
 
PLANNING COMMISSION 

REGULAR MEETING 
AGENDA 

 
Thursday, September 20, 2018 Council Chamber ∙ Shoreline City Hall 
7:00 p.m. 17500 Midvale Ave N 
 Shoreline, WA 98133 

 Estimated Time 
1. CALL TO ORDER 7:00 

   
2. ROLL CALL 7:01 

  

3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 7:03 
  

4. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 7:04 
a. September 6, 2018 Draft Minutes 

   
Public Comment and Testimony at Planning Commission 
During General Public Comment, the Planning Commission will take public comment on any subject which is not 
specifically scheduled later on the agenda.  During Public Hearings and Study Sessions, public testimony/comment occurs 
after initial questions by the Commission which follows the presentation of each staff report.  In all cases, speakers are 
asked to come to the podium to have their comments recorded, state their first and last name, and city of residence.  The 
Chair has discretion to limit or extend time limitations and the number of people permitted to speak.  Generally, individuals 
may speak for three minutes or less, depending on the number of people wishing to speak.  When representing the official 
position of an agency or City-recognized organization, a speaker will be given 5 minutes. Questions for staff will be 
directed to staff through the Commission.  
  

5. GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT 7:05 
  

6. STUDY ITEMS: 7:10 
a. Sales Tax Measure for Sidewalks – Proposition 1 
b. 2018 Development Code Amendments (#2) 
 

7:25 

7. DIRECTOR’S REPORT 8:25 
  

8. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 8:30 
  

9. NEW BUSINESS  
       

   8:31 

10. REPORTS OF COMMITTEES & 
COMMISSIONERS/ANNOUNCEMENTS 

8:32 

  

11. AGENDA FOR October 4, 2018  
 

8:33 

12. ADJOURNMENT 
 

8:35 
The Planning Commission meeting is wheelchair accessible. Any person requiring a disability accommodation should 
contact the City Clerk’s Office at 801-2230 in advance for more information. For TTY telephone service call 546-0457. For 
up-to-date information on future agendas call 801-2236 

 

 

http://www.shorelinewa.gov/home/showdocument?id=40782
http://www.shorelinewa.gov/home/showdocument?id=40784
http://www.shorelinewa.gov/home/showdocument?id=40786
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SHORELINE PLANNING COMMISSION 

MINUTES OF REGULAR MEETING 
 
September 6, 2018     Shoreline City Hall 
7:00 P.M.      Council Chamber 
 
Commissioners Present 
Chair Montero 
Vice Chair Mork 
Commissioner Davis 
Commissioner Lin 
Commissioner Maul 
Commissioner Malek 
 
Commissioners Absent 
Commissioner Craft 

Staff Present 
Rachael Markle, Director, Planning and Community Development 
Paul Cohen, Planning Manager, Planning and Community Development 
Julie Ainsworth-Taylor, Assistant City Attorney 
Steve Szafran, Senior Planner, Planning and Community Development  
Miranda Redinger, Planner, Planning and Community Development 
Carla Hoekzema, Planning Commission Clerk 
 

 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
Chair Montero called the regular meeting of the Shoreline Planning Commission to order at 7:00 p.m.    
 
ROLL CALL 
 
Upon roll call by Ms. Hoekzema the following Commissioners were present:  Chair Montero, Vice Chair 
Mork, and Commissioners Davis, Lin, Maul and Malek.  Commissioner Craft was absent. 
 
APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
 
The agenda was accepted as presented.   
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 
The minutes of August 2, 2018 were approved as submitted.   
 
GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
There were no general public comments.   
 
  

4a. Draft Minutes from Thursday, September 6, 2018

Page 2



STUDY ITEM:  POTENTIAL EXPANSION OF GREEN BUILDING MANDATE TO 
COMMERCIAL ZONING 
 
Ms. Redinger reviewed that on August 2nd, the Commission discussed whether or not the green building 
mandate should be expanded to include commercial zones.  They also discussed which commercial zoning 
categories the mandate should apply to, as well as the appropriate certification protocols to fulfill the 
requirement.  At the request of the Commission, staff conferred with the City’s Economic Development 
Manager, several developers, green building certification organizations and King County, and a summary 
of their comments were provided in the Staff Report.  The Economic Development Manager was 
supportive of the ability to create stringent requirements, even as a mandate, as long as they are 
predictable.  However, a number of developers pointed out that redevelopment of sites, particularly large 
sites like Shoreline Place, would represent a significant improvement in environmental performance over 
the existing 1960s development because new development would be required to conform to the 2015 
Energy Code, the Department of Ecology’s (DOE) low-impact development standards, and the Shoreline 
Municipal Code frontage improvements and landscape requirements.  It was emphasized that new codes 
and requirements result in building and site design that perform significantly better than when the sites 
were originally developed.  Concern was expressed that if sites become burdened with mandates to the 
extent that redevelopment is not feasible, the City would not realize the environmental benefits of newer 
construction and the community would not realize the benefits of an updated commercial center, mixed-
use, senior housing, or other uses that have been envisioned for various sites.   
 
Ms. Redinger referred to a letter from Merlone Geier, potential developer of the Community Renewal 
Area at Shoreline Place, which makes the point that the delta is so great between 1960s development and 
the 2015 Energy Code that the delta between the 2015 Energy Code and a green building standard has 
diminishing returns and would not be that significant.  She said she spoke with a representative from the 
City of Seattle, as well as Shoreline’s Building Official, who is currently the president of the Washington 
Association of Building Officials, and learned that many of the early 20th century buildings were quite 
efficient, but there was a dip midcentury when air conditioning was added to buildings.  Starting in the 
1980’s, energy codes were adopted resulting in significant improvement.  In 2006, the State Council set 
the target of buildings being 70% more efficient by 2030.  Compared with properties developed during 
the lowest ebb of efficiency, there was significant improvement by 2015.  She agreed that the City should 
not discount the importance of redeveloping these sites and should not overburden developers so the 
existing uses are more profitable than redevelopment.   
 
Ms. Redinger said that in her conversations, it was clear the LEED Gold and Built Green protocols are 
more holistic and consider a wider range of criteria than Passive House Institute United States (PHIUS).  
However, PHIUS’s focus on energy performance leads to greater conservation than the more holistic 
protocols.  In terms of program equivalency, there is no direct apples-to-apples comparison.   
 
Ms. Redinger said another takeaway from conversations with developers is that because the Evergreen 
Standard is the green building protocol required for affordable housing and public school projects that 
utilize state funding, it might create a burden to also require these projects to obtain duel certification in 
order to fulfill a green building mandate.  Doing so could reduce the ability of housing providers who rely 
on state funding to build projects hear the future light rail stations.  One option is to add the Evergreen 
Standard as a requirement that would fulfill the mandate in the station areas.   

DRAFT 
City of Shoreline  

Planning Commission Meeting Minutes 
September 6, 2018   Page 2 

4a. Draft Minutes from Thursday, September 6, 2018

Page 3



 
Ms. Redinger summarized that the City has sufficient evidence from the green building providers and 
from the City’s recent Rushing Study to conclude that a green building mandate will result in greater 
efficiency.   While developing to the 2015 Energy Code standard will be a great improvement, the City 
should still strive to do better.  She referred to a letter from Zack Semke, NK Architects, which points out 
that simply relying on the usual approach of incremental code improvement would mean that annual 
emissions from Seattle’s buildings would drop by just 12% between 2008 and 2050.  This falls far short 
of the 82% reduction in building emissions that Seattle has targeted as necessary in order to reach its 2050 
emissions goals.  His letter also talks about how PHIUS reduces energy by about 50% compared to the 
2015 Washington State Energy Code.  Ms. Redinger summarized that there is still considerable savings 
beyond the Energy Code, but the City should not discount the importance of redeveloping old sites. 
 
Ms. Redinger also referred to a Built Green infographic showing some of the results of a study they 
recently did.  The graph illustrates the electricity savings of a Built Green home versus non-certified 
homes.  The study found that Built Green 4-Star projects were coming in at 33% more efficient than code-
compliant homes and Built Green 5-Star at 40%.  The study demonstrates there is substantial savings, 
which is why the City is moving forward with the creation of a 4th Tier to encourage commercial 
development to become part of the Deep Green Program, which has been on the books for more than a 
year but has not been utilized.  The intent is that the 4th Tier would be more attainable and attractive to 
developers.  She described the potential Deep Green Incentive Program as follows: 
 

• Tier 1 – Living Building or Community Challenge 
• Tier 2 – Emerald Star or Petal Certification 
• Tier 3 – LEED Platinum, 5-Star Built Green, or Zero Energy plus Salmon Safe. 
• Tier 4 – PHIUS or 4-Star Built Green. 

 
Ms. Redinger advised that code amendments will be required to implement the proposed program.  As the 
Commission reviewed the proposed changes, she invited them to provide feedback on the following: 
 

• Should the green building mandate be extended to commercial zoning?  Staff is recommending 
no. 

 
• Should the Deep Green Incentive Program be expanded to include a 4th Tier?  Staff is 

recommending yes.   
 

• If it is appropriate to expand the Deep Green Incentive Program to include a 4th Tier, which 
certification protocols are appropriate to fulfill the requirement?  Staff is recommending Built 
Green 4-Star and PHIUS.  Staff is also recommending that the Evergreen Standard could fulfill 
the green building mandate for projects in the MUR zones that utilize state funding.   
 

 
• Should parking reductions be cumulative?  Staff is recommending yes.  For example, for a full 

Living Building Challenge Project in a light rail station subarea, a developer could capture both 
the 50% Tier 1 reduction with the 25% high-capacity transit reduction to get to a total parking 
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reduction of 75%.  Tier 4 could offer a 5% reduction for the Deep Green Program combined with 
the 25% high-capacity transit reduction for a total parking reduction of 30%.  Staff believes the 
parking reduction will be meaningful for mixed-use projects that have a residential component. 

 
• Should Tier 4 be granted expedited review?  Staff is recommending yes.  If there are so many 

applications for expedited permitting that it becomes meaningless, they could revisit the incentive 
and perhaps place conditions on Tier 4 projects.   

 
• Should public storage facilities require more than LEED Certification?  Staff is recommending 

yes.  If the mandate is extended to commercial zoning and public storage facilities were simply a 
use in that zone, the provision would be unnecessary.  However, as it now stands, there would still 
be an outlying certification requirement for the use.  Potentially, they could make it more specific, 
potentially LEED Core and Shell or PHIUS.   
 

• Is it appropriate to mandate a program in one area and incentivize it in others?  Staff is 
recommending yes, based on the fact that there are different market forces operating along the 
major retail and commercial corridors and light rail station areas.  The commercial zones are more 
subject to market forces, including the declining success of retail brick and mortar stores.  The 
market forces in the MUR zones are based more on transit opportunities.   
 

Ms. Redinger advised that if the Commission reaches relative agreement to move forward with the draft 
language, Ordinance No. 839 will be finalized and a public hearing will be scheduled for October 18th.  
Following the public hearing, the Commission will forward its recommendation to the City Council, who 
could hold a study session on November 26th and potentially adopt Ordinance No. 839 on December 10th.   
 
Vice Chair Mork clarified that, as proposed, PHIUS would also be added to the MUR zones.  Ms. Redinger 
answered affirmatively and clarified that the proposal would create a 4th tier to the incentive program that 
applies citywide.  It also gives greater options in the MUR zones such as allowing the Evergreen Standard 
to apply to housing and school projects that utilize State funding. 
 
Commissioner Lin commented that 4-Star Built Green is more comparable to LEED Platinum, but the 
proposal would place them in two different tiers.  Ms. Redinger recalled that during their last discussion, 
the Commission discussed that including LEED Gold as an option for Tier 4 would likely result in most 
developers choosing that option, which is the least expensive and least beneficial of the programs.  This 
issue was a topic of discussion amongst the green building certifiers in King County, and there was no 
consensus.  Staff concluded that it is okay to have two different types of programs because the City values 
holistic programs and has carbon reduction targets.  LEED Gold was dropped as an option because it was 
lower performing and the long-term statistics do not show the benefit the City wants to see.  The 
Commission could certainly add LEED Gold as a Tier 4 option.   
 
Ms. Redinger briefly reviewed the code changes necessary to implement the proposed changes as follows: 
 

• SMC 20.20.016 – D Definitions.  The Definition for “Deep Green” would be expanded to include 
a Tier 4 (Built Green’s 4-Star or PHIUS). 
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• SMC 20.30.080 – Preapplication Meetings.  This provision would be amended to add PHIUS as 
a potential protocol.  It also adds a third sentence stating that the preapplication meeting fee would 
be waived if the project would not otherwise require a preapplication meeting.  Preapplication 
meetings require a lot of staff from a variety of departments.  If a project is already going to require 
a preapplication meeting and multi-departmental review, staff believes the applicant should be 
charged for that time.  But if the only reason the project requires a preapplication meeting is 
because it is a deep green project, the fee could be waived.   

 
• SMC 20.30.297 – Administrative Design Review.  This amendment would add the Deep Green 

4-Star and PHIUS as part of the Deep Green Incentive Program.  It would also add a provision 
specific to the MUR zones.  As proposed, it would require construction in the MUR zones to 
achieve green building certification through Built Green 4-Star or PSIUS.  However, the Evergreen 
Standard would fulfill the requirement for affordable housing projects.   

 
• SMC 20.50.400 – Reductions to Minimum Parking Requirements.  This amendment would 

add a parking reduction of up to 5% for Tier 4 projects.  It also makes it clear that the parking 
reductions for affordable housing could not be combined with the parking reduction allowed by 
the Deep Green Incentive Program.  However, the parking reduction could be cumulative to other 
parking reductions allowed in the light rail station areas.   
 
Vice Chair Mork suggested it would be appropriate to allow the parking reduction for affordable 
housing to be combined with other parking reductions allowed by the Deep Green Incentive 
Program.   Ms. Redinger reviewed SMC 20.50.400.E, which allows a parking reduction of up to 
50% for the portion of a project that provides low-income units.   
 
Commissioner Maul commented that PHIUS and Built Green 4-Star are pretty significant energy 
packages.  He questioned if they are that much less than LEED Platinum.  Ms. Redinger reviewed 
her discussions with the green building certification organizations that LEED Platinum is more 
similar to PHIUS and Built Green 4-Star.  If LEED Platinum and PHIUS are not much different, 
Commissioner Maul questioned why PHIUS should not simply be added to Tier 3.  Ms. Redinger 
commented that this change would make PHIUS equal to Zero Energy, and solar panels are all 
that would be required to a make a PHIUS project qualify for Zero Energy certification.  
 
Vice Chair Mork said she likes the direction of Commissioner Maul’s recommendation.  Another 
option would be to move LEED Platinum to Tier 4 or move Zero Energy with Salmon Safe to Tier 
2.   Ms. Redinger questioned whether Zero Energy plus Salmon Safe would really be equal to 
Emerald Star or Petal Certification.  She reminded them that the Rushing Study showed very 
similar results in cost and performance for PHIUS and Built Green 4-Star.  However, other 
organizations have grouped PHIUS with Built Green 5-Star.  Any way that the tiers are arranged 
would be justifiable, but also not a perfect fit.   
 
Vice Chair Mork pointed out that Built Green 4-Star is for residential development only. Ms. 
Redinger added that Built Green will certify retail components of a mixed-use building, but will 
not certify a full commercial building.  She reminded them that the Deep Green Incentive Program 
would not be limited to certain building types.   
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Commissioner Lin voiced concern that Tiers 3 and 4 are quite a range apart in their incentives, but 
they are comparable in their requirements and efficiency.  She suggested that perhaps the Tier 4 
incentives should be increased to be closer to Tier 3.   
 
Commissioner Davis explained that the incentives are intended to reduce developer costs so that 
the savings can be put towards green design features.  She asked if staff has any information to 
indicate whether or not the savings are equivalent to the costs associated with implementing the 
various green programs.  Will the incentives result in a meaningful cost savings that a developer 
could use to make a project greener?  She voiced concern about deterring good development that 
results in meaningful improvements in the City.  She is also concerned about missing the 
opportunity for the City to be a leader in green development because the incentives are not 
meaningful enough.  Ms. Redinger commented that removing the mandate eliminates the 
possibility of precluding development, and the intent is to offer enough incentives to enable 
developers to take advantage of the programs.  She reminded them that the additional costs of 
implementing the programs were identified in the Rushing Study.  Staff can also reach some level 
of projection for fee reduction incentives, with the exception of transportation impact fees, which 
are project and location specific.  She acknowledged that the fee reduction incentives do not equal 
the certification costs associated with green building.  However, the benefits increase when you 
factor in height and density bonuses, expedited permitting, etc.  Rather than the City telling 
developers how much they can save by participating in the Deep Green Incentive Program, she 
would like developers to start doing the math themselves.   
 
