan Winters Email winters(@santepartners, com
Address 1220 20th St SE, Suite 310 City Salem Sute OR  zip 97302
Phone S03-209-6034 Phone Cell Same
PROJECT INFORMATION
Type of Application; ] Single Family ] Multi-Family [ Mon-Residensial [] Legtstative
Building/Construction: Mew Construction Change of Use Mechanical Fire Sprinkler
Addition/Remodel Demalition Plumbing Fire Alarm
Clearing & Grading Site Development Orther
Land Use: Subdivizion Zoning Variance Use = Home Occapation Conditiomal Use
Short Plat Engineezing Deviation Use - Bed & Breakfast Code Interpretation
Use - Temporary Use Rezone
Administrative Design Review
PROJECT Applicant requests approval of current zoning classification to Commercial Business, keeping in consistency with the

DESCRIPTION |City of Shoreline comprehensive plan. See "Decision Criteria" response for further information.

Comsiruction Vilue 1/
CONTRACTOR INFORMATION =\ E [1;_\; l_l:i [‘l \'\\\:‘-:,7 Ei \\
Company Name N/A Email : !Dll
Contact Person Phone |Lm e M
Address City PSIHD DE.ip
Contractor's Registration # Expiration Date

1 am the property awner of suthorized agent of the property owner, 1 ceetify that to the best ef my kmowledge, the information submitted in suppon of this permit application is
true and correet, | cenify iat T will camply with all applicable City of Shoreline regubations pertzining to the work amthosized by ihe issuance of a permit. ] understand that
isauance of ihis permil does pot remove the owner's sespensibility for compliance with state or federal laws reguiating eanstructian of environmental fawe. 1 grant pemmigsien far
City stafT nnl agents b cuter aras covered by this permit application for the sole purpase of mspecting e areas in cader 0 progess this application and 1o enfies cods

prvvisions Telaced uuhg{
s

Zﬁlm gq,,g X LS pae 2/ 5/ 2013
$ignature o PROPERTY OWNER STgnature of AUTHORIZED AGENT T
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[ Yes
[ Yes
O Yes
[] Yes
[ Yes
[ ves
[ Yes

[¥] Ha
[¥] Ne
[¥] No
{x] Mo
[¥] Ne
[¥] Ne
[¥] Mo

“RITICAL AREAS WORKSHEF™

Is there any standing or ranning water on the surface of the property or on any adjacent property at any time during the year?
Dioes the site have steep slopes with litde to no vegetation?

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

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

Are any willows, skunk cabbage, alders, cottonwoods, of cattails present on your property or edjacent propertics?

Does the site contain ground water seepage or springs near the surface of the ground?
Are there any indications on any portion of the property or on any adjacent property of rockshdes, earthflows, mudflows, landslides, or
other slope failure?

Please indicate which line best represents
the stoepest slape found on your property. [¥] ow-5% [ 5%-10% [ 10%-15% [ 15%-20% [] 20%-25% [ 25%+

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

Who prepared this information?  Jordan Winters

How to Determine the Slope of a Hillside

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

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

? 0 0O ] 100% = 1:1

] 50%=1:2

/ [] 25%=1:4

/ 03
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Attachment 10- Rezone Criteria

Ll

Pursuant to the application filed on behalf of the Applicant(s) for a formal rezone of the properties
identified as Parcel #s 616390-1560, 613740-0000, 6163%0-1462 and 616330-1465 to a Community
Business (CB) zone, we would like to formally provide justifications of why the application is consistent
with the merits of 3 rezone and meeting the Decision Criteria required for approval:

a. The rezone is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan:

L]

Per the Future Land Use Map of the Comprehensive Plan adopted via Ordinance 649 on
December 10, 2012, all four sites are designated for a future zoning classification of Mixed
Use 2 which "encourages the development of walkable places with architectural interest
that integrate a wide variety of retall, office, and service uses, along with form-based
maximum density residential uses”..."except it is not intended to allow more intense uses,
such as manufacturing and other uses that generate light, glare, noise, or odor that may
be incompatible with existing and proposed land uses.” Presently, each of the four sites
are zones as either R-24 or R-48, which is @ medium to high density residential. The
rezone to a CB zone within the Mixed Use 2 Comprehensive Plan designation is consistent
with the Comprehensive Plan,

b. The rezone will not adversely affect the public health, safety or general welfare:

The rezane to a CB zone consistent with a Mixed Use 2 designation actually makes steps
towards improving the public health, safety and general welfare, According to Figure HA-
2 of the 2012 Comprehensive Plan, the percentage of dwelling units that were designated
as Multifamily (MF) for the City of Shoreline was 23.2%, compared to almost 73% for
single family residences (SFR). Generally speaking, when compared to larger, mare urban
communities, the census mix for MF appears to be below average. A CB zoning
designation with unrestricted density and favorable development conditions helps to
serve this under met MF demand. As part of future development for the property,
needed frontage improvements will be developed, improving walkability to local business
as well and several forms of public transit (bus routes run presently and light rail is slated
for future development off of 185).

€. The rezone is warranted in order to achieve consistency with the Comprehensive Plan:

As outlined in responses to both a. and d., a rezone to a CB classification provides total
continuity with the properties immediately adjacent to the north and east and
accomplishes the City's Comprehensive Plan goal of a Mixed Use 2 designation.

d. The rezone will not be materially detrimental to uses or property in the immediate vicinity of the
subject rezone;

The properties to the north and east of the four parcels are all presently zoned CB and
would provide a seamless transition as part of the rezone. To the west and south of the
parcels, zoning is presently R-5, low density residential and is designated to remain low
density through the Comprehensive Plan, As noted in the Comprehensive Plan under
Land Use Goals and Policies, under LUZ, “Transition to adjacent single-family
neighborhoods may be accomplished through appropriate design solutions”. When site
specific development plans are developed, both neighboring architecture and

e
1-' L
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neighborhood involvement will be taken into consideration so that this criteria can be
met. Further, given the proximity of these parcels to immediate business such as dining
(Ichi Bento, Peking House, Leenas Café, etc), grocery shopping (Safeway} and
Pharmaceuticals (Walgreens, Safeway), the proposed rezone to a higher density helps
support these local businesses. Approval of the rezone would help support policy goal
H2, which would provide incentives to encourage residentlal development in commercial
zones, especially those within proximity to transit and to support local business.

g. The rezone has merit and value for the community:

It is anticipated that upon successful rezone completion, plans to develop a high density
residential structure will commence, most likely with a focus on senior housing.
Presently, two of the four parcels provide senior housing care but lack the ability to
provide a continuum of care or the ability for a residence to age in place. In other words,
the location cannot provide a variety of living options to the community of Shoreling as
their seniors begin to age. In fact, aside from one community in the city limits, there are
not any other locations or senior housing providers within the City of Shoreline that can
provide a setting where seniors can stay In one location and successfully age from an
independent setting all the way to an acute, long term location. What is perhaps more
concerning, generally speaking, Is that the Comprehensive Plan fails to specifically address
seniors as their own population group and the housing crisis they face as our the
population of baby boomers begins to explode across the United States. Senior housing
construction in King County alone has averaged approximately 464 new units per year
over the last twelve years being put into service {National Investment Center). Arezone
and redevelopment of the project, specifically to senior housing, would help satisfy policy
goal H VI (encourage and support a variety of housing opportunities for those with special
needs, specifically older adults and people with disabilities), H25 (encourage, assist and
support social and health service organizations that offer housing programs for targeted
populations) and H27 (support opportunities for older adults and people with disa hilities
to remain in the community as their housing needs change, by encourage universal design
or retrofitting homes for lifetime use).
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Attachment 11- Statement of Use

STATEMEMNT OF USE

Pursuant to the application concurrently filed on behalf of the Applicant(s) for a formal rezone of the
properties identified as Parcel #s 616390-1560, 613740-0000, 616390-1462 and 616350-1465, this
statement of use is meant to identify both the current and proposed uses of the site upon rezone
approval. Presently, parcel # 613740-0000 is a fully improved parcel and is ran as market rate apartments
for rent and it will likely remain market rate rental apartments post rezoning. Parcel # 616390-1560 is a
fully improved parcel and is a recently renovated assisted living facility and will likely remain an assisted
living facility pest rezoning. Parcel #'s 616390-1462 and 616350-1465 are substantially improved lots that
once operated as a skilled nursing facility and will likely be redeveloped to accommodate some form of
senior housing post rezone, although there is no specific project contemplated as part of this rezone.
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Attachment 12- Notice of Application

The City of Shoreline Notice of Rezone Application including Optional
SEPA DNS Process

Location, Application No., Type of Permit(s) Required and Project Description: 17127 and
17201 15" Avenue NE and 17414 and 17062 12t Avenue NE, Shoreline, WA 98155; PLN18-
0043 Rezone Application. The applicant has requested to rezone four parcels from Residential-24 units per acre (R-
24) and Residential-48 units per acre (R-48) to Community Business (CB). No development project is proposed as
part of this application, but applicant anticipates building senior housing and expanding medical facilities that
currently exist on the property.

The City expects to issue a SEPA Determination of Nonsignificance (DNS). This SEPA comment period may be the
only opportunity to comment on the environmental impacts of this proposal. There will be additional opportunity for
comment at the public hearing. A separate notice will be mailed and posted once the public hearing date has been
determined.

This SEPA public comment period ends Wednesday, May 9, 2018 at 5:00 p.m. Please mail, fax (206) 801-2788 or
deliver comments to City of Shoreline, Attn: Miranda Redinger, 17500 Midvale Avenue N, Shoreline, WA 98133 or
email to mredinger@shorelinewa.gov.

Copies of the full notice of application, application materials including SEPA documents, and applicable codes are
available for review at City Hall, 17500 Midvale Avenue N.
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Attachment 13- Notice of June 12 Public Hearing

The City of Shoreline Notice of Public Hearing of the Hearing
Examiner

Applicant, Application No. and Permit Requested: Jordan Winters, PLN18-0043

Location & Description of Project: 17127 and 17201 15" Avenue NE and 17414 and 17062 12t Avenue
NE, Shoreline, WA 98155. The applicant has requested to rezone four parcels from Residential-24 units per acre (R-
24) and Residential-48 units per acre (R-48) to Community Business (CB).

Interested persons are encouraged to provide oral and/or written comments regarding the above project at an open
record public hearing. The hearing is scheduled for Tuesday, June 12, 2018 at 6:00 pm in the Council Chamber at
City Hall 17500 Midvale Avenue N, Shoreline, WA.

Any person requiring a disability accommodation should contact the City Clerk at (206) 801-2230 in advance for more
information. For TTY telephone service call (206) 546-0457. Each request will be considered individually, according
to the type of request, the availability of resources, and the financial ability of the City to provide the requested
services or equipment.
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Attachment 14- Notice of July 31 Public Hearing

The City of Shoreline Notice of Public Hearing of the Hearing
Examiner

Applicant, Application No. and Permit Requested: Jordan Winters, PLN18-0043

Location & Description of Project: 17127 and 17201 15" Avenue NE and 17414 and 17062 12t Avenue
NE, Shoreline, WA 98155. The applicant has requested to rezone four parcels from Residential-24 units per acre (R-
24) and Residential-48 units per acre (R-48) to Community Business (CB).