Commissioner Davis asked if the developers provided any indication of the incentives that would 
be meaningful and spur interest.  Ms. Redinger answered that their first concern was that the City 
not subject developers to a mandate.  If the proposal is no longer mandated, she could invite 
developers to share ideas about the types of incentives that would be enticing.  She expressed her 
belief that expedited review will be a significant incentive and cost savings.  The Commissioners 
voiced general support for increasing the incentives for Tier 4, particularly the parking reduction.   

 
• SMC 20.50.630 – Deep Green Incentive Program.  The amendments in this section would 

change “Net Zero Energy Building” to “Zero Energy” to be consistent with the program’s new 
name.  The amendments would also add Built Green 4-Star and PHIUS to the list of potential 
programs.  It also adds Tier 4 to Section B.4 and identifies a 25% waiver of application fees for 
Tier 4 in Section D.1, a 25% density bonus under Section E.3.a, and a 5% reduction in parking in 
Section E.3.b.  She summarized that the Commission has suggested that the parking reduction for 
Tier 4 should be increased to 15%.  The amendments also make note that additional thought is 
needed about whether or not expedited permit review should be offered for Tier 4 and if specific 
conditions should apply.  Section F would be amended to update the minimum compliance 
standards to include the standards for Built Green 4-Star and PHIUS.   

 
Commissioner Maul asked how expedited permitting is accomplished.  Ms. Redinger said projects 
are moved to the front of the queue.  If there is not enough capacity to do the review in house, the 
City contracts with an outside consultant to do the review.    
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Commissioner Maul asked what happens if a developer fails to meet the requirements of a 
certification program yet the incentives have already been implemented.  Ms. Redinger recalled 
this was a huge point of debate when the original Deep Green Incentive Program was created.  
There is an entire section that deals with the issue, and no changes are proposed at this time.  
Developers who fail to turn in the required reports in a timely manner will be fined.  If a developer 
fails to meet the requirements of the certification sought, all of the waived fees would have to be 
paid back and there would be a 5% building valuation fine.   
 
Commissioner Davis pointed out that the commissioning requirements for Built Green and LEED 
were not built into the timeline.  Ms. Redinger said the City would rely on 3rd-party review to 
ensure that projects are meeting the commissioning requirements.  Commissioner Davis suggested 
there should be some leeway built into the six-month provision to account for the different 
commissioning requirements associated with Built Green and LEED.  Ms. Redinger pointed out 
that the Director can grant extensions.  The point is to set some benchmarks for expectations.  If 
there is a legitimate reason why a developer cannot meet the six-month requirement, they simply 
need to let the City know why.   
 

The Commission indicated general support for the proposed amendments as recommended by staff and 
agreed to move them forward to a public hearing on October 18th.  However, they requested that the 
parking reduction for Tier 4 be increased from 5% to 15%.  They agreed that the parking reductions should 
be cumulative, including parking reductions for affordable housing.   They also agreed with the protocols 
proposed by staff for each of the 4 tiers. 
 
STUDY ITEM:  2018 DEVELOPMENT CODE AMENDMENTS 
 
Mr. Szafran advised that there are 38 proposed Development Code Amendments; three are citizen-
initiated and the remainder were initiated by the Director.  He explained that staff’s intent is to present the 
administrative and clarifying amendments now, and present the policy amendments on September 20th.  
He reviewed each of the amendments as follows: 
 
Administrative Development Code Amendments 
 

• Amendment 4 (SMC 20.20.044) – Refuse Definition.  The Development Code neglected to 
update the citation for the definition of “garbage” when the new definitions were added to  
Title 13.  In addition to updating the citation, the amendment would renumber the definitions. 

 
• Amendment 7 (SMC 20.30.040) – Noise Variance.  Newly adopted Ordinance No. 818 (Noise 

Code) resulted in the creation of a new variance process.  Staff has determined that a Type A 
Action is the appropriate method of processing a noise variance so it can be managed 
administratively by the permitting authority or department.   
 

• Amendment 8 (SMC 20.40.405) – Homeless Shelter.  “Homeless Shelters,” in general, is a 
policy question that will be addressed later.  If the amendments were to go through, Amendment 
8 would add “Homeless Shelter” as a use on the title page.   
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• Amendment 9 (SMC 20.40.020).  This amendment would add the Town Center (TC-4) zone to 
the residential zoning category on the table. TC-4 is primarily a residential zone that acts as a 
transition between the more intense TC zoning designations and the lower-density residential 
zones.   
 

• Amendment 10 (SMC 20.40.030).  This amendment would add the TC-4 zone and delete the R-
36 zoning category, which the City has never had.   
 

• Amendment 11 (SMC 20.40.046(D).  This amendment would add the missing word, “in.”   
 

• Amendment 13 (SMC 20.40.160) – Unlisted Uses.  The amendment would remove “Unlisted 
Uses” and rely on SMC 20.40.110, which allows the Director to determine those “Unlisted Uses.”     
 

• Amendment 14 (SMC 20.40.235) – Add Exemption.  Currently, the section uses the term 
“Waiver,” but it is also referred to as an exemption under both the Development Code and the 
Revised Code of Washington, authorizing a low-income impact fee exemption.  To be consistent, 
staff recommends to remove the term “transportation impact fee waivers” because the exemption 
applies to all of the City’s impact fees.   
 

• Amendment 20 (SMC 20.50.120).  This section of the code is unclear and confusing when 
applying single-family attached and multi-family design standards to town home projects in certain 
mixed-use residential zones.  Adding a semicolon instead of a comma will make the provision 
easier to understand.   
 

• Amendment 23 (SMC 20.50.240) – Lighting.  Pedestrian right-of-way standards are typically 
determined by Public Works through the Engineering Development Manual and should not be 
addressed or duplicated in the Development Code.  To clarify for Commissioner Malek, Mr. 
Szafran advised that the requirement that light be shielded from spilling over onto adjacent 
residential properties would remain unchanged.   
 

• Amendment 25 (SMC 20.50.340).  This amendment would simply capitalize the word 
“preparation” since it is a title.   
 

• Amendment 32 (SMC 20.50.410) – Disabled.  The term “handicap” is no longer appropriate and 
needs to be replaced with “disabled.”   
 

• Amendment 38 (SMC 20.230.200) – SMP Shoreline Policies and Regulations.  This 
amendment would update the title of the section to be regulations and not policies.   

 
Clarifying Development Code Amendments 
 

• Amendment 1 (SMC 20.20.012) – Building Coverage Definition.  The current definition for 
“Building Coverage,” is unclear whether it includes covered but unenclosed structures or portions 
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of structures such as carports, covered decks, and porches.  The amendment would make the 
definition cover all of the roof area of all buildings on a lot.   

 
Vice Chair Mork asked if the definition would include solar panels, and Mr. Cohen answered that 
flat, stand-alone panels would be considered a structure.  However, panels on an existing roof 
would not be double counted.  Overhanging panels would also count as part of the building 
coverage.  Vice Chair Mork questioned if it would be appropriate to make an exception for solar 
panels, and Mr. Cohen agreed to research the option further and report back.  He noted that, 
currently, solar panels are given a height exception as a rooftop appurtenance.  However, there is 
no exception for lot coverage.  The Commission also requested more information about how solar 
shading fixtures would be counted.   
 
Commissioner Maul observed that the proposed amendment would essentially reduce lot coverage 
because instead of the building envelope being the walls of a structure, an overhang would count 
as part of the lot coverage, too.  Mr. Cohen said lot coverage already includes the entire roof area.  
Commissioner Maul pointed out that large overhangs on a roof protect buildings and reduce solar 
heat gain.  He agreed that covered decks should be counted, but he is not convinced that roof 
overhangs should be counted, too.  Other Commissioners agreed and asked staff to research the 
issue further for a continued discussion at their next meeting.  Mr. Szafran pointed out that building 
coverage has to do with the amount of pervious surface available to absorb rainwater and also 
massing and aesthetic value.   

 
• Amendment 5 (SMC 20.20.046) – Sign Definition.  This amendment would add a definition for 

“Sign” to the Development Code. 
 

• Amendment 6 (SMC 20.20.0480) – Trellis.  This amendment is based on Amendment 3, which 
is a unified definition for “Landscape Structure” that includes arbors, pergolas and trellises.  
Trellises would be absorbed into the definition of “Landscape Structures.”   
 

• Amendment 16 (SMC 20.40.504) – Self Storage.  This amendment would add the word “gross” 
before “square feet.”  The word was inadvertently left out of Ordinance No. 789 that adopted self-
storage requirements.   
 

• Amendment 17 (SMC 20.50.020) – Height.  The current code sets the base height for high 
schools at 50 feet, and the base height may be exceeded to a maximum of 55 feet for gymnasiums 
and 72 feet for theater fly spaces.  Because middle and elementary schools may also want to add 
these types of uses, the word “high” would be deleted.  The amendment would also allow an 
additional height for elevator shafts and other rooftop structures that provide open amenities and 
their access.  Staff is finding that more and more developers use rooftops to meet some of the open 
space requirement and the Building Code requires Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) access 
to the rooftop open spaces.  All of the applications that provide elevators to the roof exceed the 
building height by about 15 feet.   
 

• Amendment 19 (SMC 20.50.040) – Landscape Structure in Setback.  This amendment would 
provide clarification on the applicability of maximum height and sight distance requirements to 
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vegetation supported by landscape structures.  It allows them to grow over the maximum height 
subject to sight clearance provisions and the Engineering Development Manual.  Commissioner 
Lin asked if the height exception would have a maximum allowance.  Mr. Szafran answered not 
for vegetation.   
 

• Amendment 22 (SMC 20.50.150) – Storage Space for Garbage.  The current standards for 
garbage container storage are too specific and inflexible regarding sizes, numbers and distances 
when their location and visibility are more important.  The amended language would require that 
the containers be stored inside or screened and covered.   

 
• Amendment 30 (SMC 20.50.390) – Office Parking.  The City has “Professional Office” as a use, 

but there is no applicable parking standard.  The proposed amendment would require 1 parking 
space for 400 square feet of office space.  Also, because “Government/Business Services” is not 
listed as a use in the Development Code, the use would be deleted from this section as it can more 
easily be administered under “Professional Office.”  To clarify for Vice Chair Mork, Mr. Szafran 
advised that the proposed parking ratio is based on staff’s research with other jurisdictions.   
 
Commissioner Maul questioned if it is necessary to use the word “Professional.”   Mr. Szafran 
pointed out that “Professional Office” is a use in the use table.  The intent is to use consistent terms 
throughout the Development Code.  Mr. Cohen added that the term is generic enough to include a 
number of different types of office uses.   
 

• Amendment 35 (SMC 20.70.450) – Access Widths.  Consistent with the Engineering 
Development Manual, this amendment would make the driveway widths and access types match 
up with the types of development.  “Circular” drives would also be removed because they are not 
a type of development.   
 

Mr. Cohen summarized that the Commission would like staff to provide more information about how roof 
top cell towers are regulated.  They also want staff to research the option of allowing solar panels, eves 
and sun shades on windows to be exceptions to the building coverage limitation.  Commissioner Mork 
said she is interested in more information about potential exceptions for anything that either produces or 
saves energy.   
 
DIRECTOR’S REPORT 
 
Mr. Cohen announced that the City issued a building permit for the Alexan Project, which was originally 
submitted at the end of 2014 but then went dormant for a few years.  The building permit was needed in 
order for the new developer to assume ownership of the project.  The developer has submitted a street 
vacation application, as well as a design for the Westminster/155th intersection.   
 
Mr. Cohen reported that staff has been negotiating with developers at Shoreline Place for development of 
the Sears site.  A preapplication meeting was held about a month ago, as the proposal is large and complex.  
The intent is to construct about 1,300 residential units and about 84,000 square feet of retail commercial 
space.  The design is very conceptual at this point, and the intent is to do the project in phases based on 
the market demand.  One option is for the developer to vest the project long term via a development 
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agreement, which would come before the Commission and City Council.  However, no development 
agreement has been proposed at this time.   
 
UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
 
There was no unfinished business.   
 
NEW BUSINESS 
 
There was no new business. 
 
REPORTS OF COMMITTEES AND COMMISSIONERS/ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 
There were no reports or announcements.   
 
AGENDA FOR NEXT MEETING 
 
Mr. Szafran advised that the remaining 2018 Development Code amendments would be presented to the 
Commission in a study session on September 20th.   The September 20th agenda would also include a 
discussion about the sidewalk ballot measure.   
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 8:28 p.m. 
 
 
 
 
______________________________ ______________________________ 
William Montero   Carla Hoekzema 
Chair, Planning Commission  Clerk, Planning Commission 
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Memorandum 

 
DATE: September 20, 2018 
 
TO: Planning Commission 
      
FROM: Nytasha Walters, Transportation Services Manager 
 
RE: Shoreline Proposition 1 
 
CC: Randy Witt, Public Works Director 
 Sara Lane, Administrative Services Director 
 Nora Daley-Peng, Senior Transportation Planner 
 
Requested Board Action 

Tonight’s presentation is for informational purposes only. 

Project or Policy Description and Background 

On July 30, 2018, the Shoreline City Council voted to place a sales and use tax for sidewalk 
improvements on the November 6 general election ballot (Proposition 1). If approved by 
Shoreline voters, Proposition 1 would increase the sales and use tax in Shoreline by two-tenths of 
one percent (0.2%). Sales tax in Shoreline is currently set at 10.0%. Proposition 1 would increase 
it to 10.2% for a period of 20 years. The City would use the money generated to construct, 
maintain, and repair sidewalks and other pedestrian improvements in the City. 

The adopted resolution placing the sales tax on the ballot identified 12 high priority sidewalk 
projects for construction. The projects, all part of the 2018 Sidewalk Prioritization Plan, are: 

STREET FROM TO 
15th Ave NE NE 150th St NE 160th St 
Meridian Ave N** N 194th St N 205th St 
8th Ave NW North side of Sunset Park Richmond Beach Rd NW 
Dayton Ave N N 178th St N Richmond Beach Rd 
19th Ave NE NE 196th St NE 205th St 
1st Ave NE NE 192nd  St NE 195th St 
Westminster Way N N 145th St N 153rd St 
Ballinger Way NE** 19th Ave NE 25th Ave NE 
Dayton Ave N* N 155th N 160th St 
5th Ave NE* NE 175th St NE 185th St 
Linden Ave N N 175th St N 185th St 
20th Ave NW Saltwater Park entrance NW 195th St 
* Two sides of the street (bus route) 
** Add sidewalk on second side of the street (bus route) 
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Current projections show that the money generated will be more than the cost to construct the 
above listed high-priority projects. If this occurs, once the above listed projects are completed, 
the City Council will fund additional sidewalk projects using the 2018 Sidewalk Prioritization 
Plan and Prioritization Matrix as guides. Council may also choose to use available funds to 
expedite repair and maintenance of existing sidewalks. All monies generated from the ballot 
measure must be expended to support the City’s sidewalk program.  

Increasing the sales and use tax by 0.2% would add two cents to every ten-dollar purchase of 
taxable goods or services within the city. 

Budget Implications 

If the sales and use tax does not pass, the City will continue to largely depend on success with 
highly competitive, and relatively modest, federal, and state grant programs to fund the 
construction of new sidewalks.  

Additional Information 

For more information about sidewalk improvements, please contact Senior Transportation 
Planner, Nora Daley-Peng at ndaleypeng@shorelinewa.gov or (206) 801-2483. For more 
information about the sales and use tax, please contact Administrative Services Director, Sara 
Lane at slane@shorelinewa.gov or (206) 801-2301. 

 2 
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Amendment #1 – The Commission had questions about what should constitute as 
“building coverage”. Commission had concerns about whether to count eaves and other 
architectural roof elements as part of building coverage. Staff informed the Commission 
that the intent of a building coverage limitation is to allow more surface water infiltration 
and to limit building massing and aesthetics. 
 
The Commission also inquired about the exception of ground-mounted solar collectors 
from building coverage requirements. Currently, exceptions to Table 20.50.020(3) allow 
areas of the site or roof covered by photovoltaic arrays or solar thermal collectors shall 
not be calculated in site hardscape in the commercial zones. This provision does not 
apply in the single and multifamily zones.   
 
Amendment #8 – This amendment regarding the addition of Homeless Shelter to the 
SMC 20.40 title page is no longer needed as adoption of Amendment #15 will add the 
use to the index page. 
 
Amendment #15 – This amendment is the indexed criteria for Homeless Shelters. The 
proposed parking requirements have been updated to include the requirement of a 
parking management plan submitted to the City for approval to determine the 
appropriate amount of parking for a specific site. Staff believes most of the request for a 
Homeless Shelter will be in existing commercial spaces that may be large, open tenant 
space. In these cases, parking requirements based on per bed or per room will be 
difficult because the arrangement of sleeping spaces may be in constant change as 
people come and go.  
 
Amendment #17 – The amendment has been updated to clarify that the intent of the 
additional height for schools should apply to private and public K-12 schools as well as 
high schools. 
 
Amendment #19 – This amendment was updated to clarify that all sides of a landscape 
structure shall be at least 50% open. The current proposed language includes the roof 
being open 50% which conflicts with the definition of landscape structures and gazebos 
which do not have open roofs but do have open sides.   
 
Amendment #22 – This amendment was updated to mirror language in the city’s waste 
provider contract. The section should be titled, “Garbage, recyclables, and 
compostables”, with the same term added throughout the section. 
 
Amendment #28 – The justification for this amendment was updated to clarify that 
trees removed due to the city’s required frontage improvements should not be included 
with significant tree retention or replacement requirements on private property adjacent 
to the project. 
 
Amendment #36 – This amendment regarding the monitoring of mitigation plans needs 
additional analysis by staff and the State Department of Ecology. Staff recommends this 
amendment be delayed until the 2019 batch of Development Code amendments. 
 
Amendment #37 – This amendment proposes to exempt certain development from the 
geological hazard areas section of the Critical Areas Ordinance. Staff has analyzed the 
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current Development Code regulations related to development in or adjacent to geologic 
hazards and have determined this Development Code amendment is unnecessary. 
Staff recommends withdrawing the amendment from the 2018 Batch. 
 
Background 
SMC 20.30.350 states, “An amendment to the Development Code is a mechanism by 
which the City may bring its land use and development regulations into conformity with 
the Comprehensive Plan or respond to changing conditions or needs of the City”. 
Development Code amendments may also be necessary to reduce confusion and clarify 
existing language, respond to regional and local policy changes, update references to 
other codes, eliminate redundant and inconsistent language, and codify Administrative 
Orders previously approved by the Director. Regardless of their purpose, all 
amendments are to implement and be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
The decision criteria for a Development Code amendment in SMC 20.30.350 (B) states 
the City Council may approve or approve with modifications a proposal for a change to 
the text of the land use code when all of the following are satisfied: 
 

1. The amendment is in accordance with the Comprehensive Plan; and 
2. The amendment will not adversely affect the public health, safety or general 

welfare; and 
3. The amendment is not contrary to the best interest of the residents and property 

owners of the City of Shoreline.  
 
The 2018 Batch consists of 32 Director-initiated amendments and three privately-
initiated amendments. The privately initiated amendments include: 
 

• Increase exemptions for significant tree removal based on lot size; 
• Tree replacement for trees unlawfully damaged or removed; and 
• Increased penalties for a tree unlawfully damaged or removed.   

 
The 2018 Batch also includes a city-initiated rezone of one parcel at 16546 Linden 
Avenue North. 
 
The 2018 Batch is organized by the Development Code chapter: 20.20 – Definitions, 
20.30 – Procedures and Administration, 20.40 – Zoning and Use Provisions, 20.50 – 
General Development Standards, 20.70 – Engineering and Utilities Development 
Standards, and 20.230 – SMP Shoreline Policies and Regulations.   
 
Attachment 1 includes all of the proposed 2018 Batch amendments. Each amendment 
includes a justification for the amendment, the entire amendment in legislative format, 
and staff’s recommendation. The proposed 2018 Batch includes administrative changes 
(re-organization and minor corrections), clarifications, and policy amendments. Policy 
amendments may have the potential to change development patterns throughout the 
city. (Attachments 2, 3, 4 are referenced from within Attachment 1.) The last column 
of the Table of Contents in Attachment 1 indicates if the proposed amendment is either 
an administrative, clarification, or policy change. All of the amendments are listed in 
order of SMC Chapters and Sections. The proposed changes are as follows: 
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20.20 – Definitions 
 

• 20.20.012 – B definitions – Clarify Building Coverage definition  
• 20.20.024 – H definitions – Add Homeless Shelter definition 
• 20.20.032 – L definitions – Add Landscape Structures definition 
• 20.20.044 – R definitions – Update reference to refuse from SMC 13 
• 20.20.046 – S definitions – Add Sign definition 
• 20.20.048 – T definitions – Delete definition of Trellis 

 
20.30 – Procedures and Administration 
 

• 20.30.040 – Ministerial decisions – Type A – Add Noise Variance to the Type A 
Permit Table 

 
20.40 – Uses 
 

• 20.40.020 – Zones and map designations – Add TC-4 to Residential Table 
• 20.40.030(C) – Residential zones – Add TC-4 to Residential Zones Section and 

Delete R-36 
• 20.40.046(D) – Mixed-use residential (MUR) zones – Add a Missing Word, “in” 
• 20.40.120 – Residential uses – Add Homeless Shelter to the Residential Use 

Table 
• 20.40.160 – Station Area uses – Delete Unlisted Uses from Table 
• 20.40.235(C)(5) – Affordable housing, light rail station subareas – Replace 

“Waiver” with “Exemption” 
• 20.40.405 – Homeless Shelter – Add Homeless Shelter Indexed Criteria 
• 20.40.504 – Self-storage facility – Add “Gross” Square Feet for Self-Storage 

Facilities 
 
20.50 – General Development Standards 
 

• 20.50.020(1)(2) – Dimensional requirements – Includes additional schools for the 
School Gymnasium Height and Height Exceptions 

• 20.50.020(3) – Amends Dimensional requirements – Height Exceptions in 
Commercial Zones to include rooftop structures 

• 20.50.040(I)(8) – Setbacks – Designation and measurement – Landscape 
Structures in Setbacks (also renaming trellis and arbors to Landscape 
Structures) 

• 20.50.120 – Purpose - Add Semicolon to Clarify Purpose Section 
• 20.50.122 – Administrative Design Review – Adds Administrative Design Review 

to the Single-Family Attached and Multifamily Design Section 
• 20.50.150 – Storage space for the collection of trash, recyclables, and compost – 

Storage Space for Garbage Cans 
• 20.50.240(C)(2) – Site design – Delete Rights-of-Way Lighting 
• 20.50.310(B)(1) – Exemptions from permit – Exempt Tree Removal Based on Lot 

Size 
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• 20.50.340(B)(3) – Basic operating conditions and standards of performance – 
Change Lower Case “p” to Upper Case “P” 

• 20.50.350(B)(6-8) – Development standards for clearing activities – Tree 
Retention and Replacement for Trees in Setbacks and Unlawfully Damaged or 
Removed Trees  

• Exception 20.50.350(B)(5) – Development standards for clearing activities – Tree 
Retention for Public Improvements 

• Exception 20.50.360(C) – Tree replacement and site restoration – Tree 
Replacement for Public Improvements 

• 20.50.360(K) – Tree replacement and site restoration – Increase Bonding and 
Penalties Related to Tree Protection and Replacement Trees 

• 20.50.390(C) – Minimum off-street parking requirements – Parking, 
Government/Business Uses and Office 

• 20.50.390(D) – Minimum off-street parking requirements – Revised School 
Parking Ratios and Amend Language for Daycare I Parking 

• 20.50.410(K) – Parking design standards – Replace Handicapped with Disabled 
and Update Reference to WAC 
 

20.70 – Engineering & Utilities Development Standards 
 

• 20.70.320(C)(6) – Frontage improvements – No Frontage Improvements 
Required for Conversion of Single Family Residential to Commercial Use 

• 20.70.320(E) – Frontage improvements – Waivers for Frontage Improvements 
• 20.70.440 and 20.70.450 – Access widths – Expand title to include Access types 

as well as widths and align access types with the Engineering Development 
Manual; Remove Circular driveways 

 
20.230 – SMP Policies and Regulations 
 

• 20.230.200 – Update Title of Section 
 
Zoning Amendment  
 

• Change the Zoning of 16546 Linden Avenue North from R-8 to R-24. The 
description and analysis of the proposed rezone is included in Attachment 4 

 
 

 
 
 
Next Steps  
 
The schedule for the 2018 Batch of Development Code amendments is as follows: 
 
September 20 Planning Commission meeting:  Discuss 2018 Batch of Development 

Code Amendments (part 2) 
 

November 1 Planning Commission Public Hearing on the 2018 Batch of 
Development Code Amendments 
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December 10, 
2018 

City Council Study Session  

January 2019 Adoption of 2018 Batch of Development Code Amendments 
 

 
 
Attachments 
 
Attachment 1 – Proposed 2018 Batch of Development Code Amendments  
Attachment 2 – Amy Duz Application 
Attachment 3 – Zoning Map Change 
Attachment 4 – Zoning Amendment Criteria 
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2018 BATCH OF DEVELOPMENT CODE AMENDMENTS (Changes from September 6 
shown in blue) 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

A = Administrative        C = Clarification        P = Policy 

Number SMC Section Topic Type 

20.20 - Definitions 

1 20.20.012 Clarify Building Coverage 

Definition 

C 

2 20.20.024 Add Homeless Shelter 

Definition 

P 

3 20.20.032 Add Landscape Structures 

Definition 

P 

4 20.20.044 Add Refuse Reference A 

5 20.20.046 Add Sign Definition C 

6 20.20.048 Delete Definition of Trellis C 

20.30 – Procedures and Administration 

7 20.30.040 Add Noise Variance to the 

Type A Permit Table 

A 

20.40 – Zoning and Use Provisions 

8 20.40 Title Page Add Homeless Shelter to 

Index of Supplemental Use 

Criteria 

A 
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A = Administrative        C = Clarification        P = Policy  

20.40 – Zoning and Use Provisions, cont. 

9 20.40.020 Add TC-4 to Residential Table A 

10 20.40.030(C) Add TC-4 to Residential 

Zones Section and Delete R-

36 

A 

11 20.40.046(D) Add a Missing Word, “in” A 

12 20.40.120 Add Homeless Shelter to the 

Residential Use Table 

P 

13 20.40.160 Delete Unlisted Uses From 

Table 

A 

14 20.40.235(C)(5)  Replace “Waiver” with 

“Exemption” 

A 

15 20.40.405 Homeless Shelter Indexed 

Criteria 

P 

16 20.40.504 Add Gross Square Feet for 

Self-Storage Facilities 

C 

20.50 – General Development Standards 

17 20.50.020(1)(2) School Gymnasium Height 

and Height Exceptions 

C 

18 20.50.020(3) Height Exceptions in 

Commercial Zones 

P 

19 20.50.040(I)(8) Landscape Structures in 

Setbacks (also renaming 

C 

2 
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trellis and arbors to 

Landscape Structures) 

A = Administrative        C = Clarification        P = Policy  

20 20.50.120 Add Semicolon to Clarify 

Purpose Section  

A 

21 20.50.122 Adds Administrative Design 

Review to the Single-Family 

Attached and Multifamily 

Design Section 

P 

22 20.50.150 Storage Space for Garbage 

Cans 

C 

23 20.50.240(C)(2) Delete Rights-of-Way Lighting A 

24 20.50.310(B)(1) Exempt Tree Removal Based 

on Lot Size 

P 

25 20.50.340(B)(3) Change lower case “p” to 

upper case “P” 

A 

26 20.50.350(B)(6-

8) 

Tree retention and 

replacement for trees in 

setbacks and unlawfully 

damaged or removed trees  

P 

27 Exception 

20.50.350(B) 

Trees Retention for Public 

Improvements 

P 

28 Exception 

20.50.360(C) 

Tree Replacement for Public 

Improvements 

P 

29 20.50.360(K) Increase bonding and 

penalties related to tree 

P 

3 
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protection and replacement 

trees 

A = Administrative        C = Clarification        P = Policy  

20.50 – General Development Standards, cont. 

30 20.50.390(C) Parking, 

Government/Business Uses 

and Office 

C 

31 20.50.390(D) Revised School Parking 

Ratios 

P 

32 20.50.410(K) Replace handicapped with 

disabled and update reference 

to WAC 

A 

20.70 – Engineering and Utilities Development Standards 

33 20.70.320(C)(6) No frontage improvements 

required for conversion of 

SFR to Commercial Use 

P 

34 20.70.320(E) Waivers for Frontage 

Improvements 

P 

35 20.70.450 Expand title to include Access 

types as well as widths and 

align access types with the 

Engineering Development 

Manual; Remove Circular 

driveways  

C 

20.80 – Critical Areas 

4 
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A = Administrative        C = Clarification        P = Policy  

36 20.80.082 Delete Monitoring Program 

and Contingency Plan 

P 

37 20.80.220 Land Modifications Within 

Landslide Hazard Areas 

P 

20.230 – SMP Shoreline Policies and Regulations 

38 20.230.200 Update Title of Section A 
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DEVELOPMENT CODE AMENDMENTS 

 
20.20 Amendments 

 
 

 
Amendment #1 
20.20.012 – B definitions 
 
Justification – Using the current definition of “building coverage”, it is unclear whether this 
includes covered but unenclosed structures or portions of structures, such as carports, covered 
decks or porches. The current definition of “building” is “Any structure having a roof supported 
by columns or walls and intended for the shelter, housing, or enclosure of any individual, animal, 
process, equipment, goods, or materials of any kind.” As opposed to the definition of “building 
coverage”, it is clear that the definition of “building” includes any structure or portion of a 
structure which has a roof supported by columns or walls, which would include covered but 
unenclosed structures or portions of structures, such as carports, covered decks or porches. In 
administering the building coverage standards, City staff have been referencing the building 
definition and interpreting this to mean that the building coverage does include roofed areas, but 
this is not made explicit in the building coverage definition. This amendment seeks to make the 
definition of “building coverage” consistent with the definition of “building”. 
 
Additionally, this is supported by the intent of the standards for maximum building coverage 
when they were adopted. One of the specific goals for the regulation of building coverage was 
to limit the mass of built structures. Roofed areas such as carports, covered decks, and porches 
add to the massing of a building. The inclusion of these structures or portions of structures in 
the definition of “building”, support their inclusion in the definition and calculation of building 
coverage. 
 
Lastly, this amendment proposes to remove the limitation of this measurement to the ground 
floor only, as bump outs on upper stories of buildings also add to the massing. 
 
Building Coverage – The ratio percentage of the horizontal roof area measured from the exterior 
surface of the exterior walls of the ground floor of all principal and accessory buildings on a lot 
of all buildings on a lot to the total lot area. 
 
Staff recommendation – Staff recommends that this amendment be approved. 
 

 
 
Amendment #2 
20.20.024 – H definitions 
 
Justification - Staff is proposing an amendment to add a definition for a Homeless Shelter to 
support corresponding changes in Amendment 12 - Land Use Table and Amendment 15 - 
Criteria. 
 
A Homeless shelter is housing for homeless people on an ongoing basis in a structure(s) that 
meets adopted codes.  Currently, the Development Code does not include this land use.   
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See Amendment #15 for proposed Homeless Shelter indexed criteria. 
 
Homeless Shelter – A facility operated within a building to provide short-term, temporary or 
transitional housing for individuals or families who are otherwise homeless and have no 
immediate living options available to them. Such facilities may provide support services, food, 
sanitation, and other services as an accessory use.   
 
Staff recommendation – Staff recommends that this amendment be approved. 
 

 
 
Amendment #3  
20.20.032 – L definitions 
 
Justification – The Development Code currently contains a definition for “trellis”, but does not 
contain standards for trellises. Standards for arbors do exist under Chapter 20.50, but there is 
currently no definition for “arbor”. Creating a unified definition that applies to different types of 
landscape structures is needed in order to clarify the applicability of the requirements. The term 
“Landscape Structure” will apply to all structures that support trees and plants such as trellises, 
arbors, and pergolas. 
 
Landscape Structure – A frame supporting open latticework or beams and open rafters, such as 
an arbor, pergola, gazebo, or trellis. Landscape structures are often used as a screen or a 
support for growing vines or climbing plants, an entry feature with an arch, or to better define an 
outdoor space. They may be freestanding or attached to another structure. 
 
Staff recommendation – Staff recommends that this amendment be approved. 
 