Interested persons are encouraged to provide oral and/or written comments regarding the above project at an open
record public hearing. The hearing is scheduled for Tuesday, July 31, 2018 at 6:00 pm in the Council Chamber at
City Hall 17500 Midvale Avenue N, Shoreline, WA.

Any person requiring a disability accommodation should contact the City Clerk at (206) 801-2230 in advance for more
information. For TTY telephone service call (206) 546-0457. Each request will be considered individually, according
to the type of request, the availability of resources, and the financial ability of the City to provide the requested
services or equipment.
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Attachment 15- SEPA DNS

CITY OF . B
SHORFLINE Planning & Community Development
=”-¢ e 175040 Midvale Avenue Morth

Shoreline, WA 81 35-4905
(206) §01-2500 « Fax (204) 801-2788

SEPA THRESHOLD DETERMINATION OF NONSIGNIFICANCE (DNS)

PROJECT INFORMATION

DATE OF ISSUANCE: May 3, 2018
PROPOMENT: Jordan Winters

17127 and 17201 15" Avenue NE and 17414 and 17062 12" Avenue NE, Shoreling,
LOCATION OF PROPOSAL: WA 98155
DESCRIPTION OF The applicant has raquested to rezone four parcels from Residential 24-units per acre (R-24) and
PROPOSAL: Residential 48-units per acre (R-48) to Community Business (CEB).
PUBLIC HEARING Tentatively Scheduled for June 14, 2018

SEPA THRESHOLD DETERMINATION OF NONSIGNIFICANCE (DNS)

* The City of Shoreline has determined that the proposal will not have a probable significant adversa impact(s) on the
environment. An environmental Impact statement (EIS) is not required under RCW 43.21C.030(2)c). This decision was
made after review of the environmental checklist, the City of Shareline Comprehensive Plan, the City of Shoreline
Development Code, and other information on file with the Department. This information is available for public review upon
request at no charge.

This Determination of Nonsignificance (DNS) is issued in accordance with WAC 197-11-340(2), The City will not act on this
proposal for 15 days from the date below.

RESOMSIBLE OFFICIAL:  Rachael Markle, AICP
Planning & Community Development, Director and SEPA Responsible Official

ADDRESS: 17500 Midvale Avenue North PHOME:  206-801-2531
Shoreline, WA 98133-4905

DATE: S-1- 1%  SIGNATURE: MQM

PUBLIC COMMENT, APPEAL, AND PROJECT INFORMATION
The public comment period will end on May 18, 2018. There is no administrative appeal of this determination. The SERA
Threshold Determination may be appealed with the decision on the underlying action to supsrior court. |f there is not a
statutory time limit in filing a judicial appeal, the appeal must be filed within 21 calendar days following the issuance of the
underlying decigion in accordance with State law.

The file and copy of the Rezone Application are available for review at the City Hall, 17500 Midvale Ave N., 3™ floor -
Planning & Community Development or by contacting Miranda Redinger, AICP, Senior Planner at

The file and copy of this SEPA Determination of Nonsignificance is available for review at the City Hall, 17500 Midvale Ave
M., 37 floor — Planning & Community Development.
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Attachment 16- Amended SEPA DNS

SHCE)E%JNE Planning & Community Development

= 17500 Midvale Avenue North
Shoreling, WA 98133-4%05
(206) B01-2500 # Fax (206) 801-2738

AMENDED
SEPA THRESHOLD DETERMINATION OF NONSIGNIFICANCE (DNS)

PROJECT INFORMATION

DATE OF ISSUANCE: June 14, 2018
PROPONENT: Jordan Winters

17427 and 17201 15" Avenue NE and 17414 and 17062 12'" Avenue NE, Shoreline,
LOCATION OF PROPOSAL: WA 98155

DESCRIPTION OF The applicant has requested to rezone four parcels from Residential 24-units per acre (R-24) and
PROPOSAL: Residenfial 48-units per acre (R-48) to Community Business (CB).
PUBLIC HEARING T8D

SEPA THRESHOLD DETERMINATION OF NONSIGNIFICANCE (DNS)

The City of Shoreline has determined that the proposal will not have a probable significant adverse impact{s) on the
environment. An environmental impact statement (EIS) is not required under RCW 43.21C.030(2)(c). This decision was
made after review of the environmental checklist, the City of Shareline Comprehensive Plan, the City of Shoreline
Development Code, and other information on file with the Department. This information is available for public review upon
request at no charge.

This Determination of Nonsignificance (DNS) is issued in accordance with WAC 187-11-340(2). The City will not act on this
proposal for 15 days from the date below.

RESONSIELE OFFICIAL:  Rachael Markle, AICP
Planning & Community Development, Director and SEPA Responsible Official

ADDRESS: 17500 Midvale Avenue North PHOMNE: 206-801-2531
Shoreline, WA B58133-4905

DATE: ,r_‘[ H‘ 8 SIGNATURE: w Z,Lm__

PUBLIC COMMENT, APPEAL, AND PROJECT INFORMATIOH
The public comment period will end on June 28, 20'1 B I—E&-I_E i
Lheashold Delermirali

ShoralmaHnannq Ex:arnmer as ﬂl‘OVIﬂBd in EMC 20.30 Subchapter 4 and SMC 20,300,680 no later than fourteen 114]

calendar days after the date of issuance. Appeals musl be submi itiny the City Clerk with the a rigte filing fee

and received by 5:00 prn on the last day of the appeal period. The written appeal must contain specific factual objections
elated {o the envirenmental impacts of the project. An appeal hearing on the DNS will be consolidated with the open record
h h ect application.

The file and copy of the Rezone Application are available for review at the City Hall, 17500 Midvale Ave N., 3" floor —
Planning & Community Development or by contacting Miranda Redinger, AICP, Senior Planner at
mredinger@shorelinewa.gov or by calling 206-801-2513,

The file and copy of this SEPA Determination of Nonsignificance is available for review at the City Hall, 17500 Midvale Ave
N., 3" floor — Planning & Community Development,
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Attachment 17

SEPA ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIS

Purpose of checklist: P C D

Governmental agencies use this checklist to help determine whether the environmental impacts of your proposal are
significant. This information is also helpful to determine if available avoidance, minimization or compensatory
mitigation measures will address the probable significant impacts or if an environmental impact statement will be
prepared to further analyze the proposal.

Instructions for applicants:

This environmental checklist asks you to describe some basic information about your proposal. Please answer
each question accurately and carefully, to the best of your knowledge. You may need to consult with an agency
specialist or private consultant for some questions. You may use “not applicable” or "does not apply" only when
I cxplain why it does not apply and not when the answer is unknown. You may also attach or incorporate
by reference additional studies reports. Complete and accurate answers to these questions often avoid delays with
the SEPA process as well as later in the decision-making process.

The checklist questions apply to all parts of your proposal, even if you plan to do them over a period of time or on
different parcels of land. Attach any additional information that will help describe your proposal or its
environmental effects. The agency to which you submit this checklist may ask you to explain your answers or
provide additional information reasonably related to determining if there may be significant adverse impact.

Instructions for Lead Agencies:

Additional information may be necessary to evaluate the existing environment, all interrelated aspects of the
proposal and an analysis of adverse impacts. The checklist is considered the first but not necessarily the only
source of information needed to make an adequate threshold determination. Once a threshold determination is
made, the lead agency is responsible for the completeness and accuracy of the checklist and other supporting
documents.

Use of checklist for nonproject proposals:

For nonproject proposals (such as ordinances, regulations, plans and programs), complete the
applicable parts of sections A and B plus the SUPPLEMENTAL SHEET FOR NONPROJECT ACTIONS (part D).
Please completely answer all questions that apply and note that the words "project,” "applicant," and
"property or site" should be read as "proposal,” "proponent,” and "affected geographic area,"
respectively. The lead agency may exclude (for non-projects) questions in Part B - Environmental
Elements —that do not contribute meaningfully to the analysis of the proposal.

A. BACKGROUND
1. Name of proposed project, if applicable: Anderson Properties Rezone Proposal

2. Name of applicant: Sante Shoreline ALF Real Co, LLC, Parfitt Family Limited Partnership,
PAR Three, LLC, Anderson Family Properties, LLC

3. Address and phone number of applicant and contact person: Jordan Winters
1220 210th St SE, Suite 310

. Sal OR 97302
4. Date checklist prepared: February 26, 2018 (5%§;n2’09_6034

5. Agency requesting checklist: City of Shoreline

6. Proposed timing or schedule (including phasing, if applicable):
Non-project action rezone proposal subject to City review process timing.

Muay 2014
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7. Dxttpmhhasetary plans for future additions, expansion, or further activity related to or connected
with this proposal? If yes, explain.

Not Applicable. Non-project action.
8. List any environmental information you know about that has been prepared, or will be

prepared, directly related to this proposal.

Not Applicable. Non-project action.

9. Do you know whether applications are pending for governmental approvals of other proposals
directly affecting the property covered by your proposal? If yes, explain.

None known.

10. List any government approvals or permits that will be needed for your proposal, if known.
Rezone approval.

11. Give brief, complete description of your proposal, including the proposed uses and the size of the
project and site. There are several questions later in this checklist that ask you to describe certain
aspects of your proposal. You do not need to repeat those answers on this page. (Lead agencies
may modify this form to include additional specific information on project description.)

Non-project rezone of property at 17127 & 17201 15th Ave NE and 17414 & 17062 12th Ave NE from R-24
& R-48 to CB. Survey of properties is attached as Exhibit A to this checklist.

12. Location of the proposal. Give sulfficient information for a person to understand the precise location
of your proposed project, including a street address, if any, and section, township, and range, if known. If
a proposal would occur over a range of area, provide the range or boundaries of the site(s). Provide a
legal description, site plan, vicinity map, and topographic map, if reasonably available. While you should
submit any plans required by the agency, you are not required to duplicate maps or detailed plans
submitted with any permit applications related to this checklist.

See Exhibit A.

B. ENVIRONMENTAL ELEMENTS

1. Earth

a. General desgription of the site
(circle one): @ rolling, hilly, steep slopes, mountainous,
other

b. What is the steepest slope on the site (approximate percent slope)?

Geotechnical report submitted at preapp identifies small portion of site on SW corner as steep slope.

c. What general types of soils are found on the site (for example, clay, sand, gravel, peat,
muck)? If you know the classification of agricultural soils, specify them and note any
agricultural land of long-term commercial significance and whether the proposal results in
removing any of these soils.

Site is largely impervious surface.

May 2014
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d. Asgtthaseneyiface indications or history of unstable soils in the immediate vicinity? If so,
describe.

No.

e. Describe the purpose, type, total area, and approximate quantities and total affected area of
any filling, excavation, and grading proposed. Indicate source of fill.

Not applicable. Non-project action.

f. Could erosion occur as a result of clearing, construction, or use? If so, generally describe.

Not applicable. Non-project action.
g. About what percent of the site will be covered with impervious surfaces after project

construction (for example, asphalt or buildings)?
Not applicable. Non-project action.
h. Proposed measures to reduce or control erosion, or other impacts to the earth, if any:

Not applicable. Non-project action.

2. Air

a. What types of emissions to the air would result from the proposal during construction,
operation, and maintenance when the project is completed? If any, generally describe and
give approximate quantities if known.

Not applicable. Non-project action.

b. Are there any off-site sources of emissions or odor that may affect your proposal? If

so, generally describe.
Not applicable. Non-project action.
c. Proposed measures to reduce or control emissions or other impacts to air, if any:

Not applicable. Non-project action.