 
 
Amendment #4  
20.20.044 – R Definitions 
 
Justification – The Development Code neglected to update the citation for the definition of 
garbage from Title 13.14, the Solid Waste Code when new definitions were added that also 
resulted in renumbering. 
 
Refuse – Includes, but is not limited to, all abandoned and disabled vehicles, all appliances or 
parts thereof, vehicle parts, broken or discarded furniture, mattresses, carpeting, all old iron or 
other scrap metal, glass, paper, wire, plastic, boxes, old lumber, old wood, and all other waste, 
garbage (as defined by SMC 13.14.010(15 19)) or discarded material. 
 
Staff recommendation – Staff recommends that this amendment be approved. 
 

 
 
Amendment #5  
20.20.046 – S definitions 
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Justification – The Development Code does not currently contain a definition for “sign”. This is 
needed in order to clarify the applicability of the sign code. 
 
Sign – Any material, structure, device, fixture, placard, or part thereof, that is visible from a 
public right-of-way or surrounding properties, that incorporates graphics, letters, figures, 
symbols, trademarks, or written copy for the purposes of conveying a particular message to 
public observers, such as promoting or identifying any establishment, product, goods, service, 
or event. Painted wall designs or patterns which do not represent a product, service, or 
registered trademark, and which do not identify the user or establishment, are not considered 
signs. If a design or pattern is combined with a sign, only that part of the design or pattern which 
cannot be distinguished from the sign will be considered as part of the sign. 
 
Staff recommendation – Staff recommends that this amendment be approved. 
 

 
 
Amendment #6 
20.20.048 – T definitions 
 
Justification – This amendment is based on Amendment 3 which is a unified definition for 
“landscape structure” that includes arbors, pergolas, and trellises. Therefore, a separate 
definition for “trellis” is no longer needed and should be removed to eliminate any confusion and 
duplicate information. 
 
Trellis – A frame supporting open latticework used as a screen or a support for growing vines or 
plants. 
 
Staff recommendation – Staff recommends that this amendment be approved. 

 
 
 
 

20.30 Amendments 
 
 
 

 
 
Amendment #7  
20.30.040 – Summary of Type A Actions 
 
Justification – Newly adopted Ordinance No. 818, amendment to the Noise Code, has resulted 
in the creation of a new variance process that also requires it to be categorized as a Type A, B, 
or C land use action.    Staff has determined that a Type A action is the appropriate method of 
processing noise variance requests so that it can be managed administratively by the permitting 
authority or department. 
 

Table 20.30.040 –    Summary of Type A Actions and Target Time Limits for Decision, and 
Appeal Authority 
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Action Type Target Time 
Limits for Decision 
(Calendar Days) 

Section 

Type A:     

1. Accessory Dwelling Unit 30 days 20.40.120, 20.40.210 

2. Lot Line Adjustment including Lot Merger 30 days 20.30.400 

3. Building Permit 120 days All applicable standards 

4. Final Short Plat 30 days 20.30.450 

5. Bed and Breakfast, Boarding House 120 days 20.40.120, 20.40.250, 
20.40.260 

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

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

8. Shoreline Exemption Permit 15 days Shoreline Master Program 

9. Sign Permit 30 days 20.50.530 – 20.50.610 

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

11. Deviation from Engineering Standards 30 days 20.30.290 

12. Temporary Use Permit 15 days 20.30.295 

13. Clearing and Grading Permit 60 days 20.50.290 – 20.50.370 

14. Administrative Design Review 28 days 20.30.297 

15. Floodplain Development Permit 30 days 13.12.700 

16. Floodplain Variance 30 days 13.12.800 

17. Planned Action Determination 14 days 20.30.357 

18. Noise Variance 30 days 9.05 
 
 
Staff recommendation – Staff recommends that this amendment be approved. 
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20.40 Amendments 
 
 
 

 
 
Amendment #8  
Subchapter 3 – Index of Supplemental Use Criteria 

 
Justification – This amendment will add Homeless Shelter to the index of uses that have 
supplemental criteria. 
 
20.40.405  – Homeless Shelter 
 
Staff recommendation – Staff recommends that this amendment be approved. 
 

 
 
Amendment #9   
20.40.020 – Zones and map designations. 

Justification – This amendment will add the Town Center 4 (TC-4) zone to the residential zoning 
category in the table. TC-4 is a primarily residential zone that acts as a transition between more 
intense Town Center zoning designations and lower density residential zones. 
 
A.    The locations and boundaries of the zoning districts shall be shown on the map 
accompanying the ordinance codified in this section and entitled, “Official Zoning Map, 
Shoreline, Washington”. The Official Zoning Map and all notations, references, and 
amendments thereto are hereby adopted by this section. 
B.    The following zoning and map symbols are established as shown in the following table: 
 

ZONING MAP SYMBOL 

RESIDENTIAL 

(Low, Medium, and High 
Density) 

R-4 through 48 and TC-4 

(Numerical designator relating to base density 
in dwelling units per acre) 

Mixed-Use Residential 35', 45', and 70' 

(Numerical designator relating to height in feet) 
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ZONING MAP SYMBOL 

NONRESIDENTIAL 

Neighborhood Business NB 

Community Business CB 

Mixed Business MB 

Campus CCZ, FCZ, PHZ, SCZ1 

Town Center District TC-1, TC-2, TC-3, TC-4 

Planned Area PA 

1 CCZ refers to the CRISTA Campus; FCZ refers to the Fircrest Campus; PHZ refers to the 
Public Health Laboratory Campus; and SCZ refers to the Shoreline Community College 
Campus. 
 
Staff recommendation – Staff recommends that this amendment be approved. 
 

Amendment #10  

20.40.030(C) Residential zones. 
 
Justification – This amendment will add the Town Center 4 zone to the residential zones section 
of the code. TC-4 is a primarily residential zone that acts as a transition between more intense 
Town Center zoning designations and lower density residential zones. Also, delete R-36 since 
the city has never had an R-36 zoning category. 
 
 
A.    The purpose of low density residential, R-4 and R-6 zones, is to provide for a mix of 
predominantly single detached dwelling units and other development types, such as accessory 
dwelling units and community facilities that are compatible with existing development and 
neighborhood character. 
 
B.    The purpose of medium density residential, R-8 and R-12 zones, is to provide for a mix of 
single-family homes, duplexes, triplexes, townhouses, and community facilities in a manner that 
provides for additional density at a modest scale. 
 
C.    The purpose of high density residential, R-18, R-24, R-36, and R-48, and TC-4 zones, is to 
provide for a mix of predominantly apartment and townhouse dwelling units and other 
compatible uses.  
 
Staff recommendation – Staff recommends that this amendment be approved. 
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Amendment #11  
20.40.046 – Mixed-use residential (MUR) zones. 

Justification – This is an administrative amendment to add a missing “in” in 20.40.046 (D). 
 
A.    The purpose of the mixed-use residential (MUR) zones (MUR-35', MUR-45', and MUR-70') 
is to provide for a mix of predominantly multifamily development ranging in height from 35 feet 
to 70 feet in appropriate locations with other nonresidential uses that are compatible and 
complementary. 
 
B.    Specific mixed-use residential zones have been established to provide for attached single-
family residential, low-rise, mid-rise and high-rise multifamily residential. The mixed-use 
residential zones also provide for commercial uses, retail, and other compatible uses within the 
light rail station subareas. 
 
C.    Affordable housing is required in the MUR-45' and MUR-70' zone and voluntary in the 
MUR-35' Zone. Refer to SMC 20.40.235 for affordable housing light rail station subarea 
requirements. 
 
D.    Four-Star Built Green construction is required in all MUR zones. 
 
E.    All development within the MUR-70' zone that seeks additional height and alternative 
development standards shall be governed by a development agreement as provided in SMC 
20.30.355.  
 
Staff recommendation – Staff recommends that this amendment be approved. 
 

 
 
Amendment #12   
20.40.120 – Residential Uses 
 
Justification – This amendment will add Homeless Shelters to the use table. It is related to 
Amendment #2 and Amendment #15.   This use is proposed to be allowed in the MB, CB, and 
TC 1, 2, and 3 zones subject to indexed criteria in Amendment 15. Staff is proposing these 
zones since they are adjacent to streets with frequent bus service such as the King County 
Metro Rapid Ride E-Line.  
 

Table 20.40.120 Residential Uses  

NAICS # SPECIFIC LAND USE R4-R6 R8-
R12 

R18-
R48 

TC-4 NB CB MB TC-1, 
2 & 3 

RESIDENTIAL GENERAL 
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Table 20.40.120 Residential Uses  

NAICS # SPECIFIC LAND USE R4-R6 R8-
R12 

R18-
R48 

TC-4 NB CB MB TC-1, 
2 & 3 

  Accessory Dwelling Unit P-i P-i P-i P-i P-i P-i P-i P-i 

  Affordable Housing P-i P-i P-i P-i P-i P-i P-i P-i 

  Apartment   C P P P P P P 

  Home Occupation P-i P-i P-i P-i P-i P-i P-i P-i 

  Manufactured Home P-i P-i P-i P-i         

  Mobile Home Park P-i P-i P-i P-i         

  Single-Family Attached P-i P P P P       

  Single-Family Detached P P P P         

GROUP RESIDENCES 

  Boarding House C-i C-i P-i P-i P-i P-i P-i P-i 

  Community Residential Facility-I C C P P P P P P 

  Community Residential Facility-
II 

  C P-i P-i P-i P-i P-i P-i 

721310 Dormitory   C-i P-i P-i P-i P-i P-i P-i 

TEMPORARY LODGING 

721191 Bed and Breakfasts P-i P-i P-i P-i P-i P-i P-i P-i 

 Homeless Shelter      P-i P-i P-i 

72111 Hotel/Motel           P P P 

  Recreational Vehicle P-i P-i P-i P-i P-i P-i P-i   
 
Staff recommendation – Staff recommends that this amendment be approved. 
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Amendment #13 
20.40.160 – Station Area Uses 
 
Justification – Unlisted Uses are only listed in the Station Area Use Table, however, Unlisted 
Uses apply to all use tables.  This amendment will remove “unlisted uses” from the table and 
rely on SMC 20.40.110(G) to allow unlisted uses. SMC 20.40.110(G) states: 

 
For the purposes of this Code, in most instances only broad use classifications that 
share similar characteristics are listed in the use tables. Where separate regulations or 
permit processes are necessary, uses are classified further. Some uses are identified 
with a detailed description provided in a referenced North American Industrial 
Classification System (NAICS) number. (This system classifies land uses by categories 
and provides subclassification for more detailed associated uses.) In case of a question 
as to the inclusion or exclusion of a particular proposed use, which is not identified in 
these tables, the use shall not be permitted unless allowed through a Code interpretation 
applying the criteria for Unlisted Use found in the Index of Supplemental Use Criteria 
(SMC 20.40.200 through 20.40.610). Temporary uses are allowed under criteria listed in 
SMC 20.30.295. 

 
 

Table 20.40.160 Station Area Uses  

NAICS # SPECIFIC LAND USE MUR-35' MUR-45' MUR-70' 

OTHER 

  Animals, Small, Keeping and Raising P-i P-i P-i 

  Light Rail Transit System/Facility S-i S-i S-i 

  Transit Park and Ride Lot   S P 

  Unlisted Uses P-i P-i P-i 

  
  
 
 

Staff recommendation – Staff recommends that this amendment be approved. 
 

 
 
Amendment #14  
20.40.235(C)(5) – Affordable housing, light rail station subareas 
 
Justification – Currently, 20.40.235(C)(5) uses the term “waiver”, however, it is also referred to 
as an “exemption” under both the Development Code and RCW 82.02.060(3) authorizing the 
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low-income impact fee exemption.  To be consistent with these code sections staff recommends 
to remove the term “waiver” and transportation impact fees because the exemption applies to 
include Parks and Fire impact fees.   
 
C.    Mixed-Use Residential Zone Affordable Housing Requirements. The following provisions 
shall apply to all affordable housing units required by or created through any incentive 
established in the Shoreline Municipal Code unless otherwise specifically exempted or 
addressed by the applicable code section for specific affordable housing programs or by the 
provisions of an approved development agreement: 
 

5.    Depending on the level of affordability, units provided by a not for profit entity may 
be eligible for an exemption from impact fees as provided in the impact fee chapters of 
SMC Title 3 transportation impact fee waivers as provided in SMC 3.80.070(G). 

 
 
Staff recommendation – Staff recommends that this amendment be approved. 
 

 
 
Amendment #15   
20.40.405 – Homeless Shelter 
 
Justification – The following proposed indexed criteria are intended to allow Homeless Shelters 
in certain zones while providing protection for the residents of the shelters and to also ensure 
the shelters do not impact adjacent uses. Staff researched jurisdictions in the region to find out 
how they regulated homeless shelters.  Some jurisdictions regulate homeless shelters while 
others only regulate homeless encampments.  Some jurisdictions do not address homeless 
shelters at all. Examples include: 
 

• The City of Everett – Everett allows “Temporary Shelter Homes” in some residential 
zones only as an accessory use to a church and most commercial zones subject to 
Conditional Use Permit. Everett defines Temporary Shelter Homes as a facility providing 
temporary housing for victims of domestic violence, the homeless, or other persons in 
need of temporary housing. Temporary shelter homes may also provide support services 
to assist residents become self-sufficient or make the transition to their own housing. 
This term does not include Class I or Class II group homes. 

• The City of Tacoma – Tacoma regulates Confidential Shelter, Emergency, and 
Transitional Housing with the approval of a Conditional Use Permit. Shelters and 
Transitional Housing are allowed in residential zones with a limit on the number of 
residents and allowed in the commercial zones subject to Director approval. 

• The City of Kirkland – Kirkland lists Homeless Encampments as a Temporary Use if 
accessory to a church. The City does not include indoor homeless shelters as a use in 
their Zoning Code. 

• The City of Seattle – Seattle uses the term “Transitional Housing” to mean housing units 
owned, operated or managed by a nonprofit organization or governmental entity in which 
supportive services are provided to individuals and families that were formerly homeless, 
with the intent to stabilize them and move them to permanent housing within a period of 
not more than 24 months. Seattle also uses the term “shelter” to mean a facility with 
overnight sleeping accommodations, owned, operated, or managed by a nonprofit 
organization or governmental entity, the primary purpose of which is to provide 
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temporary shelter for the homeless in general or for specific populations of the 
homeless. Shelters and Transitional Housing are allowed in a variety of zones and also 
a variety of housing types. For example, Seattle includes tiny home villages and 
encampments as part of their transitional housing use. 

 
Last year the City issued a Temporary Use Permit (TUP) for Mary’s Place, which functioned as 
a homeless shelter at 16301 Aurora Ave N.  The City considers Mary’s Place a successful 
project and would like to use it as the model for developing regulations for homeless shelters as 
a land use.   
 
The key problem had been the required time limit of TUP permits, which limits the allowed time 
for a housing service that is needed but difficult to establish. The TUP for Mary’s Place was 
granted for 6 months and eventually received an extension.  Staff would like to elevate this land 
use as a permitted use for housing people who are facing homelessness.  Staff proposes 
homeless shelters be permitted in the Mixed Business, Community Business, and Town Center 
1, 2, and 3 zones along the entirety of Aurora Avenue and minimally along Ballinger Way.  
These areas have excellent access to transit services which is a very important resource for 
homeless shelters.   
  
Mary’s Place has been a model example of a housing shelter for the City.  They are a non-profit, 
social service organization that has multiple locations within King County.  They proposed to 
operate a temporary indoor shelter for homeless families in an existing vacant building (formerly 
a restaurant) along Aurora Avenue in Shoreline.  These type of shelters often use vacant 
buildings for temporary shelters - sometimes while the property is undergoing permit review for 
redevelopment.   During the day, the families had access to the Family Center at 1155 N. 130th 
St. in Seattle.  This center provides hygiene services, connections to housing and employment 
services and childcare and school enrollment services. 
 
The intent of a homeless shelter is to provide temporary relief for those in need of housing. 
Homeless shelters are allowed in the Mixed-Business, Community Business and Town 
Center 1, 2, and 3 zones subject to the below criteria. 
 

A. The homeless shelter must be operated by a State of Washington registered nonprofit 
corporation; or a federally recognized tax exempt 501(C)(3) organization that has the 
capacity to organize and manage a homeless shelter. 

 
B. The homeless shelter shall permit inspections by City, Health and Fire Department 

inspectors at reasonable times for compliance with the City’s requirements. An 
inspection will be conducted by the Shoreline Fire Department prior to occupancy. 