3. Water
a. Surface Water:

1) Is there any surface water body on or in the immediate vicinity of the site (including
year-round and seasonal streams, saltwater, lakes, ponds, wetlands)? If yes, describe
type and provide names. If appropriate, state what stream or river it flows into.

No.

2) Will the project require any work over, in, or adjacent to (within 200 feet) the described
waters? If yes, please describe and attach available plans.

Not applicable.

3) Estimate the amount of fill and dredge material that would be placed in or removed
from surface water or wetlands and indicate the area of the site that would be
affected. Indicate the source of fill material.

Not applicable. Non-project action.

4) Will the proposal require surface water withdrawals or diversions? Give general

description, purpose, and approximate quantities if known.

Not applicable. Non-project action.
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Atcksribaipigposal lie within a 100-year floodplain? If so, note location on the site plan.

No.

6) Does the proposal involve any discharges of waste materials to surface waters? If so,
describe the type of waste and anticipated volume of discharge.

Not applicable. Non-project action.

b. Ground Water:

1) Will groundwater be withdrawn from a well for drinking water or other purposes? If so,
give a general description of the well, proposed uses and approximate quantities
withdrawn from the well. Will water be discharged to groundwater? Give general
description, purpose, and approximate quan,’{]tges if known.

2) Describe waste material that will be discharged into the ground from septic tanks or
other sources, if any (for example: Domestic sewage; industrial, containing the
following chemicals. . . ; agricultural; etc.). Describe the general size of the system, the
number of such systems, the number of houses to be served (if applicable), or the
number of animals or humans the system(s) are expected to Servi,

c. Water runoff (including stormwater):

1) Describe the source of runoff (including storm water) and method of
collection and disposal, if any (include quantities, if known). Where will this
water flow?Will this water flow into other waters? If so, describe.
Not applicable. Non-project action.
2) Could waste materials enter ground or surface waters? If so, generally describe.
Not applicable. Non-project action.
3) Does the proposal alter or otherwise affect drainage patterns in the vicinity of the site? If
so, describe.
Not applicable. Non-project action.
d. Proposed measures to reduce or control surface, ground, and runoff water, and drainage pattern

impacts, if any:

Not applicable. Non-project action.

4. Plants
a. Check the types of vegetation found on the site:

X deciduous tree: alder, maple, aspen, other

_X_evergreen tree: fir, cedar, pine, other

_ X _shrubs

_X grass

____pasture

____crop or grain

_____ Orchards, vineyards or other permanent crops.

_____wet soil plants: cattail, buttercup, bullrush, skunk cabbage, other
____water plants: water lily, eelgrass, milfoil, other

____other types of vegetation
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47



PLN18-0043 Rezone Application - Winters

July 31, 2018 Public Hearing
. Winatdtinglsgmd Zmount of vegetation will be removed or altered?

Not applicable. Non-project action.

. List threatened and endangered species known to be on or near the site.
None known.

. Proposed landscaping, use of native plants, or other measures to preserve or
enhance vegetation on the site, if any:

Not applicable. Non-project action.
. List all noxious weeds and invasive species known to be on or near the site.

None known.

. Animals

. List any birds and other animals which have been observed on or near the site or are known to
be on or near the site. Examples include:

birds: hawk, heron, eagle, songbirds, other:
mammals: deer, bear, elk, beaver, other:
fish: bass, salmon, trout, herring, shellfish, other

Songbirds.

. List any threatened and endangered species known to be on or near the site.
None known.

. Is the site part of a migration route? If so, explain.

No.

. Proposed measures to preserve or enhance wildlife, if any:

Not applicable. Non-project action.

. List any invasive animal species known to be on or near the site.

None known.

. Energy and natural resources

. What kinds of energy (electric, natural gas, ail, wood stove, solar) will be used to meet
the completed project's energy needs? Describe whether it will be used for
heating, manufacturing, etc.

Not applicable. Non-project action.

. Would your project affect the potential use of solar energy by adjacent properties?
If so, generally describe.
Not applicable. Non-project action.
. What kinds of energy conservation features are included in the plans of this proposal?
List other proposed measures to reduce or control energy impacts, if any:

Not applicable. Non-project action.

. Environmental health Not applicable. Non-project action.

. Are there any environmental health hazards, including exposure to toxic chemicals, risk
of fire and explosion, spill, or hazardous waste, that could occur as a result of this
proposal?If so, describe.
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Aftdnisneid 4y known or possible contamination at the site from present or past uses.

2) Describe existing hazardous chemicals/conditions that might affect project development and
design. This includes underground hazardous liquid and gas transmission pipelines located
within the project area and in the vicinity.

3) Describe any toxic or hazardous chemicals that might be stored, used, or produced during the
project's development or construction, or at any time during the operating life of the project.

4) Describe special emergency services that might be required.

5) Proposed measures to reduce or control environmental health hazards, if any:

b. Noise Not applicable. Non-project action.

1) What types of noise exist in the area which may affect your project (for example:
traffic, equipment, operation, other)?

2) What types and levels of noise would be created by or associated with the project on
a short-term or a long-term basis (for example: traffic, construction, operation, other)?
Indi- cate what hours noise would come from the site.

3) Proposed measures to reduce or control noise impacts, if any:

8. Land and shoreline use

a. What is the current use of the site and adjacent properties? Will the proposal affect current land
uses on nearby or adjacent properties? If so, describe.
Senior living and multifamily condo's. Adjacent uses are residential and commercial.

b. Has the project site been used as working farmlands or working forest lands? If so, describe.
How much agricultural or forest land of long-term commercial significance will be converted to
other uses as a result of the proposal, if any? If resource lands have not been designated, how
many acres in farmland or forest land tax status will be converted to nonfarm or nonforest use?

No.

1) Will the proposal affect or be affected by surrounding working farm or forest land normal
business operations, such as oversize equipment access, the application of pesticides, tilling,
and harvesting? If so, how: No.

c. Describe any structures on the site.
See survey and attached aerial photograph.
d. Will any structures be demolished? If so, what?
Not applicable. Non-project action.
e. What is the current zoning classification of the site?
R-24 & R-28
f. What is the current comprehensive plan designation of the site?
Mixed Use.

g. If applicable, what is the current shoreline master program designation of the site?
Not applicable.

Muy 2014
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h. Has any part of the site been classified as a critical area by the city or county? If so, specify.

No.

i. Approximately how many people would reside or work in the completed project?
Not applicable. Non-project action.

j- Approximately how many people would the completed project displace?
Not applicable. Non-project action.

k. Proposed measures to avoid or reduce displacement impacts, if any:

Not applicable. Non-project action.
L. Proposed measures to ensure the proposal is compatible with existing and projected land

uses and plans, if any:
Not applicable. Non-project action.
m. Proposed measures to ensure the proposal is compatible with nearby agricultural and forest lands of
long-term commercial significance, if any:
Not applicable. Non-project action.
9. Housing

a. Approximately how many units would be provided, if any? Indicate whether high, mid-
dle, or low-income housing.
Not applicable. Non-project action.

b. Approximately how many units, if any, would be eliminated? Indicate whether high,
middle, or low-income housing.

Not applicable. Non-project action.
c. Proposed measures to reduce or control housing impacts, if any:

Not applicable. Non-project action.
10. Aesthetics

a. What is the tallest height of any proposed structure(s), not including antennas; what is
the principal exterior building material(s) proposed?
Not applicable. Non-project action.

b. What views in the immediate vicinity would be altered or obstructed?
Not applicable. Non-project action.

c. Proposed measures to reduce or control aesthetic impacts, if any:
Not applicable. Non-project action.

11. Light and glare

a. What type of light or glare will the proposal produce? What time of day would it mainly
oceur?
Not applicable. Non-project action.

b. Could light or glare from the finished project be a safety hazard or interfere with views?
Not applicable. Non-project action.

¢. What existing off-site sources of light or glare may affect your proposal?
Not applicable. Non-project action.

d. Proposed measures to reduce or control light and glare impacts, if any:

Not applicable. Non-project action.

12. Recreation
May 2014
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a. VHAGBRALED and informal recreational opportunities are in the immediate vicinity?
Shoreline Park, Hamlin Park, and Rotary Park are all in the immediate vicinity.

b. Would the proposed project displace any existing recreational uses? If so, describe.
Not applicable. Non-project action.

c. Proposed measures to reduce or control impacts on recreation, including recreation
opportunities to be provided by the project or applicant, if any:

Not applicable. Non-project action.

13. Historic and cultural preservation

a. Are there any buildings, structures, or sites, located on or near the site that are over 45 years
old listed in or eligible for listing in national, state, or local preservation registers located on
or near the site? If so, specifically describe.

No.

b. Are there any landmarks, features, or other evidence of Indian or historic use or occupation?
This may include human burials or old cemeteries. Are there any material evidence, artifacts, or
areas of cultural importance on or near the site? Please list any professional studies
conducted at the site to identify such resources.

No.

c. Describe the methods used to assess the potential impacts to cultural and historic resources
on or near the project site. Examples include consultation with tribes and the department of
archeology and historic preservation, archaeological surveys, historic maps, GIS data,

Sle Not applicable. Non-project action.

d. Proposed measures to avoid, minimize, or compensate for loss, changes to, and disturbance to
resources. Please include plans for the above and any permits that may be required.

Not applicable. Non-project action.
14. Transportation

a. ldentify public streets and highways serving the site or affected geographic area and describe
proposed access to the existing street system. Show on site plans, if any.
15th Ave NE and NE 175th St are adjacent arterials that serve the site. Interstate 5 is 15 blocks to the west.
b. Is the site or affected geographic area currently served by public transit? If so, generally
describe. If not, what is the approximate distance to the nearest transit stop?
Public transit is available on both adjacent arterials. Future light rail is slated for 185th Ave NE.
c. How many additional parking spaces would the completed project or non-project proposal
have? How many would the project or proposal eliminate?
Not applicable. Non-project action.
d. Will the proposal require any new or improvements to existing roads, streets, pedestrian,
bicycle or state transportation facilities, not including driveways? If so, generally
describe (indicate whether public or private).

Not applicable. Non-project action.
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e. Will the project or proposal use (or occur in the immediate vicinity of) water, rail, or air
transportation? If so, generally describe.

Not applicable. Non-project action.

f. How many vehicular trips per day would be generated by the completed project or proposal? If
known, indicate when peak volumes would occur and what percentage of the volume would be
trucks (such as commercial and nonpassenger vehicles). What data or transportation models
were used to make these estimates?

Not applicable. Non-project action.

g. Will the proposal interfere with, affect or be affected by the movement of agricultural and forest
products on roads or streets in the area? If so, generally describe.
Not applicable. Non-project action.
h. Proposed measures to reduce or control transportation impacts, if any:

Not applicable. Non-project action.

15. Public services

a. Would the project result in an increased need for public services (for example: fire protection,
police protection, public transit, health care, schools, other)? If so, generally describe.

Not applicable. Non-project action.
b. Proposed measures to reduce or control direct impacts on public services, if any.
Not applicable. Non-project action.

16. Utilities

a. Circle utilities currently available at the site:
electricity, natural gas, water, refuse service, telephone, sanitary sewer, septic system,
other

All of the above, including cable tv and excluding septic system.
b. Describe the utilities that are proposed for the project, the utility providing the service,

and the general construction activities on the site or in the immediate vicinity which
might be needed.