 
C. The homeless shelter shall have a code of conduct that articulates the rules and 

regulation of the shelter. These rules shall include, at a minimum, prohibitions against 
alcohol and/or drug use and violence; and exclusion of sex offenders. The homeless 
shelter shall keep a cumulative list of all residents who stay overnight in the shelter, 
including names and dates. 

 
D. The homeless shelter shall check that adult residents have government-issued 

identification such as a State or tribal issued identification card, driver’s license, military 
identification card, or passport from prospective shelter residents for the purpose of 
obtaining sex offender and warrant checks.  If adult residents do not have identification, 
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the operator of the shelter will assist them in obtaining such.  No documentation is 
required to be submitted to the City for the purpose of compliance with this condition. 

 
E. A parking plan shall be submitted and approved by the Director and at a minimum shall 

provide 1 parking space per staff or volunteer. 

 
Staff recommendation – Staff recommends that this amendment be approved. 
 

 
 
Amendment #16   
20.40.504 Self-storage facility. 
 
Justification – The word “gross” was inadvertently left out of the Ordinance No. 789 to 
distinguish between net and gross square feet. 
 
C.    Additional Design Requirements. 

1.    Self-storage facilities are permitted only within multistory structures. 
 
2.    Self-storage facilities shall not exceed 130,000 gross square feet. 
  

 
Staff recommendation – Staff recommends that this amendment be approved. 
 
 

 
 

 
 

20.50 Amendments 
 
 
 

 
 
Amendment #17   
20.50.020 Dimensional requirements. 
 
There are two amendments to the residential and mixed-use dimensional tables. 

1. Justification – This amendment will allow additional height for elevator shafts and other 
structures for roof access to amenities. The Development Code allows roof top open space or 
gardens.  This is also used as an option to meet open space requirements in the Commercial 
Design Standards SMC 20.50.220.  The Building Code requires that these open spaces be ADA 
accessible. To be ADA accessible, an elevator is needed.   

2. Justification – The Development Code currently allows high schools to have a building height 
to 50 feet, theaters to 72 feet, and gymnasiums to 55 feet.  Middle and elementary schools may 
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also want to add these uses as well and therefore should not be excluded for the same purpose. 
See exemption to Table 20.50.020(1) and Table 20.50.020(2) for this amendment.    

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

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

Residential Zones 

STANDARDS R-4 R-6 R-8 R-12 R-18 R-24 R-48 TC-4 

Base Density: 
Dwelling 
Units/Acre  

4 du/ac  6 du/ac 
(7) 

8 
du/ac 

12 
du/ac 

18 du/ac 24 du/ac 48 du/ac Based 
on bldg. 
bulk 
limits 

Min. Density 4 du/ac 4 du/ac 4 
du/ac 

6 
du/ac 

8 du/ac 10 du/ac 12 du/ac Based 
on bldg. 
bulk 
limits 

Min. Lot Width 
(2) 

50 ft 50 ft 50 ft 30 ft 30 ft 30 ft 30 ft N/A 

Min. Lot Area 
(2) (13) 

7,200 sq 
ft 

7,200 sq 
ft 

5,000 
sq ft 

2,500 
sq ft 

2,500 sq 
ft 

2,500 sq 
ft 

2,500 sq 
ft 

N/A 

Min. Front Yard 
Setback (2) (3) 
(14) 

20 ft 20 ft 10 ft 10 ft 10 ft 10 ft  10 ft 10 ft 

Min. Rear Yard 
Setback (2) (4) 
(5) 

15 ft 15 ft 5 ft 5 ft 5 ft 5 ft 5 ft 5 ft 

Min. Side Yard 
Setback (2) (4) 
(5) 

5 ft min. 5 ft min.  5 ft 5 ft 5 ft 5 ft 5 ft 5 ft 

Base Height (9) 30 ft 
(35 ft 
with 

30 ft 
(35 ft 
with 

35 ft 35 ft 35 ft  
(40 ft 
with 

35 ft 35 ft 
(40 ft 
with 

35 ft 
(15) 
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Residential Zones 

STANDARDS R-4 R-6 R-8 R-12 R-18 R-24 R-48 TC-4 

pitched 
roof) 

pitched 
roof) 

pitched 
roof) 

(40 ft with 
pitched 
roof) (15) 

pitched 
roof) 
(15) (8) 

Max. Building 
Coverage (2) (6) 

35% 35% 45% 55% 60% 70% 70% N/A 

Max. Hardscape 
(2) (6) 

45% 50% 65% 75% 85% 85% 90% 90% 

 

Table 20.50.020(2) – Densities and Dimensions in Mixed Use Residential Zones. 

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

STANDARDS MUR-35' MUR-45' MUR-70' (10) 

Base Density: Dwelling 
Units/Acre  

N/A N/A N/A 

Min. Density 12 du/ac (16) 18 du/ac 48 du/ac 

Min. Lot Width (2) N/A N/A N/A 

Min. Lot Area (2) N/A N/A N/A 

Min. Front Yard 
Setback (2) (3) 

0 ft if located on an 
arterial street 
10 ft on nonarterial 
street 
22 ft if located on 
145th Street (14) 

15 ft if located on 
185th Street (14) 
0 ft if located on an 
arterial street 
10 ft on nonarterial 
street 
22 ft if located on 
145th Street (14) 

15 ft if located on 
185th Street (14) 
22 ft if located on 
145th Street (14) 
0 ft if located on an 
arterial street 
10 ft on nonarterial 
street 

Min. Rear Yard Setback 
(2) (4) (5) 

5 ft 5 ft 5 ft 
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STANDARDS MUR-35' MUR-45' MUR-70' (10) 

Min. Side Yard Setback 
(2) (4) (5) 

5 ft 5 ft 5 ft 

Base Height (9)(15) 35 ft (15) 45 ft (15) 70 ft (11) (12) (15) 

Max. Building Coverage 
(2) (6) 

N/A N/A N/A 

Max. Hardscape (2) (6) 85% 90% 90% 

Exceptions to Table 20.50.020(1) and Table 20.50.020(2): 

(1)    Repealed by Ord. 462.  

(2)    These standards may be modified to allow zero lot line and unit lot developments. Setback 
variations apply to internal lot lines only. Overall site must comply with setbacks, building 
coverage and hardscape limitations; limitations for individual lots may be modified. 

(3)    For single-family detached development exceptions to front yard setback requirements, 
please see SMC 20.50.070. 

(4)    For single-family detached development exceptions to rear and side yard setbacks, please 
see SMC 20.50.080. 

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

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

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

(8)    For development on R-48 lots abutting R-12, R-18, R-24, R-48, NB, CB, MB, CZ and TC-1, 
2 and 3 zoned lots, the maximum height allowed is 50 feet and may be increased to a maximum 
of 60 feet with the approval of a conditional use permit. 
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(9)    Base height for public and private K through 12 high schools in all zoning districts except 
R-4 is 50 feet. Base height may be exceeded by gymnasiums to 55 feet and by theater fly 
spaces to 72 feet. 

0' zone may be modified with an approved development agreement.  

(11)    The maximum allowable height in the MUR-70' zone is 140 feet with an approved 
development agreement. 

(12)    All building facades in the MUR-70' zone fronting on any street shall be stepped back a 
minimum of 10 feet for that portion of the building above 45 feet in height. Alternatively, a 
building in the MUR-70' zone may be set back 10 feet at ground level instead of providing a 10-
foot step-back at 45 feet in height. MUR-70' fronting on 185th Street shall be set back an 
additional 10 feet to use this alternative because the current 15-foot setback is planned for 
street dedication and widening of 185th Street. 

(13)    The minimum lot area may be reduced proportional to the amount of land needed for 
dedication of facilities to the City as defined in Chapter 20.70 SMC. 

(14)    The exact setback along 145th Street (Lake City Way to Fremont Avenue) and 185th 
Street (Fremont Avenue to 10th Avenue NE), up to the maximum described in Table 
20.50.020(2), will be determined by the Public Works Department through a development 
application. 

(15)    Base height may be exceeded by 15 feet for rooftop structures such as elevators, arbors, 
shelters, barbeque enclosures and other structures that provide open space amenities and their 
access. 

(16)    Single-family detached dwellings that do not meet the minimum density are permitted in 
the MUR-35' zone subject to the R-6 development standards. 

 
Staff recommendation – Staff recommends that this amendment be approved. 
 

 
 
Amendment #18   
20.50.020(3) – Dimensions for Development in Commercial Zones 
 
Justification – The same height exceptions for roof top structures in the Mixed-Use Residential 
(MUR) zones should also apply in the commercial zones. 
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Table 20.50.020(3) – Dimensions for Development in Commercial Zones 

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

Commercial Zones 

STANDARDS Neighborhood 
Business (NB) 

Community 
Business 
(CB) 

Mixed 
Business 
(MB) 

Town 
Center 
(TC-1, 2 
& 3) 

Min. Front Yard Setback (Street) (1) (2) (5) (see 
Transition Area Setback, SMC 20.50.021) 

0 ft 0 ft 0 ft 0 ft 

Min. Side and Rear Yard Setback from 
Commercial Zones and the MUR-70' zone 

0 ft 0 ft 0 ft 0 ft 

Min. Side and Rear Yard Setback from R-4, R-6 
and R-8 Zones (see Transition Area Setback, 
SMC 20.50.021) 

20 ft 20 ft 20 ft 20 ft 

Min. Side and Rear Yard Setback from TC-4, R-
12 through R-48 Zones, MUR-35' and MUR-45' 
Zones 

15 ft 15 ft 15 ft 15 ft 

Base Height (3) 50 ft 60 ft 70 ft 70 ft 

Hardscape (4) 85% 85% 95% 95% 

Exceptions to Table 20.50.020(3): 

(1)    Front yards may be used for outdoor display of vehicles to be sold or leased. 

(2)    Front yard setbacks, when in transition areas (SMC 20.50.021(A)) and across rights-of-
way, shall be a minimum of 15 feet except on rights-of-way that are classified as principal 
arterials or when R-4, R-6, or R-8 zones have the Comprehensive Plan designation of Public 
Open Space. 

(3)    The following structures may be erected above the height limits in all commercial zones: 

a.    Roof structures housing or screening elevators, stairways, tanks, mechanical equipment 
required for building operation and maintenance, skylights, flagpoles, chimneys, utility lines, 
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towers, and poles; provided, that no structure shall be erected more than 10 feet above the 
height limit of the district, whether such structure is attached or freestanding except as provided 
(3)(f) below . WTF provisions (SMC 20.40.600) are not included in this exception. 

b.    Parapets, firewalls, and railings shall be limited to four feet in height. 

c.    Steeples, crosses, and spires when integrated as an architectural element of a building 
may be erected up to 18 feet above the base height of the district. 

d.    Base height may be exceeded by gymnasiums to 55 feet and for theater fly spaces to 72 
feet.  

e.    Solar energy collector arrays, small scale wind turbines, or other renewable energy 
equipment have no height limits. 

f.    Base height may be exceeded by 15 feet for rooftop structures such as elevators, arbors, 
shelters, barbeque enclosures and other structures that provide open space amenities and 
their access. 

(4)    Site hardscape shall not include the following: 

a.    Areas of the site or roof covered by solar photovoltaic arrays or solar thermal collectors. 

b.    Intensive vegetative roofing systems. 

(5)    The exact setback along 145th Street, up to the maximum described in Table 
20.50.020(2), will be determined by the Public Works Department through a development 
application. 

Staff recommendation – Staff recommends that this amendment be approved. 

 
 
Amendment #19   
20.50.040(I) – Projections Into Setback 
 
Justification – Amendment #3 proposed a unified definition for landscape structures, which 
includes arbors, pergolas, and trellises.  Amending this section will provide consistent 
dimensional standards for all types of landscape structures. Additionally, clarification is 
proposed on the applicability of maximum height and sight distance requirements to vegetation 
supported by landscape structures, which is needed for the safe movement of pedestrians, 
bicycles, and vehicles. 
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I.    Projections into Setback. 

1.    Projections may extend into required yard setbacks as follows, except that no 
projections shall be allowed into any five-foot yard setback except: 

a.    Gutters; 

b.    Fixtures not exceeding three square feet in area (e.g., overflow pipes for 
sprinkler and hot water tanks, gas and electric meters, alarm systems, and air 
duct termination; i.e., dryer, bathroom, and kitchens); or 

c.    On-site drainage systems. 

d.    Where allowed by the International Building Code and International Fire 
Code minimum fire separation distance requirements, required yard setback 
distance from adjacent property lines may be decreased by a maximum of four 
inches for the sole purpose of adding insulation to the exterior of the existing 
building structural frame. Existing buildings not conforming to development 
standards shall not extend into required yard setback more than what would be 
allowed for a conforming structure under this exception. 

e.    Rain barrels, cisterns and other rainwater catchment systems may extend 
into a required yard setback according to the following: 

i.    Cisterns, rain barrels or other rainwater catchment systems no 
greater than 600 gallons shall be allowed to encroach into a 
required yard setback if each cistern is less than four feet wide 
and less than four and one-half feet tall excluding piping. 

ii.    Cisterns or rainwater catchment systems larger than 600 
gallons may be permitted in required yard setbacks provided that 
they do not exceed 10 percent coverage in any required yard 
setback, and they are not located closer than two and one-half 
feet from a side or rear lot line, or 15 feet from the front lot line. If 
located in a front yard setback, materials and design must be 
compatible with the architectural style of the building which it 
serves, or otherwise adequately screened, as determined by the 
Director. 
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iii.    Cisterns may not impede requirements for lighting, open 
space, fire protection or egress. 

 
8.    Landscape structures Arbors are allowed in required yard setbacks if they meet the 
following provisions: 

a.    No more than a 40-square-foot footprint, including eaves; 
b.    A maximum height of eight feet; 
c.    All Both sides and roof shall be at least 50 percent open, or, if latticework is 
used, there shall be a minimum opening of two inches between crosspieces; 
d.    Vegetation supported by a landscape structure may grow over the maximum 
height, subject to the sight clearance provisions in the Engineering Development 
Manual. 

 
 
Staff recommendation – Staff recommends that this amendment be approved. 
 

 
 
Amendment #20 
20.50.120 Purpose. 

Justification – This section of the Development Code is unclear and confusing when applying 
single-family attached and multifamily design standards to townhome projects in certain Mixed-
Use Residential zones. This amendment will add a semicolon instead of a comma to clarify 
when developing townhomes in the MUR-45’ zone, SMC 20.50.120 applies.  

The purpose of this subchapter is to establish standards for multifamily and single-family 
attached residential development in: TC-4, PA 3, and R-8 through R-48 zones;, the MUR-35' 
zone when located on a nonarterial street,; and the MUR-45' zone when developing single-
family attached dwellings as follows: 

A.    To encourage development of attractive residential areas that are compatible when 
considered within the context of the surrounding area. 

B.    To enhance the aesthetic appeal of new multifamily residential buildings by encouraging 
high quality, creative and innovative site and building design. 

C.    To meet the recreation needs of project residents by providing open spaces within the 
project site. 

D.    To establish a well-defined streetscape by setting back structures for a depth that allows 
landscaped front yards, thus creating more privacy (separation from the street) for residents. 

E.    To minimize the visual and surface water runoff impacts by encouraging parking to be 
located under the building. 

F.    To promote pedestrian accessibility within and to the buildings. 
 
 
Staff recommendation – Staff recommends that this amendment be approved. 
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Amendment #21  
20.50.122 – Administrative Design Review 
 
Justification – The multifamily and single family attached design standards are outdated from 
when development in the City was administered by King County. The current design standards 
do not reflect the City’s desire to create attractive and innovative site and building design. These 
standards will be completely updated in the next year.  In the interim, to ensure that 
development occurring before the adoption of updated design standards meets the City’s vision, 
staff recommends extending the use of the ADR process to the single-family attached and 
multifamily design standards.      

20.50.122 – Administrative Design Review 

Administrative Design Review approval under SMC 20.30.297 is required for all development 
applications that propose departures from the design standards in this subchapter or sign 
standards in Chapter 20.50 SMC, Subchapter 8. 
 
 
Staff recommendation – Staff recommends that this amendment be approved. 
 

 
 
Amendment #22 
20.50.150 – Storage space for collection of garbage trash, recyclables, and compostables 
standards 
 
Justification – The current standards are too specific and inflexible regarding sizes, numbers, 
and distances when their location and their visibility are more important.    
 