Not applicable. Non-project action.

C. SIGNATURE

The above answers are true and complete to the best of my knowledge. | understand that the lead
agency is relying ﬁem to make its decision.

Signature:

Name of signee /c) devy D bevs

|() - I
Position and Agency/Organization J «Ojc  t Mean ¢ ra Coole {1‘/ hrews ! Le e
Date Submitted: 03%/(< /Yo%
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D. SUPPLEMENTAL SHEET FOR NONPROJECT ACTIONS

(IT IS NOT NECESSARY to use this sheet for project actions)

Because these questions are very general, it may be helpful to read them in conjunction

with the list of the elements of the environment.
When answering these questions, be aware of the extent the proposal, or the types of

activities likely to result from the proposal, would affect the item at a greater intensity or
at a faster rate than if the proposal were not implemented. Respond briefly and in general

terms.

1. How would the proposal be likely to increase discharge to water; emissions to air; pro-
duction, storage, or release of toxic or hazardous substances; or production of noise?

Not applicable. Non-project action.

Proposed measures to avoid or reduce such increases are:
Not applicable. Non-project action.

2. How would the proposal be likely to affect plants, animals, fish, or marine life?

Not applicable. Non-project action.

Proposed measures to protect or conserve plants, animals, fish, or marine life are:

Not applicable. Non-project action.

3. How would the proposal be likely to deplete energy or natural resources?
Not applicable. Non-project action.

Proposed measures to protect or conserve energy and natural resources are:

Not applicable. Non-project action.

4. How would the proposal be likely to use or affect environmentally sensitive areas or
areas designated (or eligible or under study) for governmental protection; such as parks,
wilderness, wild and scenic rivers, threatened or endangered species habitat, historic or

cultural sites, wetlands, floodplains, or prime farmlands?

Not applicable. Non-project action.

Proposed measures to protect such resources or to avoid or reduce impacts are:

Not applicable. Non-project action.
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5. How would the proposal be likely to affect land and shoreline use, including whether it

would allow or encourage land or shoreline uses incompatible with existing plans?

Proposal is to rezone property from R-24 & R-48 designations to CB designation. Proposal is consistent
with Comprehensive Plan designation of the property.

Proposed measures to avoid or reduce shoreline and land use impacts are:

Not applicable. Non-project action.

6. How would the proposal be likely to increase demands on transportation or public
services and utilities?

Not applicable. Non-project action.

Proposed measures to reduce or respond to such demand(s) are:
Not applicable. Non-project action.

7. ldentify, if possible, whether the proposal may conflict with local, state, or federal laws or
requirements for the protection of the environment.

None.
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From: Cindy McCrea <clmccrea21@gmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, May 06, 2018 5:05 PM

To: Miranda Redinger; PCD; council@chorelinewa.gov
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Rezone Application Winters, PLN18-0043
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

To:  Miranda Redinger, City of Shoreline Project Manager
Shoreline Planning Department
Shoreline City Council

RE: I am writing regarding the proposed Rezone of parcels 6163901560, 6163901465, 613740-0000 and
6163901462, addresses 17127 and 17201 15" Avenue NE and 17414 and 17062 12" Avenue NE, Shoreline.

Currently these parcels are zoned R24 and R48 and are adjacent to single family homes zoned R6. The
proposal to rezone to a CB designation does not fit with the existing zoning and does not provide a buffer
between what could be a busy traffic area and a quiet, residential neighborhood. The developers of the
proposed rezone have not come forward with any plans for this area and have made vague promises to the
current residents that the only thing they want to do is build senior living facilities. We cannot rely on vague
references when it comes to our neighborhood and quality of life.

While the currently available zoning map (2016) shows the parcels in question to be zoned R24 and R48 we
were told at the community meeting put on by Sante Partners that a) the City wants the entire parcel zoned CB,
b) Sante is considering a 5 story building and c) no one will want to develop the properties unless they are
rezoned to CB so the neighborhood would be faced with dealing with vagrants. Regarding a) if the City of
Shoreline is planning a rezone then according to their ideals of “transparency” the residents should hear from
the City, not an out of state developer; b) a 5 story building right next to single family dwellings is not in the
best interests of the current residents and c) threats are typically not a way to win over public opinion.

There is a new apartment building going in on the corner of 15® and 175" NE “the Post Office” location. 5
story, 243 units with 267 parking spaces. We did hear that there “wouldn’t be an increase in auto traffic because
the post office had a lot of traffic going in and out of that location”. I feel fairly certain that there weren’t an
extra 200+ cars going in and out of the post office during rush hour morning and evening. Add to that the rumor
that the Post Office is going to relocate to the Water District property on 15" and 169" If that is true then the
original “study” showing there wouldn’t be an increase in traffic is flawed at best and false at worst. 15" NE is
already backed up during rush hour. Adding more Community Business capability to the area will only add to
the noise and traffic. What about runoff from the paving? What studies have been done or are being done? If
studies have been done, why hasn’t that information been distributed to residents? Can we really rely on it or is
it just done to “pass inspection”

We have lived in Shoreline for 32 years. The school district was good, the location as far as schools, library,
shopping was great. Our children were in 5" and 10" grade when we moved in. Kids could play in the street
and we didn’t worry about traffic. Our children babysat for younger children who in turn babysat for newer
neighbors. We have a block dinner once a month from October through June and a block party in August. We
watch out for each other. After all this time of voting for school levies, park levies, etc. in order to help make
Shoreline the city that it is we are sadly disappointed in the rush to “redevelop” our neighborhood. The
prospect of a developer having the ability to build a 6 story building 250 feet from our home is horrible. 1
believe that an alternate, less dense zoning is appropriate for the area.
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Quite PLN1BrAe43 %?@Wcﬁ?@ﬁ%ﬁtm&fe\!véatﬁ{ﬁeing transparent to the citizens and am quite concerned
about el 8heR Q18 BuligetdeatiBgers. 1f we need Senior housing so desperately then why not look on the
West stdéaghmestal8down toward Richmond Beach? It’s quiet and that area should really share in some of
the exciting new opportunities in Shoreline.

Respectfully,
Cynthia McCrea

17037 13" Ave NE
Shoreline WA 98155
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From: PCD

Sent: Monday, May 07, 2018 8:01 AM

To: Miranda Redinger

Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL] save our neighborhood
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Good morning, Miranda —
| believe this was meant for your consideration.
Thanks,
Planning & Community Development
17500 Midvale Avenue N, Shoreline, WA 98133

HCC)MELIHE P: 206-801-2500
: PCD@shorelinewa.gov

From: nedmccrea@comcast.net [mailto:nedmccrea@comcast.net]
Sent: Sunday, May 06, 2018 3:30 PM

To: PCD <PCD@shorelinewa.gov>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] save our neighborhood

Planning Department:

This e-mail is about the effort by Sante Partners to change the zoning at the Anderson facility
to “Community Business. | will start by saying my wife, our two children, and | moved to 13"
Avenue NE in 1986. When we first arrived we were the kids on the block raising our children
and enjoying the closeness of the other residents on the block. Now we are the old folks and
our neighbors are the ones, to my great joy, with little kids running and learning to ride their
bicycles up and down the street. To us our street is a little oasis to come home to at the end of
the day. To say that the proposed zoning change is upsetting would be to put it mildly. |
cannot imagine turning onto my street and seeing a six story building at the end of the block.
Talk about changing the character of a neighborhood for the worse. We and our neighbors do
not want to see our neighborhood changed in such a radical manner. Add to that the increase
in traffic and getting around North City will be ridiculous. It is already bad and with the
proposed changes it would be much worse. Despite the addition of bike lanes and of light rail
the majority of people will still be using their cars. We do not want our neighborhood to
become the next Ballard. What is happening there with high rises being built on both sides of
single family homes is sad and ruining older family neighborhoods. [ realize that is not what is
being proposed in this case but the outcome will be close enough that if you live near the
development it will have the same disastrous effect.
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In cloﬁrlrg‘%%@96%8@59§M@%%n'e%@ﬁf& a hoot about what happens to our
neigh%\(%tr;ﬁc %%%1?35% sﬁom??“ggyou are more concerned with the people in the community
you serve than you do in a corporation from out of state. Please say no to the change to “CB”

and save our neighborhood.

Sincerely,

Ned McCrea

17037 13t Ave NE
nedmccrea@comecast.net
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May 7, 2018

Miranda Redinger, AICP

Senior Planner

Planning & Community Development
17500 Midvale Avenue North
Shoreline, WA 98133-4905

Re: Rezone application of properties at 17127 and 17201
15th Avenue NE and 17414 and 17062 12th Avenue NE

Dear Ms. Redinger:
I would like to comment on the proposed rezone.

I attended the March 27, 2018 meeting about the rezone
proposal, and thank you for your note and the summary notes
of that meeting.

I am against the rezone, for two reasons.

Number one is the lack of understanding why the rezone is
even proposed. Sante has purchased the Anderson Plaza, and
invested money in it already. So it shouldn't need to be
rezoned. 1Is this where they plan to put the future
proposed 5 story senior housing facility with other
businesses included? At the meeting it sounded more Tike
they wanted to tear down the Anderson House building and
put it there.

They are not consistent in answering whether they want to
purchase the remaining Anderson property. At the meeting
they said they would buy that property if the rezone goes
through, and that the property could not be profitably
developed with its current zoning. But they report in the
minutes that they have no plans to purchase buildings they
don't already own, and specifically they have no plans to
buy the Anderson House even if the rezone goes through.

why should the rezone include property that is not part of
any plans that Sante has? If they really don't want the
Anderson House property, the apartment owner isn't
applying, and they are not interested in the Tlaundry
building, according to what was said at the meeting, why
ask them to be rezoned now.

Their explanation was that the City Comprehensive Plan
shows this zoning for future development. If the
development is unplanned, and unknown for how long into the
future, why rezone now?

Number two objection 1is to_the rezone of the Anderson House
property to CB zoning at all. There are single family lots
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adjoining the Anderson House property. There should not be
60 foot tall buildings next door to one story houses.

what happened to the concept of gradual increases in height
and density so that single family homes are not next door
to 5 story buildings? Wwhen the neighborhood between the
185th station and North City was rezoned, there were
different height zones, to keep the highest density near
the station, to give the remaining houses at least a chance
of normality.

Sante knew what the zoning for both the Anderson Plaza and
the Anderson House were when they purchased the Anderson
Plaza. They held off on buying the Anderson House because
they felt they could not make enough profit with the
current zoning.

Please don't Tet their profit motive spoil another
neighborhood.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Robin Leaden
17242 11th Avenue NE
Shoreline, wA 98155
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Attn. Miranda Redinger

City of Shoreline

17500 Midvale Ave N

Shoreline, WA 98133-4905

Fax (206) 801-2788 May 3, 2018

Miranda,

I am writing regarding the request for rezoning 17201 15th Ave NE from R-48 to CB, 17127 15th
Ave NE, 17062 12th Ave NE and 17414 12th Ave NE from R-24 to CB.

This is Application No. PLN18-0043

The properties currently offer a buffer for the single family homes on 11th AVE NE, 12th AVE
NE, 13th AVE NE and 14th AVE NE from the existing CB properties on 15th AVE NE.

There are already flooding and drainage issues on 11th AVE NE near NE 170th ST. Allowing the
possibility of another 60’ building next to the new 60’ apartment building currently being built
where the old North City Post Office was, could increase the flooding and drainage issues.

There will be many more cars parking on 12th AVE NE and 11th AVE NE from just the new
apartment building. This is more engine oil dripping onto the streets and contaminating our
streams, lakes and sound. If the city believes that there will not be parking issues like there
currently are on 12th AVE NE north of NE 175th ST, then you are not living in this neighborhood.

Sante claims that they would ultimately like to building more senior housing as the area doesn'’t
have senior housing. A lie. There is a 55+ apartment building on NE 165th St near 5th Ave NE.
There is a much larger 55+ apartment building on Aurora by Echo Lake and there are more 55+
apartment buildings in the Hillwood, Richmond Highlands and Richmond Beach neighborhoods.
The multifamily housing rezone around the 145th and 185th stations would be great locations
for senior apartments.

There are already many auto vs auto and auto vs pedestrian accidents at the crosswalk on 15th
Ave NE by Safeway. Adding a large senior housing complex might increase the the number of
auto vs pedestrian accidents.

12th AVE NE is mostly a single family home street. It is unwarranted to change a mostly single-
family-home street to partly CB zoning. Keeping 17062 and 17414 12th AVE NE as R-24 is best.

The Ridgecrest Neighborhood was told that the rezoning for the 185th Street Station would not
be south of NE 175th ST. Broken promises. One board member has gotten the rezoning in his
area moved and another board member has gotten a real estate license to “help” those having
to sell homes in rezoned areas. I've also heard that the city is allowing developers to develop
and not pay taxes and fees for ten years while the city rezones our hoses. It makes the city, the
board, and planning commission look a bit unethical and immoral. Have laws been broken?
Time will tell.

There are covenants that regulate growth and rezoning in many neighborhoods in Shoreline.
There might even be a covenant here for 11th, 12th, 13th and 14th Avenues NE. Has the
planning commission checked into this?

Pg. 1
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| have come to terms with the fact that there will be a 60’ apartment building looking into my
backyard. The Developer never offered an option for the Postal Service to be the Community
Business on the first floor of the apartment building. One of the reasons | purchased my home
on 11th Ave NE was because it was walking distance to a post office. | have a PO Box and like
walking. Now | have to drive to the temporary North City Post Office location on Aurora Ave N
near N 185th St.

My neighbors and | are not willing to sit by and have the R-24 and R-48 buffer removed and
replaced by CB (Community Business) zoning and another one, two, three or more 60’ buildings
in the front and back yards of our single family homes.

Please imagine yourself living in my home and having a 4-5 story building with tenants looking
down into your yard. Shoreline is supposed to be a GREEN place to live. Concrete is not
GREEN. Trees and yards are GREEN. Single-Family homes have trees and yards, GREEN.

There is buffer around much
of the Community Business
(CB) zoning in North City
and Ridgecrest.

Please keep our buffer.
Please save our GREEN

=l neighborhood.
ZI
N,

:-L‘ﬂ» “irs,

«

=

0 NE 168TH ST

'S8 NE 165TH ST
wl

Thank you,
Jennifer Klock
17216 11th AVE NE (PO Box 55304)
Shoreline WA 98155(-0304) Pg. 2
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Attn. Miranda Redinger
City of Shoreline

17500 Midvale Ave N
Shoreline, WA 98133-4905
Fax (206) 801-2788

Date: Ma,aofég’ 201X

Miranda,

We are writing regarding the request for rezoning 17201 15th Ave NE from R-48 to CB, 17127
15th Ave NE, 17062 12th Ave NE and 17414 12th Ave NE from R-24 to CB.

This is Application No. PLN18-0043
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Thank you,
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Attn. Miranda Redinger
City of Shoreline

17500 Midvale Ave N
Shoreline, WA 98133-4905
Fax (206) 801-2788

Date:z 2)%{ Z( gﬂozy
Miranda,

We are writing regarding the request for rezoning 17201 15th Ave NE from R-48 to CB, 17127
15th Ave NE, 17062 12th Ave NE and 17414 12th Ave NE from R-24 to CB.
This is Application No. PLN18-0043
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Attn. Miranda Redinger
City of Shoreline

17500 Midvale Ave N
Shoreline, WA 98133-4905
Fax (206) 801-2788

oatefh\c,%x, 100D

Miranda,

We are writing regarding the request for rezoning 17201 15th Ave NE from R-48 to CB, 17127
15th Ave NE, 17062 12th Ave NE and 17414 12th Ave NE from R-24 to CB.

This is Application No. PLN18-0043
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Thank you,

Koxia Jriaen

Haa h
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Attn. Miranda Redinger
City of Shoreline

17500 Midvale Ave N

Shoreline, WA 98133-4905 PCD
Fax (206) 801-2788

Date: 5/7 /O?O’X

Miranda,

We are writing regarding the request for rezoning 17201 15th Ave NE from R-48 to CB, 17127
15th Ave NE, 17062 12th Ave NE and 17414 12th Ave NE from R-24 to CB.

This is Application No. PLN18-0043
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MirandsiReplinser! s

From: Dejah Leger <dejah@hearthmusic.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 08, 2018 4:42 PM

To: Miranda Redinger

Subject: [EXTERNAL] AGAINST CB classification
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

I'm a Shoreline resident who is firmly against a CB classification for the up-zone Anderson House/Plaza. | moved
to Shoreline to have community and family, not to have a 60-foot-tall buildings taking over our neighborhood. Especially
when this zoning category doesn’t require green building designs, affordable housing, or limits on overall density.
Shoreline puts people over profit. Don't be gross.

Sincerely,
Dejah Leger
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OPPOSITION TO THE SANTE
CB UP-ZONE MAY 8, 2018

To the Shoreline Commissioners and interested parties,

It's difficult to write a succinct list of concerns about the proposed North City ‘CB’ up
zone without a proposal from the Sante partners. We have to anticipate anything from a
simple enlargement of the Anderson House property to create a retirement / assisted
living community. Or, maybe it's a major development combining several parcels? The
lack of a proposed land use from Sante Partners forces us to consider many
possibilities. The Shoreline’s planning schedule favors developers that can keep the
size & scope for their ambitions away from the community.

This letter considers two very different possible developments. One small, one large:

a) Re-development of the Anderson House Parcel in conjunction with the SW
corner lot parcel. This would facilitate the creation & operation of a retirement /
assisted living center for the Sante Partners. ( Tax parcel: 6163901462,)

b) The amalgamation of as many as -10- parcels to form a single development
covering most of the North City “block”. ( Block = 15! to 121" NE -175" to 172" )

These are very different projects. Each have very different impacts on the neighborhood
and the greater North City area. A modest retirement center could be accommodated.
However, the possibility to join several properties to create a massive development
must give the city give pause. | trust the city will see attaching reasonable conditions to
the proposed up-zone as a prudent safeguard against unforeseen developments.
Especially, a major project that would have far ranging impacts

| need the Shoreline Commissioners to see the very real possibility that Sante and the
Parfitt Family could combined the parcels in this proposed up-zone with the previously
up-zoned parcels in the northern portions of the block from 15" to 12 NE.

Sante has never stated their intent is limited to effecting only the Southernmost parcels
( Anderson House & the Lot in the SW corner ). In their April 9" letter to the
community leaves their intent vauge. “... allow Sante the ability to propose in the
future a facility at a density that will be financially feasible.”
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Whether the “a” refers to only Sante's existing -2- parcels or, amalgamating all -10-

parcels is key. Unfortunately, we won't know until Shoreline grants them their desire.

| realize that someone not familiar to the details may think the idea of combining
multiple parcels farfetched. Most people believe that Sante is only interested in
building on -2- parcels. | hope they are right and, | hope | am proven wrong.
However, | see evidence that a much larger project is on the horizon.

If | am correct, developers seek a major amalgamation of properties. The city of
Shoreline will have failed it citizens if they fail to adopt conditions on the development of
the parcels in proposed up-zone. The developers may attempt to claim that conditions
should not be imposed because, this is not their intent to use. | have two responses;
first, We would welcome any description of intended use and, Secondly, the developers
should be agreeable to shoreline conditions as they do not affect the use.

Ownership

Please see that all but -2- of the -10- properties are owned by the SAME TWO
INTERESTS. This is not nine separate owners fighting for their own self interests.

Please realize who owns the -4- effected parcels in the proposed CB up-zoning:

Anderson Plaza Tax parcel: 6163901560 TaxpayerfiSANIESHORERNEAEFREATREG Taxpayer
Address: 1220 20th St SE# 310 Fidelity National Title Company of Oregon (83,564 sqft )

Anderson House, Tax parcel: 6163901465 Taxpayer: PARFITT FAMILY LTD PRTNRSHP 17127 15th Ave NE
(72,307 sq ft)

North County Estates Apartment Tax parcel: 613740-0000 (56,974 Sqft)

South west lot - Anderson House Tax parcel: 6163901462, Taxpayer: ANDERSON FAMILY PROPERTIES
Taxpayer Address: 17201 15th Ave NE  Note this is the address of the SANTE owned Anderson Plaza (14,820 sq
ft)

Note: The total of the -4- parcels are: 227,665 sq ft

The other related parcels in the northern portion of the block are:

“Merry Maids” Currently for lease, Site Address: 17229 15TH AVE NE - Tax parcel: 6163901541,
Taxpayer: PARFITT FAMILY (18,616 sqft)

Vet Spay & Neutering Tax parcel: G163901550, Site Address: 17211 15TH AVE NE , Taxpayer: PARFITT
FAMILY ( 19,733 sqft)

Ichi Bento Terriaki Tax parcel: 6163901565 Site Address: 17203 15TH AVE NE Taxpayer. PARFITT FAMILY
( 10,497 sqft)

The lumber yard Tax parcel: 6163901490 Site Address: 1221 NE 175TH ST, BRENT LESLIE ( 61,309)
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The 'Gas station’ Tax parcel: 6163901502 Taxpayer: PARFITT FAMILY (13,500 sq ft)
North West corner Tax parcel: 616390150 Taxpayer: PARFITT FAMILY (9,200sqft )

Not including the “Post Office” development by Shoreline Development Company ( Wolff ) (81,550 sq. ft.)

Note: The land involved in the North portion of the ‘block’ : 132,855 sq ft
( the Post Office is excluded )

Therefore, the total land available as a result of this up-zone is : 360,550 sq ft

Possible Intent

Please realize Sante has created businesses that would appear to be linking to their
pending project(s). These LLC’s were form by the Nathan Group, PLLC as agents for
Sante. Note these -6- LLC's were all formed on March 4, 2015.

Sante Shoreline, LLC

Sante Shoreline, AFH OP CO, LLC

Sante Shoreline AFL REAL CO,LLC ( current owners of Anderson Plaza, Tax parcel: 6163901560
Sante Shoreline ALF OP CO.LLC

Sante Shoreline SNF REAL OP, LLC

Sante Shoreline, SNF OP CO,LLC

Sante has other properties in Washington. Each of these appear linked to existing
properties: ( Sante ALF OP CO, LLC, Sante ILF OP CO, LLC, Sante SNF OP CO,
LLC, Sante Kent LLC ) While it is hard to prove intent from public records it is curious
why they created so many companies named ‘Shoreline’. Especially, in comparison to
their other projects. It makes me question the idea that Sante’s intent is limited to
operating a retirement center.

Please know that the Orion Properties agent handling the lease of the current Merry
Maids property, told me that the Parfitt family wanted to lease the property: “.... at this
time, unless someone wants to buy the whole thing.”