Developments shall provide storage space for the collection of garbage, recyclables, and 
compostables consistent with the City’s current authorized collection company as follows: 
 
A. Garbage, recyclables, and compostables receptacles shall be completely stored inside or 
screened outside unit garages without obstructing parking or vehicle movements. Alternatively, 
receptacles can be placed in common containers that are completely screened and covered 
from weather and that meet the collection service requirements for access.  Receptacle 
Garbage enclosures  should shall not be located between buildings that front on streets and  
rights-of-ways away from street fronts and pedestrian access. 
 
A.    The storage space shall be provided at the rate of:  
 

1.    One 16-foot by 10-foot (10 feet by 10 feet for garbage containers and six feet by 10 
feet for recycle and food waste containers) collection area for every 30 dwelling units in 
a multifamily building except where the development is participating in a City-sponsored 
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or approved direct collection program in which individual recycling bins are used for 
curbside collection; 

 
2.    The storage space for residential developments shall be apportioned and located in 
collection points as follows: 
 

a.    The required storage area shall be dispersed in collection points throughout 
the site when a residential development comprises more than one building. 
 
b.    There shall be one collection point for every 30 dwelling units. 
 
c.    Collection points may be located within residential buildings, in separate 
buildings/structures without dwelling units, or outdoors. 
 
d.    Collection points located in separate buildings/structures or outdoors shall be 
no more than 200 feet from a common entrance of a residential building. 
 
e.    Collection points shall be located in a manner so that hauling trucks do not 
obstruct pedestrian or vehicle traffic on site, or project into any public right-of-
way. 

 
B.    The collection points shall be designed as follows: 
 

1.    Dimensions of the collection points shall be of sufficient width and depth to enclose 
containers for recyclables. 
 
2.    Architectural design of any structure enclosing an outdoor collection point or any 
building primarily used to contain a collection point shall be consistent with the design of 
the primary structure(s) on the site. 
 
3.    Collection points shall be identified by signs not exceeding two square feet. 
 
4.    A six-foot wall or fence shall enclose any outdoor collection point. 
 
5.    Enclosures for outdoor collection points and buildings used primarily to contain a 
collection point shall have gate openings at least 10 feet wide for haulers. In addition, the 
gate opening for any building or other roofed structure used primarily as a collection 
point shall have a vertical clearance of at least 12 feet. 
6.    Weather protection of garbage, recyclables, and compost shall be ensured by using 
weatherproof containers or by providing a roof over the storage area. 
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C.    Site service areas, such as garbage enclosures, should be away from street fronts and 
pedestrian access.

 

Figures 20.50.150(B) and (C): Examples of location and screening of service areas, which 
is intended to reduce their impact. 

B. D.    Shipping containers are not allowed.  

 
Staff recommendation – Staff recommends that this amendment be approved. 
 

 
 
Amendment #23  
20.50.240(C)(2) – Rights-of-Way Lighting 
 
Justification – Pedestrian right-of-way lighting standards are administered through the 
Engineering Development Manual and should not be addressed or duplicated in the 
Development Code. 
 
C.    Site Frontage. 
 
2.    Rights-of-Way Lighting. 
a.    Pedestrian lighting standards shall meet the standards for Aurora Avenue pedestrian 
lighting standards and must be positioned 15 feet above sidewalks. 
b.    Street light standards shall be a maximum 25-foot height and spaced to meet City 
illumination requirements. 
 
 
Staff recommendation – Staff recommends that this amendment be approved. 
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Amendment #24   
SMC 20.50.310(B) – Exemptions from permit.  

Justification - This amendment is a privately-initiated amendment that proposes to extend the 
same exemption ratio of tree to property area beyond the current 21,781 square foot (1/2 acre) 
cap to be equitable toward property owners that have larger parcels.  

B.    Partial Exemptions. With the exception of the general requirements listed in SMC 
20.50.300, the following are exempt from the provisions of this subchapter, provided the 
development activity does not occur in a critical area or critical area buffer. For those 
exemptions that refer to size or number, the thresholds are cumulative during a 36-month period 
for any given parcel: 

1.    The removal of three (3) significant trees on lots up to 7200 square feet and 1 
additional significant tree for every additional 7200 square feet of lot area up to a 
maximum of six significant trees (excluding trees greater than 30 inches DBH per tree) in 
accordance with Table 20.50.310(B)(1) (see Chapter 20.20 SMC, Definitions). 

Table 20.50.310(B)(1) – Exempt Trees 

Lot size in square feet Number of trees 

Up to 7,200 3 

7,201 to 14,400 4 

14,401 to 21,780 5 

21,781 and above 6 

2.    The removal of any tree greater than 30 inches DBH, or exceeding the numbers of 
trees specified in the table above, shall require a clearing and grading permit (SMC 
20.50.320 through 20.50.370). 

3.     Landscape maintenance and alterations on any property that involve the clearing of 
less than 3,000 square feet, or less than 1,500 square feet if located in a special 
drainage area, provided the tree removal threshold listed above is not exceeded. 

Staff recommendation – Staff recommends that proposed amendments to this section be 
approved. 

 
 
Amendment #25   
20.50.340 – Basic Operating Conditions and Standards of Performance 
 
Justification – Update lower case “p” to an upper case “P” under SMC 20.50.340 B.3. 

A.    Any activity that will clear, grade or otherwise disturb the site, whether requiring a clearing 
or grading permit or not, shall provide erosion and sediment control (ESC) that prevents, to the 
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maximum extent possible, the transport of sediment from the site to drainage facilities, water 
resources and adjacent properties. Erosion and sediment controls shall be applied as specified 
by the temporary ESC measures and performance criteria and implementation requirements in 
SMC 13.10.200, Surface Water Management Code and adopted standards. 

B.    Cuts and fills shall conform to the following provisions unless otherwise approved by the 
Director: 

1.    Slope. No slope of cut and fill surfaces shall be steeper than is safe for the intended 
use and shall not exceed two horizontal to one vertical, unless otherwise approved by 
the Director. 

 
Figure 20.50.340(B): Illustration of fill and cut with maximum slope 2:1. 

2.    Erosion Control. All disturbed areas including faces of cuts and fill slopes shall be 
prepared and maintained to control erosion in compliance with the Surface Water Design 
Manual. 

3.    Ppreparation of Ground. The ground surface shall be prepared to receive fill by 
removing unsuitable material such as concrete slabs, tree stumps, construction 
materials, brush and other debris. 

 

Staff recommendation – Staff recommends that this amendment be approved. 
 

 
 
 
Amendment #26   
20.50.350(B)(6)(7) and (8) Development standards for clearing activities. 
 
Justification – This amendment is a privately-initiated amendment to development standards for 
tree clearing activities. The applicant has provided a justification for this amendment in 
Attachment 2.  

A.    No trees or ground cover shall be removed from critical area or buffer unless the proposed 
activity is consistent with the critical area standards. 

B.    Minimum Retention Requirements. All proposed development activities that are not exempt 
from the provisions of this subchapter shall meet the following: 

1.    At least 20 percent of the significant trees on a given site shall be retained, excluding critical 
areas, and critical area buffers, or 
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2.    At least 30 percent of the significant trees on a given site (which may include critical areas 
and critical area buffers) shall be retained. 

3.    Tree protection measures ensuring the preservation of all trees identified for retention on 
approved site plans shall be guaranteed during development through the posting of a 
performance bond equal to the value of the installation and maintenance of those protection 
measures. 

4.    The minimum amount of trees to be retained cannot be removed for a period of 36 months 
and shall be guaranteed through an approved maintenance agreement. 

5.    The Director may require the retention of additional trees to meet the stated purpose and 
intent of this title, as required by the critical areas regulations, Chapter 20.80 SMC, or Shoreline 
Master Program, SMC Title 20, Division II, or as site-specific conditions demand using SEPA 
substantive authority. 

6. Trees specified as required to be retained under a permit that are unlawfully damaged or 
removed shall be subject to repair if that is possible, or if not possible, replacement with four 
trees of the same species of the largest size commercially available. Significant trees damaged 
or removed without a permit shall be replaced with three trees of the same or similar species 
and expected mature size. 

7. Permits for removal shall not be issued for significant trees located in the required setbacks of 
a development. If trees within five feet of a planned building cannot be saved without damage to 
the tree, each tree shall be replaced with a tree of the same or similar species and expected 
mature size, of the largest size commercially available. 

8. Any development that results in a parcel size with less than 7,200 square feet per home will 
submit a landscape plan for review. Landscaping will include retention of all significant trees in 
setbacks, vegetation hedgerows between houses and existing homes, and low water 
landscaping. 
 
Staff recommendation – Staff does not recommend this amendment for the following reasons: 
 
1. The City currently regulates unlawful tree removal in SMC 20.30.770(D)(2) Civil Penalties 
which are assessed to a responsible party who has committed a violation of the provisions of 
Chapter 20.50 or 20.80 SMC.  
 
2.  The proposed amendment seeks to require replacement trees in certain circumstances to be 
the “largest size commercially available”.  Staff have been advised by many landscape 
professionals and arborists that trees that are large at the time of planting are less likely to 
survive and thrive.  In fact, trees that are smaller at the time of planting typically can catch up 
and surpass in size those trees that are large at the time of planting.  Large trees for planting 
are also more expensive and can be harder to find locally in stock. 
 
3. The proposed amendment of 20.50.350(B)(6) requires four (4) replacement trees if a 
protected tree is damaged or removed during the construction of a permitted projects; and three 
(3) replacement trees if a significant tree is removed or damaged on a site that has no permit.  
Typically unpermitted work has greater penalties than permitted activities.   
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4. The Development Code does not require significant trees be preserved within required 
setbacks as long as the minimum retention is met. It is important that a property owner has 
some flexibility to design, construct, create solar access space or views, and replace trees so 
that they adapt better to a new development.  
 
5. Replacement of the same type and species of tree that was removed may not be best option 
for the proposed development or the environment. Some trees and/or vegetation may be 
invasive or cause physical damaged to the site or structures. A variety of replacement trees 
should be provided to fit in with the new development, provide a variety of species, and provide 
visual interest to a site. 
 
6. The Development Code does not require landscape plans for new single-family development. 
Staff reviews permits for setbacks, height, building coverage, hardscape, and other dimensional 
standards in SMC 20.50.020(1). As long as those standards are met, a property owner may 
landscape the property how they see fit. 
 
7. Trees may be damaged accidentally during the development of a project. The City should not 
be unreasonable and penalize a home owner or developer if a tree was accidentally damaged 
during construction. 
 

 
 
Amendment #27 
Exception 20.50.350(B) 
 

Justification – SMC 20.50.350(B) sets forth the minimum tree retention requirements for non-
exempt development.  This provision as related the “exception” to this SMC provision 

The City regularly requires private development to construct street frontage improvements. The 
City also has capital improvement projects that can impact private properties.   Typically, 
frontage improvement standards have little flexibility in preserving trees because of the frontage 
standards and the construction around these trees can be damaging to the health of the trees.  
In either case, the street improvement’s construction and grading may require tree removal on 
private properties.  These removed trees are out of the control of property owners and the result 
of needed public improvements.  Therefore, staff recommend that these trees on private 
property that need to be removed by the City are needed to be removed based on a condition of 
permit approval, should not be included in the minimum tree retention ratio calculation of the 
affected private property.       
 
For example, if a 7,200 parcel proposed for development has 12 significant trees, after the 
application of the partial exemption of 3 trees, the development would need to retain 20% -  1.8 
or 2 trees.  However, if 4 of the trees were within the area needed for required frontage 
improvements, the retention would be based on 5 trees (12 – (3 + 4)) or 1 tree retained. 
Exception 20.50.350(B): 

1.    The Director may allow a reduction in the minimum significant tree retention percentage to 
facilitate preservation of a greater number of smaller trees, a cluster or grove of trees, 
contiguous perimeter buffers, distinctive skyline features, or based on the City’s concurrence 
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with a written recommendation of an arborist certified by the International Society of 
Arboriculture or by the American Society of Consulting Arborists as a registered consulting 
arborist that retention of the minimum percentage of trees is not advisable on an individual site; 
or 

2.    In addition, the Director may allow a reduction in the minimum significant tree retention 
percentage if all of the following criteria are satisfied: The exception is necessary because: 

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

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

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

• The granting of the exception or standard reduction will not be detrimental to the public 
welfare or injurious to other property in the vicinity. 

 
3.    If an exception is granted to this standard, the applicant shall still be required to meet the 
basic tree replacement standards identified in SMC 20.50.360 for all significant trees removed 
beyond the minimum allowed per parcel without replacement and up to the maximum that would 
ordinarily be allowed under SMC 20.50.350(B). 

4.    In addition, the applicant shall be required to plant four trees for each significant tree 
removed that would otherwise count towards the minimum retention percentage. Trees replaced 
under this provision shall be at least 12 feet high for conifers and three inches in caliper if 
otherwise. This provision may be waived by the Director for restoration enhancement projects 
conducted under an approved vegetation management plan. 

5. Prior to calculating tree retention requirements, significant trees required to be removed due 
to a condition of permit approval (e.g. to accommodate frontage improvements), shall be 
deducted. 

 
Staff recommendation – Staff recommends that this amendment be approved. 
 
 

 
 
Amendment #28 
Exception 20.50.360(C) 
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Justification – SMC 20.50.350(C) sets forth the minimum tree replacement requirements for 
non-exempt development.  This provision is related to the “exception” for this SMC.   

The City regularly requires private development to construct street frontage improvements. The 
City also has capital improvement projects that can impact private properties.   Typically, 
frontage improvement standards have little flexibility in preserving trees because of the frontage 
standards and the construction around these trees can be damaging to the health of the trees.  
In either case, the street improvement’s construction and grading may require tree removal on 
private properties.  These removed trees are out of the control of property owners and the result 
of needed public improvements.  Therefore, staff recommend that these trees on private 
property that need to be removed by the City should not be included in the minimum tree 
replacement ratio calculation of the affected private property.       

For example, if a development proposal removed 12 significant trees, 3 of which are partially 
exempt and 4 of which are required to be removed to accommodate frontage improvements, 
then the replacement would be based on 5 trees (12 – (3 + 4)) or 5 replacement trees 
(assuming there are all 8-12” DBH).  

Exception 20.50.360(C): 

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

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

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

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

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

iv.    The granting of the exception or standard reduction will not be detrimental to the public 
welfare or injurious to other property in the vicinity. 

c.    The Director may waive this provision for site restoration or enhancement projects 
conducted under an approved vegetation management plan. 

4.    Replacement trees required for the Lynnwood Link Extension project shall be native 
conifer and deciduous trees proportional to the number and type of trees removed for 
construction, unless as part of the plan required in subsection A of this section the 
qualified professional demonstrates that a native conifer is not likely to survive in a 
specific location. 

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

6.    Tree replacement related to development of a light rail transit system/facility must 
comply with this subsection C. 

 
d. Prior to calculating tree replacement requirements, significant trees required to be removed 
due to a condition of permit approval (e.g. to accommodate frontage improvements), shall be 
deducted. 

Staff recommendation – Staff recommends that this amendment be approved. 
 

 
 
Amendment #29   
20.50.360(K) – Tree Replacement and Site Restoration 
 
Justification – This amendment is a privately-initiated amendment to the development standards 
for tree clearing activities. The applicant has provided a justification for this amendment in 
Attachment 2.  
 

K.    Performance Assurance. 

1.    The Director may require a performance bond for tree replacement and site 
restoration permits to ensure the installation of replacement trees, and/or compliance 
with other landscaping requirements as identified on the approved site plans. 

2.    A maintenance bond shall be required after the installation of required site 
improvements and prior to the issuance of a certificate of occupancy or finalization of 
permit and following required landscape installation or tree replacement. The 
maintenance bond and associated agreement shall be in place to ensure adequate 
maintenance and protection of retained trees and site improvements. The maintenance 
bond shall be for an amount not to exceed the estimated cost of maintenance and 
protection measures for a minimum of 36 months or as determined by the Director. 

3.    The Director shall exempt individual single-family lots from a maintenance bond, 
except where a clearing violation has occurred or tree replacement is located within 
critical areas or critical area buffers. 

4. Responsible parties with one or more infraction(s) issued by the City of Shoreline (like 
a Notice and Order or Stop Work) related to tree protection shall be subject to increased 
monitoring and bonding requirements, including mandatory bonding for a period of three 
years for the purposes of tree protection, initial, intermediate, and final inspection, and 
reports by a certified arborist selected by the Director and paid for by the responsible 
party on all future development projects until the party achieves a period of 10 years 
without a violation. Graduated fines and penalties for second and subsequent violations 
will be assessed. 
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5. Replacement trees shall be bonded and a three year maintenance plan provided for 
approval. Implementation shall be monitored for any developer with an infraction (like a 
Notice and Order or Stop Work) related to trees, within the past 10 years. 