This up-zone permits the combined financial interest of the Parfitt Family & Sante to buy
out the Lumber yard and the North County Apartment. If so, the 360,520 sq ft.
combined parcels gives a single developer a massive project. Clearly the lumber yard
parcel is key. Remember the Post Office lot sold for $ 4,250,00. That much money
can be persuasive.
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Sante is a major player in property development. A project of the size is possible and

would certainly fulfill their stated goal of : “... allow Sante the ability to propose in the
future a facility at a density that will be financially feasible.”

Note that their attorney at re-zoning meeting was from the Law firm of McCullough Hill
Leary, PS. In a Seattle times article concerning this Law firm, the Times commented:
( Mayor Ed) Murray believes McCullough wanted to be more than a lawyer getting the
best deal for developers. “Jack ( McCullough) wanted to do something for working
people,” the mayor said. “And having said that, | wouldn’t put it past him to sue me
tomorrow over something.”

By comparison The US Post office project is 4 the size of this possible CB up-zone.
( Reference lot 6163901521, Sale Price: $ 4,250,000 Dated : Aug 26 2016, Wolff:
6710 E Camelback Rd Ste 100 Scottsdale, AZ. (81,550 sq. ft.)

Summary: Sante & members of the Parfitt family ALREADY own all but -2- of the
parcels. Only the North City Lumber and the North County Estates Apartment are
owned separately. We must not allow a lack of foresight to grasp the impact of this
very real possibility. Do not miss this opportunity to shape a positive outcome by
imposing the follow conditions on the Up-zone of these lots.

Conditions and Land Use Limitations

The follow conditions should be placed on the proposed up-zone parcels:

Sante purchased the Anderson Plaza and then invested in a multimillion dollar
renovation to this facility. Anderson Plaza is current R-48. Should it be Santes’ intent
to maintain the Plaza in its’ current state, an up-zone would have little direct impact.

No up-zone on this parcel is needed. The granting of a CB zoning is only require to
prevent the lower zoning forming a zoning ‘island’.

Should a developer propose a common project across multiple parcels, the city should
require the following conditions:

a) Height limit of 45 ft
b) The density allowed by a CB zone must be balanced with Open spaces of
meaningful dimensions.
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c)
d)
e)

f)

g)

Traffic directed toward 175" and not into the surrounding residential streets.
Access via 15" Ave NE

No access using the residential streets to the south. 14" Ave NE and 13" Ave
NE are to remain dead end streets.

Emergency only access via 12" Ave NE. 12" should remain a residential street.
Traffic should be direct to 15,

No special districts

The Owner of the North County Apartment has expressed the desire to maintain
ownership of the apartment. Then, in time, have his Son is the eventual owner and the
son can deal with property decisions. A most honorable desire. Let us hope the
status quo is maintained.

However, should the apartment agree to combine with other parcels. A very different
picture emerges. This property has parking and access concerns as is. While off street
parking is provided, the nearby street parking is always used. Higher density
apartments allowed by this Up-zoning exacerbates the problems.

Any up-zone to R-48 or CB should also require:

a)

b)

f)
9)
h)
i)

12" Ave is hardly a commercial street. What land use could be proposed that
truly requires a CB zone on such a residential street. An R-48 is reasonable.
The implantation of any up-zone should be delay 10 years form the conclusion of
this zoning review. By delaying the up-zone, the owner will receive their stated
requested and the city receives some control that this parcel will not be used in a
major multi-parcel project.

Ample off-street parking. Exceed SMC 20.50.390

Sidewalks

The density allowed by a CB zone must be balanced with Open spaces of
meaningful dimensions. Example: Each apartment has a small ‘yard’ but these
are too small to be used. The kids play in the parking lot.

Improved access to 175

Traffic directed toward 175" and not into the surrounding residential streets.
Affordable housing with Recreational space exceeding SMC 20.50.240
20.50.240,C.1 qualifies development of a CB zone to: “ when located on an arterial
street shall meet the following standards:” 12the is not an arterial.
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The Anderson House and the adjacent western lot is currently zoned R-24. Granting a

60 ft. tall building with narrow setbacks, adjacent to low density residential simple out of
place in the Neighborhood. R-48 permits the conditional use as a Hospital, or a
Nursing & Personal Care Facilities. It is hard to see what use Sante desires that is not
conditionally allowed under R-48.

Any up-zone to the Anderson House parcel should also require:

a) Limited to R-48 densities

b) Building height not more than 45 ft Note the differences in parcel elevations
compound the height relative to the neighborhood..

c) Setbacks along the Southern property line of the parcel should be greater than
the required. Efforts to buffer appearance must be incorporated in landscape.

d) Setbacks on the northern property line, facing the Anderson Plaza, and are not
the neighborhoods concern

e) Landscaping should maintain the existing trees to the extent possible. With trees
added to screen the facility.

f) Access via 15" Ave NE

g) No access using the residential streets to the south. 14" Ave NE and 13" Ave
NE are to remain dead end streets.

h) Emergency only access via 12" Ave NE. 12% should remain a residential street.
Traffic should be direct to 15t.

i) Parking. Please know during the meeting with the neighborhood Sante
minimized the need for parking. Saying the most retired people in care facilities
don't drive. ( And, yes — that is a good thing. ) However, people who work at
the facility DO drive. Additionally, should the building be used for Apartments for
more mobile resident, there will be a need for parking. Any proposed land use
must maintain the required parking.

I ask the commissioners to remember their oath of office. Which states: “to represent
the public interest of the CITIZENS OF SHORELINE.” You are not charged with
permitting all developments. You are not responsible for maximizing developers return
on investment. Please consider my recommendations with an eye toward keeping
Shoreline a livable community.

Sincerely

Erick Merklinghaus

17044 13 Ave NE
Shoreline, WA 98155
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To: MifAlREIRERIHSr, City of Shoreline

From: Betsy Robertson, Shoreline Resident
Re: Anderson House/Plaza “CB” Zone application
May 8, 2018

I am definitely not anti-development, let’s just get that out of the way.

| want to see Shoreline continue growing into a thoughtfully planned, thriving community - while keeping its current
values intact.

What values? Those clearly stated by the City of Shoreline, along with its declared Vision and Mission statements.

Vision
Shoreline is a thriving, friendly city where people of all ages, cultures, and economic backgrounds
love to live, work, and play, and most of all, call home.

Mission

Fulfilling the community's vision through highly valued public services.

Values

« Integrity: Act with honesty, openness, and accountability.

« Teamwork: Accomplish goals, resolve issues through quality communication and
collaboration.

« Respect: Listen, value others, and treat everyone with faimess and dignity.

« Innovation: Learn from experience, explore new ideas, and implement creative solutions.

« Sustainability: Exemplify and encourage sustainable practices in our organization and
community.

Approving the application to up-zone the Ridgecrest area between 15" and 12'" avenues — the Anderson House area -
contradicts everything the city says it stands for.

This developer says they want to build senior housing... but they offer no specific plans to do so.

| believe they are playing on our community’s need for senior housing, because it's an emotional (hard to argue with)
talking point. | also believe they will turn around and sell all of the property for maximum value once it’s at maximum
(zoning) height. And who knows what we’ll get then. There’s absolutely no guarantee senior housing will be in the
picture in the future. And who would want it anyway if there’s no requirement for it to be affordable?

It’s naive for the city not to consider this possibility.

That’s how the Seattle Supersonics ended up in Oklahoma -- naivete and the power of money. (a brief aside)
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| honestly don’t see how a Community Business zone would do
. anything to serve this community.

Vision
o o ) ) I know you are aware of the cost of housing in Shoreline. Even in the
Shoreline is a thriving, friendly city

modest Ridgecrest neighborhood, the families | love and “neighbor”

where peopl_e of all ages, cultures, with could never afford to live here if they didn’t already own their
and economic backgrounds love to homes.

live, work, and play, and most of all,

call home. How would any residential development... without a requirement for

affordability... serve this neighborhood?

My daughter goes to Ridgecrest Elementary. She has classmates up
and down our street, the next street over, and throughout the apartments on 12" Ave. It is a rich and diverse
community —one that | am SO PROUD of. And I'm not just throwing talking points back at you... | have been actively
engaged in the celebration of our school and neighborhood’s diversity as co-host of the PTA’s Taste of Ridgecrest multi-
cultural event (happening on June 15). | don’t want these families to be forced out of our neighborhood, our community
or our schools, because their housing has been sold out from under them.

Please don’t consider approving any zoning or development here that doesn’t encourage affordability and diversity. The
only benefit would be in the pocketbooks of the developers.

As you know, I've also spent the last 5+ years volunteering on the City of Shoreline’s Park Board. I've seen how much this
community values its green spaces, wildlife and tree canopy. | hear it every month, at public forums, at neighborhood
meetings and more.

How does a CB Zone... without any requirements for green building, support the natural health of our community?

From my kitchen, | can see the yellow crane now planted at the site of the old post office building. How many units are
already going in there? And how many parking spaces will be included? The consensus on my street, is that the impact
on commuter traffic and parking requirements were greatly underestimated.

Again - back to the vision:

I have spent the last 12 years making 13" Ave NE my “home.” It's not
the nicest neighborhood in Shoreline, let alone Ridgecrest by any

Vision stretch... and yet... my street, my “home” is the envy of everyone |
Shoreline is a thriving, friendly city =KoV

where peoplg of all ages, cultures, 6 years ago, we started something on my street. A monthly (yes,
and economic backgrounds love to monthly!) block party called First Friday. It happens faithfully every
live, work, and play, and most of all, SiTEIE Tl AT EVERSEL TR i TN Sl VTS G

call home. our street to welcome them into the neighborhood. That regular

interaction, deep knowledge and trust of each other has created an
environment where we watch each other’s kids. We share lawn
equipment. We have keys to each other’s houses. | send my daughter out with a Tupperware and she comes back with a
cup of sugar. Literally... no joke. This is the community we’ve created. We are a microcosm of the city’s vision. All ages,

cultures, and economic backgrounds live, work, play and call this street home.
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leaning opgtacHirvesit!d 8nly be a matter of time before someone requested drive-through access via our (currently)
dead-end street. Putting an end to our neighborly walks, kid-friendly bike rides and impromptu gatherings in our street.

Please re-zone the Anderson House/Plaza area. | want a thoughtful development there, one that people can potentially
access via 13" by walking or riding their bikes. BUT - do it under a zoning category that makes more sense for THIS
neighborhood. Use one of the brilliantly devised MUR zones that were created for the light rail areas.

So that can only happen once a year? Fine! What’s the rush? Do this the right way, thoughtfully. Don’t just pander to
the big businesses that have suddenly shown interest in our little town. Others will come along. Businesses that better
understand our values and share our vision for the future.

Betsy Robertson

17030 13" Ave NE
Shoreline, WA 98155
(206) 409-2129
betsyeleanor@gmail.com
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From: Josh Beerman <joshbeerman1@me.com>

Sent: Wednesday, May 09, 2018 10:47 AM

To: Miranda Redinger

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Letter of Concern About 175th Rezoning
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

My name is Josh Beerman and I live at 17050 NE 130" street directly behind The Anderson
House. My family moved into the house less than one year ago looking forward to the fact that
we had finally found a nice quiet neighborhood where we could raise our kids. We knew
something might be happening to Anderson House and were fine with that, but we never thought
there would be a rezoning that would affect our entire neighborhood so completely.