 
Staff recommendation – Staff does not recommend this amendment for the following reasons: 
 
1. The City has the ability to issue a Notice and Order and Stop Work notices per SMC 
20.30.760. The City requires a maintenance bond for a period of three years for the 
replacement trees for a development project. After three years, the City will inspect the site to 
ensure the replacement trees have survived. If not, the owner is responsible for replacing the 
trees. The applicant has proposed a monitoring period of 10 years which staff does not support. 
Typically, after three years, staff has the ability to know if replacement trees are living and 
healthy. Monitoring replacement trees for a 10-year period is excessive and will required added 
staff resources (tracking and monitoring hundreds of trees). 
 
2. In terms of penalties, the City already has the ability to assess the following penalties for 
unlawful tree removal:  
SMC 20.30.770(D)   Civil Penalties. 

1.    A civil penalty for violation of the terms and conditions of a notice and order shall be 
imposed in the amount of $500.00. The total initial penalties assessed for notice and 
orders and stop work orders pursuant to this section shall apply for the first 14-day period 
following the violation of the order, if no appeal is filed. The penalties for the next 14-day 
period shall be 150 percent of the initial penalties, and the penalties for the next 14-day 
period and each such period or portion thereafter shall be double the amount of the initial 
penalties. 

2.    Any responsible party who has committed a violation of the provisions of 
Chapter 20.50 SMC, General Development Standards (tree conservation, land clearing 
and site grading standards), or Chapter 20.80 SMC, Critical Areas, will not only be 
required to restore unlawfully removed trees or damaged critical areas, insofar as that is 
possible and beneficial, as determined by the Director, but will also be required to pay civil 
penalties in addition to penalties under subsection (D)(1) of this section, for the redress of 
ecological, recreation, and economic values lost or damaged due to the violation. Civil 
penalties will be assessed according to the following factors: 

a.    For violations within critical areas and required buffers, an amount determined 
pursuant to SMC 20.80.130(E); or 

b.    For violations not located within critical areas and required buffers, an amount 
determined to be equivalent to the economic benefit that the responsible party 
derives from the violation measured as the total of: 
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i.    The resulting increase in market value of the property; and 

ii.    The value received by the responsible party; and 

iii.    The savings of construction costs realized by the responsible party as a 
result of performing any act in violation of the chapter; and 

c.    A penalty of $2,000 if the violation has severe ecological impacts, including 
temporary or permanent loss of resource values or functions. 

3.    An additional penalty of $2,000 if the violation was deliberate, the result of knowingly 
false information submitted by the property owner, agent, or contractor, or the result of 
reckless disregard on the part of the property owner, agent, or their contractor. The 
property owner shall assume the burden of proof for demonstrating that the violation was 
not deliberate. 

4.    A repeat violation means a violation of the same regulation in any location within the 
City by the same responsible party, for which voluntary compliance previously has been 
sought or any enforcement action taken, within the immediate preceding 24-consecutive-
month period, and will incur double the civil penalties set forth above. 

Therefore, staff does not recommend further punishment of the responsible party in the form of 
additional bonding and monitoring which will likely fall on the new homeowner to complete 
verses the developer of the site.   

 
 
Amendment #30  
20.50.390 C – General Nonresidential Parking Standards 

Justification – Table 20.40.130 lists “Professional Office” as an allowable use in a number of 
zoning districts, and it is defined in 20.20.040, but the City does not have a parking standard for 
it. This creates confusion for both the public and staff when applying the Development Code. To 
remedy this, staff proposes that it be added to the parking table. Of the local comparable 
jurisdictions researched, the off-street parking requirement for professional office ranged from 1 
per 300 sf to 1 per 500 sf, so an average of 1 per 400 sf is recommended because Professional 
Offices uses (such as an attorney’s office) do not have the same amount of walk-in customer 
traffic as General Services uses (such as a hair salon). The use “Government/business services 
uses” is proposed to be deleted because it is not a listed use in Table 20.40.130, is not defined 
in 20.20, and can be administered under “Professional office uses”.  
 

Table 20.50.390C –     General Nonresidential Parking Standards 
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NONRESIDENTIAL USE MINIMUM SPACES REQUIRED 

General services uses: 1 per 300 square feet 

Professional office uses: 1 per 400 square feet 

Government/business services uses: 1 per 500 square feet 

Manufacturing uses: 0.9 per 1,000 square feet 

Recreation/culture uses: 1 per 300 square feet 

Regional uses: (Director) 

Retail trade uses: 1 per 400 square feet 

 

Note: Square footage in this subchapter refers to net usable area and excludes walls, corridors, 
lobbies, bathrooms, etc. 

Staff recommendation – Staff recommends that this amendment be approved. 
 

 
 
Amendment #31  
20.50.390(D) Special Nonresidential Standards 
 
Justification – A school typically has more staff members than number of classrooms.  The 
minimum number of parking stalls required should provide at least enough for all staff members 
plus additional for volunteers, visitors, and students with vehicles. Staff has worked with the 
Shoreline School District to implement minimum parking requirements that take into account 
actual parking demand for elementary, middle, and high schools. The proposed changes to the 
parking requirements will result in more parking spaces than currently required. Based on recent 
permit applications from the District, the current parking requirements do not account for the 
total parking needs of the District’s schools. 
 
Because the District is consistently providing additional parking at schools, the District is subject 
to Exception 20.50.390(A)(4)(D) which states, “ Any amount of surface parking lot that is over 
the minimum required number of stalls shall be paved with permeable pavement”. The proposed 
amendment to the parking standards will allow the District to provide the right amount of parking 
without the need to constantly go over the maximum parking requirements. 
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Table 20.50.390D –     Special Nonresidential Standards 
NONRESIDENTIAL 
USE 

MINIMUM SPACES REQUIRED 

Bowling center: 2 per lane 

Houses of worship 1 per 5 fixed seats, plus 1 per 50 square feet of gross floor area without 
fixed seats used for assembly purposes 

Conference center: 1 per 3 fixed seats, plus 1 per 50 square feet used for assembly 
purposes without fixed seats, or 1 per bedroom, whichever results in the 
greater number of spaces 

Construction and trade: 1 per 300 square feet of office, plus 1 per 3,000 square feet of storage 
area 

Courts: 3 per courtroom, plus 1 per 50 square feet of fixed-seat or assembly 
area 

Daycare I: 2 per facility, above those required for the baseline of that residential 
area the underlying zone 

Daycare II: 2 per facility, plus 1 for each 20 clients 

Elementary schools: 1.2 1.5 per classroom staff member 

High schools with 
stadium: 

1 per classroom staff member plus 1 per 10 students, or and 1 per 3 
fixed seats in stadium 

High schools without 
stadium: 

1 per classroom staff member, plus 1 per 10 students 

Middle/junior high 
schools: 

1 1.2 per classroom staff member, plus 1 per 50 students 

Vocational schools: 1 per classroom staff member, plus 1 per 5 2 students 
 
 

Staff recommendation – Staff recommends that this amendment be approved. 
 

 
 
Amendment #32  
20.50.410 – Parking Design Standards 

Justification – The current reference, 51.40.110 Chapter 11, does not exist in the WAC. Also, 
the term “handicapped” is no longer appropriate and will be replaced with “disabled”. 
 
K.    Off-street parking and access for physically disabled handicapped persons shall be 
provided in accordance with WAC 51-40-1100 Chapter 11 – Accessibility current version of ICC 
A117.1, Section 1106, Table 1106.1, Chapter 502 and subsequent addendum. 
 
Staff recommendation – Staff recommends that this amendment be approved. 
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20.70 Amendments 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Amendment #33  
20.70.320 – Frontage improvements 
 
Justification – SMC 20.70.320(C)(6) states that frontage improvements are required when a 
single-family land use is being converted to a commercial land use. SMC 20.70.320(C)(6) can 
trigger full frontage improvements even if the new use does not necessitate investments in the 
building that would exceed 50% of current or appraised valuation of existing structure. 
 
The most likely type of business that can convert from single-family to commercial without 
spending over 50% of the structure value would be CPA firms, attorneys, etc. More intensive 
uses such as a restaurant conversion would most likely exceed the 50% valuation threshold and 
require the installation of frontage improvements.  
 
One of the place-making goals in the 185th and 145th Station Subareas is to allow commercial 
businesses in the MUR-35’ and MUR-45’ zones is to attract businesses that will purchase 
homes and convert them pretty much “as-is” into businesses. At some point in the future the 
business might remodel or redevelop, and then it will definitely trigger the frontage 
improvement.   
 
As currently written, this Code provision also applies to single family uses located in commercial 
zones.  Therefore, a remodeling project for a commercial use in a commercial zone that does 
not exceed 50% of the valuation a structure would not be required to make frontage 
improvements; but a remodeling project for a single family use that is being converted to a 
commercial use in a commercial zone is required to make frontage improvements regardless of 
the cost of the project.    
 
20.70.320 

C.    Frontage improvements are required: 

1.    When building construction valuation for a permit exceeds 50 percent of the 
current County assessed or an appraised valuation of all existing structure(s) on the 
parcel (except for detached single-family homes). This shall include all structures on 
other parcels if the building under permit review extends into other parcels; 
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2.    When aggregate building construction valuations for issued permits, within any 
five-year period after March 30, 2013, exceed 50 percent of the County assessed or 
an appraised value of the existing structure(s) at the time of the first issued permit; 

3.    For subdivisions; 

4.    For development consisting of more than one dwelling unit on a single parcel 
(accessory dwelling units are exempt); or 

5.    One detached single-family dwelling in the MUR zones; or 

6.    When a single-family land use is being converted to a commercial land use, 
then full frontage improvements will be required. 

 
Staff recommendation – Staff recommends that this amendment be approved. 
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Amendment #34 
20.70.320 Frontage improvements 
 
Justification – This proposed amendment will allow the City to waive the requirement for 
frontage improvements in certain circumstances – primarily where the City will not see any 
future redevelopment or opportunity to get frontage along a roadway.    An example would be 
where a property subdivides and there are no adjacent sidewalks and no likelihood that 
additional redevelopment would lead to more frontage improvements along the street.  This 
amendment will prevent small segments of sidewalks that will never connect to the overall 
pedestrian system. 
 
A.    Standard frontage improvements shall be upgraded or installed pursuant to standards set 
forth in the Transportation Master Plan Street Classification Map, the Master Street Plan 
adopted in Chapter 12.10 SMC, and the Engineering Development Manual for the specific street 
which is substandard to satisfy adequate public roadways required for subdivisions by 
Chapter 58.17 RCW and Chapter 20.30 SMC, Subchapter 7, and to mitigate direct impacts of 
land use approvals. 
 
B.    Standard frontage improvements consist of right-of-way dedication, curb, gutter, sidewalk, 
amenity zone and landscaping, drainage improvements and pavement overlays up to one-half 
of each right-of-way abutting a property as defined in the Master Street Plan. Additional 
improvements may be required to ensure safe movement of traffic, including pedestrians, 
bicycles, transit, and nonmotorized vehicles. The improvements can include transit bus shelters, 
bus pullouts, utility undergrounding, street lighting, signage and channelization. 
 
C.    Frontage improvements are required: 
 

1.    When building construction valuation for a permit exceeds 50 percent of the current 
County assessed or an appraised valuation of all existing structure(s) on the parcel 
(except for detached single-family homes). This shall include all structures on other 
parcels if the building under permit review extends into other parcels; 
 
2.    When aggregate building construction valuations for issued permits, within any five-
year period after March 30, 2013, exceed 50 percent of the County assessed or an 
appraised value of the existing structure(s) at the time of the first issued permit; 
 
3.    For subdivisions; 
 
4.    For development consisting of more than one dwelling unit on a single parcel 
(accessory dwelling units are exempt); 
 
5.    One detached single-family dwelling in the MUR zones; or 
 
6.    When a single-family land use is being converted to a commercial land use, then full 
frontage improvements will be required. 

 
D.    Exemptions to frontage improvements are limited to: 
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1.    Subdivision, short plats, and binding site plans where all of the lots are fully 
developed. 
 
2.    Instances where the street will be improved as a whole through a capital 
improvement project or local improvement district within five years of permit issuance. In 
such cases, a contribution may be made and calculated based on the improvements that 
would be required of the development. Contributed funds shall be directed to the City’s 
capital project fund and shall be used for the capital project and offset future 
assessments on the property resulting from an LID. An LID “no-protest” commitment 
shall also be recorded. Adequate interim levels of improvements for public safety shall 
be required. 

 
E. Waivers may be approved by the Director of Public Works to not require frontage 

improvements under the following circumstances if the Director determines: 
 
1. The installation of the improvements will cause a safety hazard; or 
2. Construction of improvements will adversely impact critical areas that cannot be 

mitigated; or 
3. The current level of improvements in the rights-of-way will not be changed because 

there is limited opportunity for additional improvements through development or 
redevelopment or a City project along the rights-of-way within the foreseeable 
future. The current level and extent of the improvements in the right-of-way adjacent 
to the property will not be changed in the future. 

 
The applicant shall utilize the Deviation from the engineering standards process specified in 
Section 20.30.290.  The applicant shall address how the waiver satisfies the criteria for a 
deviation as well as the applicable conditions of this subsection.   Supporting documentation 
and application fees shall be submitted with the waiver request. 
 
F. E.    All improvements required under this chapter shall be designed and constructed in 
accordance with the Engineering Development Manual. Deviation from the Engineering 
Development Manual may be considered through a deviation process as set forth in 
SMC 20.30.290. 
 
G. F.    Required improvements shall be installed by the applicant prior to final approval or 
occupancy. 
 
G.    Subdivisions improvements shall be completed prior to the final plat approval. A bond or 
other surety may be allowed as provided for in SMC 20.30.440 in lieu of completion of all 
improvements.  
 
 
Staff recommendation – Staff recommends that this amendment be approved. 
 

 
 
Amendment #35  
20.70.440 and .450 – Access widths 
 
Justification – Driveway widths and access types should be amended to accommodate the 
proposed type and the number of units of a development and to be consistent with the amended 
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Engineering Development Manual. Circular drives are removed because that is not related to a 
type of development. “Adjacent development potential” should be removed because that is not 
defined.     
 
20.70.440 Purpose. 
 
The purpose of this subchapter is to establish basic dimensional standards for access widths 
when applied to certain types of development. These access widths are specified in the 
Engineering Development Manual.  
 
20.70.450 Access Types and Widths. 
A.    Table 20.70.450 – Access Types and Widths. 
Dwelling Type and Number Engineering Development Manual 

Access Types and Width 
Single-family Detached - 1 unit Residential 

Single-family Detached - 2 – 4 units Shared 

Single-family Detached - 5 or more units Multifamily Private or Public Street 

Commercial, pPublic fFacility Commercial 

Circular Per Criteria in EDM 

5 or more Single-family Attached or Multifamily units without 
adjacent development potential 

Multifamily Private Street 

 
 
Staff recommendation – Staff recommends that this amendment be approved. 
 

 
 
 
 

20.80 Amendments 
 
 
 

 
 
Amendment #36   
20.80.082 – Mitigation plan requirements 
 
Justification – The standards for critical area mitigation/restoration plans are based on Best 
Available Science as required by State mandate and defined per Shoreline Municipal Code 
20.20.012 -  “Current scientific information used in the process to designate, protect, mitigate 
impacts to, or restore critical areas, that is derived from a valid scientific process as defined by 
WAC 365-196-900 through 365-196-925.” However, there is no State mandated regulations or 
Best Available Science for the monitoring of mitigated/restored critical areas.   In addition, it is 
possible to have more than one Best Available Science approach to critical area restoration.   
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Critical areas protections adopted under the Growth Management Act have been in place in 
most jurisdictions for decades. Jurisdictions review and update their regulations as required by 
the State to be current with the Best Available Science and to apply their experience in the 
administration of these regulations.  Although jurisdictions may protect critical areas in different 
ways, they must preserve the existing functions and values of their critical areas. If development 
harm critical areas, the jurisdiction must require compensatory mitigation to address the harm.  
 
The State rule only encourages counties and cities to monitor and evaluate their efforts in 
critical areas protection and to incorporate new scientific information as it becomes available.  
No court decisions have held that local governments are required to adopt monitoring.  Counties 
and cities may choose to incorporate lessons learned from monitoring as part of their periodic 
review of critical areas or shoreline programs under either the GMA or the SMA, though there is 
no requirement to wait for scheduled reviews to improve permit processes. 
 