Since this was announced there have been meetings and questions among all the neighbors. The
biggest question to come up is this rezoning to CB. If Anderson House is all that is being built,
then why do they need to rezone to CB? Much of the concern stems from ownership of the plots
of land surrounding Anderson House that could easily be sold off to one owner and then, if
rezoned for CB, a huge development could go up, maybe the largest in Shoreline.

Unless there is a plan to build something larger than the extension to Anderson House we do not
understand why it is necessary to rezone. We know that the Sante group has promised to leave
the facility as is and that they have no plans for anything but the extension, however the land,
once rezoned, will be open to changes in weeks, months, and years to come. We have two
children, and the block as a whole has a village worth of kids, and that’s what this place feels
like, a village. Please do not rezone so that in the future we can keep that feeling.

Your neighbor,

Josh Beerman

www.joshbeerman.com
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From: Nicole Beerman <nicole@nicolebeerman.com>

Sent: Wednesday, May 09, 2018 10:45 AM

To: Miranda Redinger

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Please do not Rezone the Anderson House Property
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Hello,

My name is Nicole Beerman and along with my family I live at 17050 13th Ave., Northeast in Shoreline. Right
next to the Anderson house property. I have two small children and we moved to Shoreline because of the quiet
streets, the great schools, and the proximity to Seattle without living in the city. I am strongly against rezoning
the Anderson house property for the commercial business.

Even though the Sante group has promised that the Anderson house property will always remain a retirement
facility, once that land is re-zoned there’s nothing stopping the owners in two years, five years, 10 years time to
sell that land to a developer. Greed never stops and money will always be appealing. I guarantee you if the
owners of the Anderson house property lived in my house, they would strongly object to a large development

going up.

I look down my street, and I can’t imagine a 6 story or even 10 story condominium building going up. Giving
strangers access to look over and into my yard, invading our privacy.

I am all for the development on 15th and 175th. I think at North city does need a facelift and I am excited for
the businesses that will come. I just think it needs to remain on the main artillery and not seep into the
neighborhoods. Please, for the future of my family and all the others, do not rezone.

Thank you,
Nicole Beerman

Nicole Beerman

Performer, Teacher, Choreographer
206-276-7112
nicole(@nicolebeerman.com
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From: Barb MERKLINGHAUS <emerkling@msn.com>
Sent: Wednesday, May 09, 2018 10:14 AM

To: Miranda Redinger

Subject: [EXTERNAL] OPPOSITION to the Sante CB up-zone
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

To: Miranda Redinger

| am writing to voice my opposition to the proposed CB up-zone being made by Sante.
The name of the applicant and application number: Winters, PLN18-0043.

The impact this upzone could have on our community is concerning,.

I’'m concerned how this development would be accessed. With 13th and 14th Ave NE being dead end streets it is easy to
imagine cars and traffic trying to access the area via these streets making our dead end streets a turn around for people
and cars looking for access. This would significantly change the peaceful nature and safety of our neighborhood with
increased car and foot traffic for people looking for a faster way to access the area.

Parking: Sante is saying people living in retirement/assisted living don’t drive so parking shouldn’t be a concern. With a
CB upzone we know there will be increased traffic and people looking for parking on our neighborhood streets. A few
years ago the apartment development on 175th and 12th Ave NE (just north of the proposed area) had major parking
and traffic impacts in their neighborhoods as parking was not included in the price of the rental agreement.

Impact on the neighborhood/privacy/peaceful nature of the neighborhood: Also of concern is the lack of privacy with a
CB upzone directly bordering quiet peaceful residential streets. Currently there are trees that provide some privacy
screening to the neighborhood directly on the south end of the proposed upzone area. With increased height that CB
zoning brings I’'m concerned we would loose the peaceful/private nature of our street and neighborhood.

If you were on our street on a sunny evening you would find people in their front yard gardens with other adults
gathered talking and children riding bikes while others walk their dogs. This is the culture of our neighborhood. We
don’t just live in our houses but in our neighborhood as well. We get together and talk to each other and look out for the
children on our block. |love this about my neighborhood and it is my deepest desire to preserve it as it is.

With the CB up-zone that Sante is asking for | feel all this would be lost. We would see increased traffic in our
neighborhood with cars coming down our deadend street, turning around and speeding out making it dangerous for our
neighborhood children. People would be looking for a place to park and leave cars unattended on our street and there
could be a decrease in the privacy, safety and peacefulness of our neighborhood.

Thank you for reading this letter concerning my opposition to the CB up-zone being requested by Sante partners. |
understand as commissioner you have taken an oath to represent the public interest of the citizens of Shoreline. |
appreciate your thoughtful consideration in this matter.

Sincerely,
Barb M.
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From: Greg and Annie Hawksford <eaglechevy@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, May 09, 2018 6:17 AM

To: Miranda Redinger

Subject: [EXTERNAL] No CB Zoning in North City, Shoreline
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

This email is to confirm that Greg and Annie Hawksford do not want the old Anderson home area to be re
zoned. We live right next to the property and would not want more than a two story structure built there.

Sincerely,
Greg and Annie Hawksford
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I am writing to express my concern in regards to the Anderson House rezone request from
residential to Community Business zone. It is too big of a jump providing no buffer zone to the
existing single-family residences on the neighbouring streets. It is already zoned large enough (R-48
and R-24) for Santé to build 132 units of senior housing AS IS based on calculations of the existing
zoning and acreage. (Keep in mind, they could build something else —or sell- and the other
properties not building right now could build practically anything in time.) Stepping out of your
home (or looking out your living room window) to a brick wall and multiple stories is sickening.
Basically, making your home/investment worthless and totally undesirable as a home to live in
currently. Seriously — who wants to live in the houses across from Polaris just north of 175th and
12th? It could be EXACTLY the same if this rezone were to happen. Envision 60’ buildings from 175th
to 170th looming above single-family dwellings impinging on our privacy, boxing us in and blocking
our view of the trees and sky, extra cars stacked along the streets blocking mailboxes and driveways.
This type of growth is making Shoreline an undesirable place to live. Voting for this type of future is
short sighted, reckless and ill-advised. It is detrimental to the quality of all residents’ lives. Besides
the enormous growth, the air quality from vehicles alone would be most unhealthy and
objectionable. The surrounding infrastructure is not sufficient for CB with additional unlimited
density. With the (prior) post office: 175th/15th NE location, building over 200 units, the new
“Arabella” down the road (15th — 12th), MORE apartments mid — 15th — Approx. 177th from 15th to
12th,. Plus, the post office’s anticipated new location approximately 1 block south of the southern
address in the rezone. It is foolhardy to even consider changing the current zoning to CB! (Never
mind what all of this building is doing to disrupting the poor deer population that come through
here. 3 a week ago! It’s so sad)

Please DO NOT approve the zoning request. Please consider the quality of life of those of us living in
Ridgecrest and North City. Those travelling through... Those that are already having difficulty paying
the increased property fees and are being pushed out after a lifetime in Shoreline. Know that we DO
NOT WANT this rezone. The choices of the council are not always in the residences best interests
(and beg to be explained*). Please do what is right for your constituents, not for the city’s greed.
Vote NO to the rezone. Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,
Leslie Anderson

*For example: Why was yet another pot shop approved when it was WITHIN 1000 feet of another -
against regulations? What is that now — 4?!? When 15th was reduced in lane size south of 175th and
council was touting the ‘walkable’ North City with businesses— trust me - these were not the
businesses locals were envisioning. Downtown Edmonds yes. First and Pike? That's what we’re
getting. Pot shops and alcohol. This is not the direction that will improve Shorelines image and
desirability and is incredibly short-sighted. Changing the zoning again is the wrong thing to do. Just
say no.
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The rezone of Anderson Plaza is not consistent with the city’s plan and should not be approved. As

currently defined, Shoreline will grow in stages and include buffers between different zones to limit
the negative impact to residents. What has been requested by a non-resident, commercial entity is
to remove the planned zoning buffers and allow 60’ tall buildings with unlimited density adjacent to
existing residents’ homes. This is not the Shoreline | want.

As a resident, | want to see my quality of life as well as the quality of the entire community improve.
Encouraging businesses to invest in Shoreline helps the community but allowing corporations with
deep pockets run roughshod over council plans and homeowners’ objections is not acceptable to
me. One of the reasons | moved here was the residents’ quality of life, including schools, parks, and
views. Lifting the current restrictions on the Anderson Plaza parcels and removing our buffer zone
goes against everything | love about this city.

Sincerely,

-

— = P

[ 94 Py
S A , :
3 - SR

Brent Anderson
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From: Heidi Costello

Sent: Monday, May 14, 2018 8:31 AM

To: Carolyn Wurdeman; Chris Roberts; Debbie Tarry; Doris McConnell; Jesse Salomon; John
Norris; Keith McGlashan; Keith Scully; Susan Chang; Will Hall

Cc: Eric Bratton; Rachael Markle; Miranda Redinger

Subject: Distribution Only: Lawrence Mishkin - Zoning and policies

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

This correspondence is distribution only.
Heid: C.

From: webmaster@shorelinewa.gov [mailto:webmaster@shorelinewa.gov]}

Sent: Saturday, May 12, 2018 10:36 AM

To: CRTeam <CRTeam@shorelinewa.gov>; Tavia Tan <ttan@shorelinewa.gov>; Heidi Costello
<hcostello@shorelinewa.gov>; Carolyn Wurdeman <cwurdema@shorelinewa.gov>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Contact Us Web form

A new entry to a form/survey has been submitted.

Form Name: Contact Us

Date & Time: 05/12/2018 10:35 am
Response #: 924

Submitter ID: 22965

IP address: 67.183.140.101

Time to complete: 9 min., 51 sec.

Survey Details: Answers Only

Page 1
1. (o) North City
2. (o)} Email
3. Lawrence Mishkin
4, 18020 10th Ave. N.E.
5. 2063657221
6. tkrlam@yahoo.com
7. Dear City of Shoreline, As a resident of over 20 years | have become very dissatisfied with Shorelines policies. | do not

appreciate having my house rezoned. The city has created turmoil in my daily live because of this change. | have tried
to deal with it. | am selling my house and leaving. But that now has become even an issue. Why - because Shoreline
has decided to change it's polies in the middle of developers plans. So yet again Shoreline is creating turmoil in my
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JU|yd§ii]V |@9.1 ?r F;loj gggtlj aol;'lgiges value and | don't feel like it is respected. Please change your ways for the citizens
Attaghroen |

Thank you,
City of Shoreline

This is an automated message generated by the Vision Content Management System™, Please do not reply directly to this email,
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From: Cindy McCrea <nedmccrea@comcast.net>
Sent: Sunday, May 20, 2018 12:23 PM

To: City Council

Subject: [EXTERNAL] rezone of Anderson Plaza
City Council:

This e-mail is about the effort by Sante Partners to change the zoning at the Anderson facility
to “Community Business. | will start by saying my wife, our two children, and | moved to 13%
Avenue NE in 1986. When we first arrived we were the kids on the block raising our children
and enjoying the closeness of the other residents on the block. Now we are the old folks and
our neighbors are the ones, to my great joy, with little kids running and learning to ride their
bicycles up and down the street. To us our street is a little oasis to come home to at the end of
the day. To say that the proposed zoning change is upsetting would be to put it mildly. |
cannot imagine turning onto my street and seeing a six story building at the end of the block.
Talk about changing the character of a neighborhood for the worse. We and our neighbors do
not want to see our neighborhood changed in such a radical manner. Add to that the increase
in traffic and getting around North City will be ridiculous. It is already bad and with the
proposed changes it would be much worse. Despite the addition of bike lanes and of light rail
the majority of people will still be using their cars. We do not want our neighborhood to
become the next Ballard. What is happening there with high rises being built on both sides of
single family homes is sad and ruining older family neighborhoods. | realize that is not what is
being proposed in this case but the outcome will be close enough that if you live near the
development it will have the same disastrous effect.

My other concern is the stated lack of a specific plan for the property. How any rezone can be
approved without knowing what is going in would seem to me foolish.

In closing | do not believe Sante Partners gives a hoot about what happens to our
neighborhood. Please show that you are more concerned with the people in the community
you serve than you do in a corporation from out of state. Please say no to the change to “CB”
and save our neighborhood.

Sincerely,

Ned McCrea
17037 13" Ave NE
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From: Kathleen Triesch <kathleentriesch@gmail.com>

Date: June 5, 2018 at 3:53:45 PM MDT

To: Tatiana Quintero <tatiana.quinterolandersoncommunity.com>
Subject: Letter supporting rezone/adult living project

To whom it may concern:

My husband and I have lived in Shoreline for 40 years, and were active members of our local
schools when our son attended. We are also neighbors of the Anderson community (4 blocks
away). And, until her death last August, my mother was a resident of the community for a litttle
more than a year. During that time, the new owners made significant improvements to the main
building while maintaining the good quality of care for residents. Since my mother's death, I
have been a regular volunteer at Anderson and remain impressed by the efforts the staff make to
maintain a pleasant, active environment for all who live there. The area is quiet, and seems to
cause virtually no disruption to people around it. For all these reasons and more, I am writing in
support of the zoning efforts and project on the site now under consideration. Because:

-- In general, the property will be enhanced by the removal of older, unusable structures and
replacement with something fresh and functional.

-- As our population increases, and we are living longer, it's important to be able to
accommodate this growth in communities like Shoreline that are still, relatively speaking,
affordable.

-- And, as we ourselves are entering our "golden years," we'd like to think we could stay in a
neighborhood that was convenient to transit and had more amenities within walking distance.
Those kinds of amenities (coffee shops, eateries beyond fast food etc.) are only recently
becoming available.

-- Finally, it seems to me that failing to add flexibility to zoning and resisting change as the area
faces an onslaught of challenges will put Shoreline at risk of deterioration, unattractive to either
older people or younger ones seeking more walkable, convenient and inviting neighborhoods
that serve their needs.

Sincerely,
Kathleen Triesch Saul

Sent from my iPad
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APPLICANT RESPONSES TO NEIGHBORHOOD COMMENTS
ANDERSON PROPERTIES REZONE PROPOSAL
CITY OF SHORELINE PLN18 - 0043
MAY 30, 2018

The Applicant appreciates the comments that have been received from the public about the Anderson
Properties Rezone Proposal (“Rezone Proposal”). The comments pose sixteen questions. The Applicant
here responds to each in turn.

1. Will the Rezone Proposal have an adverse effect on the community and on neighborhood
property values?

Applicant Response: The Proposal itself, because it is merely a rezone application, will have no
effect on the built environment. Future development pursuant to the Rezone Proposal, if it is approved,
will replace the current 50 year-old structure on the property, which has outlived its useful life, with a
new development which will provide necessary services for seniors. This will in fact, strengthen the
community and will likely improve the property values of neighboring properties. It has been the
Applicant’s experience that property values improve when older structures which have outlived their
useful life are replaced with new, contemporary structures.

2. Will the Rezone Proposal cause adverse fire safety and police availability impacts?

Applicant Response: Presently, the structure on the site does not have a fire loop installed and needs
basic fire infrastructure improvements to be consistent with the current Fire Code. Any project
developed pursuant to the Rezone Proposal will improve public safety by providing a new structure
consistent with current Fire Code requirements. Any future redevelopment of the site will also
generate revenues to the City which will enhance the City’s ability to provide fire and police services.
These revenues include taxes on business/operations, real/personal property taxes and a one-time fire
impact fee of roughly $250,000 at the onset of development, in addition to the payment of
approximately $350,000 in impact fees to ease traffic impact and to enhance community parks.

3. Will the Rezone Proposal add to existing neighborhood flooding and drainage problems?

Applicant Response: The property in its current state was designed over 50 years ago, well before
the adoption of current stormwater drainage codes. Any redevelopment of the Rezone Proposal
property will be subject to current stormwater drainage code requirements. These requirements ensure
that the new project would fully accommodate stormwater drainage for the property. Development of
the property, accordingly, will only improve, not detract from, the current neighborhood stormwater
problems.
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4.

Will the Rezone Proposal result in adverse impacts on neighborhood on-street parking
availability?

Applicant Response: Any redevelopment of the property pursuant to the Rezone Proposal will
accommodate all of its parking demand on site. No on-street parking will be necessary. In general,
the proposed use will reduce the need for parking from what was formerly there and be much less than
that of a multifamily project. Typically, the Applicant has found that for skilled nursing, a ratio of 1
parking space per bed is needed (mostly for the large number of staff that must take care of the
residents) and a multifamily project usually requires 2 or more spaces per unit. Independent living, on
the contrary, usually requires only .5 spaces per unit.

Is more senior housing truly needed in Shoreline?

Applicant Response: The market demand analysis that the Applicant has commissioned shows that
at varying rent thresholds, there is a need for anywhere from 81 units to 142 units of independent
living. Presently, the Applicant is targeting a range of approximately 130 units for the project that
may be built on the Rezone Proposal property, in the event the Rezone Proposal is approved.

Will the Rezone Proposal deprive the neighborhood of needed open space and landscaping?

Applicant Response: The Shoreline Municipal Code section 20.50.460(A) requires that landscape
buffers be provided when commercial properties abut or are located across a right-of-way from single
family residential zones. There are also transition requirements in height that require a 25’ setback
from the internal property line and starting at 35” high and require an additional 10’ setback for every
10’ in additional height. These regulations will ensure that any future development of the Rezone
Proposal property and those regulations will provide well-defined open space, landscape buffers and
transitions.

What is the Applicant planning to develop on the Rezone Proposal property?

Applicant Response: While the Applicant’s plans are not fully defined, the Applicant intends to build
a retirement facility on Parcels 6163901465 and 6163901462 of the Rezone Proposal property, in the
event the Rezone Proposal is approved. The Applicant has no plans to acquire or redevelop other
Parcels located in the boundaries of the Rezone Proposal area, or to acquire or redevelop other lots
outside of the boundaries of the Rezone Proposal area. The boundaries of the Rezone Proposal area
have been defined in order to complete the redesignation of this block so that its zoning designation is
consistent with the applicable Comprehensive Plan designation.

If the Rezone Proposal is approved, will it enable the construction of a six-story building?

Applicant Response: No, at most a five-story building could be constructed pursuant to the height
limitations of the CB zone.
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9.

10.

11.

12.

Why has this location been chosen to build senior housing?

Applicant Response: There are several reasons why this location has been chosen to build senior
housing. First, there is already a senior housing facility at this site, which is the Anderson Plaza
assisted living facility. Adding an additional facility will create opportunities of scale and the
opportunity for the operator to efficiently enhance services. Further, experience has shown that Seniors
thrive most in communities where they can *“age in place,” beginning their stay in independent living,
and then having the opportunity to transition to facilities with higher levels of care as they age. The
Applicant envisions, in the event the Rezone Proposal is approved, that the site as improved with a
new structure will then afford residents the ability to transition over to an assisted living facility on the
same site. They would have continuity of care. This site, with its existing facility and with the
opportunity to construct a new facility, is well suited for such an “aging in place” community.

Will the Rezone Proposal cause traffic problems?

Applicant Response: Traffic studies have demonstrated that the traffic generated on a per unit basis
by a senior living facility is substantially less than what is expected from multifamily or commercial
uses. For example, according to the 8™ Edition of the Institute of Transportation Engineers Trips
Generation report, an apartment building on a per dwelling unit basis, generates 6.65 trips during the
weekday that end at the apartment location. Independent living, on the other hand, generates 2.02
trips, which is 70% less than a multifamily project. Moreover, any redevelopment of the Rezone
Proposal property will be required to complete a site-specific traffic analysis to confirm that adverse
traffic impacts, if any, are disclosed and, if necessary, mitigated.

How can the neighborhood be assured that the Applicant will in fact develop the Rezone
Proposal property for a senior living facility?

Applicant Response: It is correct that the Applicant cannot guarantee that the Rezone Proposal
property will be redeveloped for a retirement facility. Market and other factors may result in other
types of uses for the property. With that said, the Applicant has invested millions of dollars to renovate
the existing facility on the property and is highly incentivized to expand that use to the south. Itis also
to be noted that if the Rezone Proposal is approved, any other use of the property would be subject to
applicable regulations which require landscaping and transition buffering and building tiering and
would themselves also undergo environmental review.

How are the impacts of a retirement living facility different from those of a multifamily project
such as Polaris?

Applicant Response: Polaris, which is an all-age multifamily project, generates traffic, noise and
other impacts that result from the younger demographic of that type of project. A senior living facility
causes many fewer impacts. In the event the Rezone Proposal is approved, any site-specific senior
living proposal will undergo environmental review and its impacts will be measured and mitigated.
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Ati%?%%ii‘l%he Rezone Proposal affect access to and what will be its parking impacts on 13" and

14.

15.

16.

14" streets?

Applicant Response: Should the Rezone Proposal be approved, and a senior living facility
constructed on the site, the facility will have a monument sign that clearly depicts its entrance, which
will be located off 15" Ave NE. As for parking, senior living facilities typically generate
approximately 75% less parking demand compared with all-age multifamily projects. Moreover, any
retirement facility constructed pursuant to the Rezone Proposal will provide on-site parking sufficient
to accommodate its demand.

Will the Rezone Proposal result in the loss of the existing trees on the southern border of the
property?

Applicant Response: The Applicant’s goal will be to preserve as many of the existing trees on the
property as possible. The Shoreline Code will require Type | landscape screening at this location.
Preservation of the existing trees on the property will therefore not only be beneficial for both the
Applicant and the neighbors, but it will help fulfill Code requirements.

Will the Rezone Proposal result in a full-block development?

Applicant Response: It would currently be impracticable to construct a full-block development. The
Parfitt family owns several of the neighboring parcels that are encumbered by long term ground leases
with existing tenants. The Applicant has no intention to acquire any additional parcels. In the event
the Rezone Proposal is approved, the Applicant’s redevelopment plans will be limited to the two
southernmost parcels of the Rezone Proposal property.

Is the Rezone Proposal consistent with Shoreline’s Vision, Mission and Values?

Applicant Response: The Rezone Proposal is fully consistent with Shoreline’s Vision, Mission and
Values. The Rezone Proposal implements the Comprehensive Plan. The Rezone Proposal will enable
the property to be developed for senior housing, which is insufficiently available in the City. Any
development pursuant to the Rezone Proposal will serve the City’s Seniors, add more employment
opportunities in addition to the 60 local citizens the applicant already employs on the site, and will pay
local taxes that will generate revenue to provide needed municipal services for Shoreline’s citizens.
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