Our research shows two basic scientific approaches to monitoring based on which method of 
restoration is the most effective.  Shoreline’s current approach requires yearly monitoring of the 
restoration installation to be assessed yearly by the property owner’s consultant followed by city 
staff inspection.  If the critical area does not restore itself as planned then the critical area needs 
to be restored again. This steps repeats yearly for 5 years. At the end of 5 years, if the critical 
area is not restored to be at least 80% consistent with the original restoration plan, then the 
restoration plan needs to be amended.  The plan may fail for a variety of reasons such as 
selecting a plant mix that doesn’t succeed; improper maintenance of restoration site; aggressive 
plant invasives; animals ate the plants; etc. In addition, the current code does not articulate 
when there is an end point to this cycle of monitor fail and repeat.  By staff experience, the 
restoration process that the consulting expert recommends usually does not go as planned.  As 
a result, the City has to negotiate cooperation and enforce compliance with the property owner – 
sometimes after the ownership has changed.   
 
A more “passive” restoration method removes the factor causing degradation, fences it, and lets 
nature do the work of restoration.  This method allows natural regeneration of plant 
communities, recolonization by animals, and establishment of hydrology and soils. The result is 
usually what the critical area wants to be – not what we think it should be. The benefit of this 
method is that it is low cost and has a high degree of certainty that the restored critical area will 
be compatible with the surrounding landscape.  To enhance this method, staff recommends that 
in addition to the fencing that plants are installed during the wet season and then let the natural 
regeneration recolonize the site. The most common concern is that invasive species of plants 
and animals will have an advantage. Staff’s experience that this will occur anyway with a 
monitored critical area restoration, in part, because the existing vegetation outside the critical 
area will colonize a restored area.   
 
Staff proposes a blend of the monitored and the passive mitigation approaches to critical area 
restoration.  A restoration plan and its installation would still need to be approved and bonded. 
However, after planting in the wet season and installation of the protective fencing the 
restoration site restores itself. At the end of a 5 year maintenance plan if the site is not 
completely self-propagated then the site will have to be mitigated and enhanced one last time 
before bond monies are released or the bond money will be used to complete the work.  Even 
though a protected CAO will be recorded on title, this approach also has the advantage of not 
involving a new property owner, who frequently does not know that they purchased a property 
that has a 5-year obligation to maintain it, hire a monitoring scientist yearly, and completing the 
restoration work. 
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20.80.082 Mitigation plan requirements. 
When mitigation is required, the applicant shall submit for approval by the City a mitigation plan 
as part of the critical area report. Mitigation plans must meet the minimum requirements of 
SMC 20.80.080 and the applicable mitigation performance standards and requirements for the 
impacted type(s) of critical area(s) and buffer(s), including but not limited to 
SMC 20.80.250, 20.80.300, and 20.80.350. When the mitigation plan is submitted separately 
from other types or sections of the required critical area report(s), the mitigation plan must meet 
the minimum content requirements of SMC 20.80.080(E) by inclusion or reference to other 
existing report(s). The mitigation plan shall include: 
 
A.    Environmental Goals and Objectives. The mitigation plan shall include a written report 
identifying environmental goals and objectives of the mitigation proposed and including: 

1.    A description of the anticipated impacts to the critical areas, the mitigating actions 
proposed, and the purposes of the compensation measures, including the site selection 
criteria; identification of compensation goals; identification of resource functions; and 
dates for beginning and completion of site compensation construction activities. The 
goals and objectives shall be related to the functions and values of the impacted critical 
area; and 
2.    A review of the best available science supporting the proposed mitigation and a 
description of the report author’s experience to date in restoring or creating the type of 
critical area proposed. 

 
B.    Performance Standards.  The mitigation plan shall include measurable specific criteria for 
evaluating whether or not the goals and objectives of the mitigation project have been 
successfully attained at the end of the required maintenance monitoring period and whether or 
not the requirements of this chapter have been met. 
 
C.    Detailed Mitigation Construction Plans. The mitigation plan shall include written 
specifications and descriptions of the mitigation proposed, such as: 

1.    The proposed construction sequence, timing, and duration; 
2.    Site plans showing grading and excavation details with minimum two-foot contour 
intervals; 
3.    Erosion and sediment control features; 
4.    A planting plan specifying plant species, quantities, locations, size, spacing, and 
density; and 
5.    Measures to protect and maintain plants until established; 
6.    Protective fencing completely surrounding the restored area with a 6-inch gap at the 
base is required for the duration of the 5-year maintenance period.  Split-rail fencing, at a 
minimum 3 feet in height, is acceptable; and  
7.    Planting shall occur within the first month of the rain season or temporary irrigation 
shall be installed.  
  
These written specifications shall be accompanied by detailed site diagrams, scaled 
cross-sectional drawings, topographic maps showing slope percentage and final grade 
elevations, and any other drawings appropriate to show construction techniques or 
anticipated final outcome. 

 
D.    Monitoring Program and Contingency Plan. 

1.    A monitoring program shall be included in the mitigation plan and implemented by 
the applicant to determine the success of the mitigation project and any necessary 
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corrective actions. This program shall determine if the original goals and objectives of 
the mitigation plan are being met. 
2.    A contingency plan shall be established for indemnity in the event that the mitigation 
project is inadequate or fails. Contingency plans include identification of potential 
courses of action, and any corrective measures to be taken if monitoring or evaluation 
indicates project performance standards are not being met. Corrective measures will be 
required by the City when the qualified professional indicates, in a monitoring report, that 
the contingency actions are needed to ensure project success by the end of the 
monitoring period. A performance and maintenance bond, or other acceptable financial 
guarantee, is required to ensure the applicant’s compliance with the terms of the 
mitigation agreement consistent with SMC 20.80.120, Financial guarantee requirements. 
3.    Monitoring programs prepared to comply with this section shall include the following 
requirements: 

a.    Best available scientific procedures shall be used to establish the success or 
failure of the project. A protocol outlining the schedule for site monitoring (for 
example, monitoring shall occur in years zero (as-built), one, three, and five after 
site construction), and how the monitoring data will be evaluated to determine if 
the performance standards are being met. 
b.    For vegetation determinations, permanent sampling points shall be 
established. 
c.    Vegetative success shall, at a minimum, equal 80 percent survival of planted 
trees and shrubs and 80 percent cover of desirable understory or emergent plant 
species at the end of the required monitoring period. Alternative standards for 
vegetative success, including (but not limited to) minimum survival standards 
following the first growing season, may be required after consideration of 
recommendations provided in a critical area report or as otherwise required by 
the provisions of this chapter. 
d.    A monitoring report shall be submitted as needed to document milestones, 
successes, problems, and contingency actions of the mitigation project. 
Monitoring reports on the current status of the mitigation project shall be 
submitted, consistent with subsection E of this section, to the City on the 
schedule identified in the monitoring plan, but not less than every other year. The 
reports are to be prepared by a qualified professional and reviewed by the City, 
or a qualified professional retained by the City, and should include monitoring 
information on wildlife, vegetation, water quality, water flow, stormwater storage 
and conveyance, and existing or potential degradation, as applicable. 
e.    Monitoring programs shall be established for a period necessary to establish 
that performance standards have been met, but not for less than a minimum of 
five years without approval from the Director. Monitoring programs for projects 
located within the shoreline jurisdiction must also comply with the standards in 
SMC 20.230.020 and may require a longer monitoring period. 
f.    If necessary, failures in the mitigation project shall be corrected. 
g.    Dead or undesirable vegetation shall be replaced with appropriate plantings. 
h.    Damage caused by erosion, settling, or other geomorphological processes 
shall be repaired. 
i.    The mitigation project shall be redesigned (if necessary) and the new design 
shall be implemented and monitored, as in subsection (D)(3)(d) of this section. 
j.    Correction procedures shall be approved by a qualified professional and the 
City. 
k.    If the mitigation goals are not obtained within the initial monitoring period, the 
applicant remains responsible for restoration of the impacted values and 
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functions or hazard risk reduction until the mitigation goals agreed to in the 
mitigation plan are achieved. 

E.    Monitoring Reports. Monitoring reports shall be submitted to the City consistent with the 
approved monitoring plan. 

D.1.    The as-built report, required prior to final inspection, shall, at a minimum, include 
documentation of the following: 

a.    Departures from the original approved plans; 
b.    Construction supervision provided by the qualified professional; 
c.    Approved project goals and performance standards; 
d.    Baseline data for monitoring per the approved monitoring methods; 
e.    Photos from established photo points; and 
f.     A site plan showing final mitigation as constructed or installed.,  
 

An as-built report for any approved mitigation project shall be prepared and signed off by 
the applicant’s qualified professional and inspected for approval by the City. 

 
monitoring points, and photo points. 

2.    Subsequent monitoring reports shall, at a minimum, include: 
a.    Monitoring visit observations, documentation, and analysis of monitoring 
data collected; 
b.    Photos from photo points; 
c.    Determination whether performance standards are being met; and 
d.    Maintenance and/or contingency action recommendations to ensure success 
of the project at the end of the monitoring period. 

3.    The applicant shall be responsible for the cost (at the current hourly rate) of review 
of monitoring reports and site inspections during the monitoring period, which are 
completed by the City or a qualified professional under contract with or employed by the 
City. 
 

E. F.    Cost Estimates. The mitigation plan shall include cost estimates that will be used by the 
City to calculate the amounts of financial guarantees, if necessary, to ensure that the mitigation 
plan is fully implemented. Financial guarantees ensuring fulfillment of the compensation project, 
monitoring program, and any contingency measures shall be posted in accordance with SMC 
20.80.120, Financial guarantee requirements. A Notice on Title shall be recorded with the 
property per SMC 20.80.100 with additional responsibility of implementing and completing the 
mitigation plan maintenance bond to be either the initial applicant or the current property owner 
at the time of completion. The mitigation plan shall be implemented and city-inspected with a 5-
year maintenance bond.   
 
F.G.    Approved Mitigation Projects – Signature. If at the end of the 5-year maintenance period, 
plant restoration standards have not been achieved then one final repair and replacements of 
the mitigation plan shall be required. Upon final inspection of the required repairs and 
replacements the City will release the maintenance bond.     
 
Staff recommendation:  Additional research is needed to verify this amendment would provide 
commensurate protection for the environment. Staff would like to further consult with the other 
jurisdictions and agencies that are also tasked with permitting in critical areas and therefore 
implementation of mitigation plans and monitoring programs.  This is amendment is therefore 
removed by staff from the 2018 Development Code Batch of amendments.     – Staff 
recommends that this amendment be approved. 
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Amendment #37   
20.80.220 Geologic hazards – Classification. 
 
Justification – The City of Edmonds potential landslide hazard areas include: 
Any slope of 40 percent or steeper that exceeds a vertical height of 10 feet over a 25-foot 
horizontal run. Except for rockeries that have been engineered and approved by the engineer as 
having been built according to the engineered design, all other modified slopes (including slopes 
where there are breaks in slopes) meeting overall average steepness and height criteria should 
be considered potential landslide hazard areas); 
 
Many of the geologic hazard areas in Shoreline have been altered or modified over the years of 
suburban development before there were geologic hazard area regulations.  There are many 
alterations such as roads, drives, ditches, culverts, walls, houses, terracing, etc. that have 
interrupted or impeded the geologic hazard areas - especially the buffer areas around them.  
Many of these existing land modifications in buffer areas interrupt the function of geologic 
hazard areas such that the remaining buffer outside these interruptions are no longer hazardous 
or connected to its original geologic classification.   
 
Code currently has provisions (below) in SMC 20.80.280(D) (7) for fish and wildlife habitat and 
in 20.80.330(G) (10) for wetlands (below) for modified and isolated.   
 
(7) Development Proposals within Physically Separated and Functionally Isolated Stream 
Buffers. Consistent with the definition of “buffers” (SMC 20.20.012), areas that are functionally 
isolated and physically separated from stream due to existing, legally established roadways and 
railroads or other legally established structures or paved areas eight feet or more in width that 
occur between the area in question and the stream shall be considered physically isolated and 
functionally separated stream buffers. Once determined by the Director, based on a submitted 
critical area report to be a physically separated and functionally isolated stream buffer, 
development proposals shall be allowed in these areas. 
 
(10) Small, Hydrologically Isolated Category IV Wetlands. The Director may allow small, 
hydrologically isolated Category IV wetlands to be exempt from the avoidance sequencing 
provisions of SMC 20.80.053 and subsection D of this section and allow alteration of such 
wetlands; provided, that a submitted critical area report and mitigation plan provides evidence 
that all of the following conditions are met: 
 
1.    The wetland is less than 1,000 square feet in area; 
 
2.    The wetland is a low quality Category IV wetland with a habitat score of less than three 
points in the adopted rating system; 
 
3.    The wetland does not contain habitat identified as essential for local populations of priority 
species identified by the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife or species of local 
importance which are regulated as fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas in Chapter 20.80, 
Subchapter 3; 
 
4.    The wetland is not associated with riparian areas or buffers; 
 
5.    The wetland is not part of a wetland mosaic; and 
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6.    A mitigation plan to replace lost wetland functions and values is developed, approved, and 
implemented consistent with SMC 20.80.350. 
 
The Critical Area regulations need to be fine-tuned to better fit in geologic hazard areas. The 
presentation of this amendment will be delayed until we receive the consultant 
recommendations and BAS to go with it. 
 
The second amendment (B.2.c) is only an amendment for a more direct reading of the code and 
not a change in standards.    
 
A.    Landslide Hazard Areas. Landslide hazard areas are those areas potentially subject to 
landslide activity based on a combination of geologic, topographic and hydro-geologic factors as 
classified in subsection B of this section with slopes 15 percent or steeper within a vertical 
elevation change of at least 10 feet or all areas of prior landslide activity regardless of slope. A 
slope is delineated by establishing its toe and top, and measuring the inclination over 10 feet of 
vertical relief (see Figure 20.80.220(A)). The edges of the geologic hazard are identified where 
the characteristics of the slope cross-section change from one landslide hazard classification to 
another, or no longer meet any classification. Additionally: 
 

1.    The toe of a slope is a distinct topographic break which separates slopes inclined at 
less than 15 percent from slopes above that are 15 percent or steeper when measured 
over 10 feet of vertical relief; and 
 
2.    The top of a slope is a distinct topographic break which separates slopes inclined at 
less than 15 percent from slopes below that are 15 percent or steeper when measured 
over 10 feet of vertical relief. 
 
3.    Classified slopes that include existing or proposed engineered structures such as 
building foundations, retaining walls, and engineered slopes, roads and terraces grades, 
or construction stabilization plans, may be exempt from a landslide hazard classification 
with the support of current, geotechnical and engineer reports.  

 
B.    Landslide Hazard Area Classification. Landslide hazard areas are classified as follows: 
 

2.    Very High Risk 
a.    Areas with slopes steeper than 15 percent with zones of emergent water 
(e.g., springs or ground water seepage); 
b.    Areas of landslide activity (scarps, movement, or accumulated debris) 
regardless of slope; or 
c.    All slopes that are 40 percent or steeper and more than 20 feet in height 
when slope is averaged over 10 feet of vertical feet of relief. 
 

Staff recommendation – Staff recommends that this amendment be approved. 
 

 
 
Amendment #38  
20.230.200 – Land disturbing activity policies 

Justification – This section contains regulations and not policies. 
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20.230.200 – Land disturbing activity regulations policies 
 
Staff recommendation – Staff recommends that this amendment be approved. 
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Attachment 4 
 
 
Zoning Amendment 
 
Amendment – Change the zoning of 16546 Linden Avenue North from R-8 to R-24.  
 
The Council approved Ordinance 811 on January 22, 2018 to rezone three parcels from R-8 to 
R-24. The subject parcel, 16546 Linden Avenue North, is surrounded by the three parcels 
shown in Ordinance 811. During the discussion of Ordinance 811, the Council directed staff to 
bring back an amendment to change 16546 Linden Avenue North to make the zoning consistent 
with the other parcels in the area. Attachment 3 is a map depicting the change from R-8 to R-
24. 
 
Decision criterion for a rezone is set forth in SMC 20.30.320(B).  Staff has provided responses 
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. The rezone is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
The rezone is a change from the existing zone of R-8 to the proposed zone of R-24. The 
Comprehensive Plan designation of the site is Mixed Use 2. The R-24 Zone is 
considered an implementing zone for this designation. 
 
Comprehensive Plan Policy LU-10 reads, “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 retail, office, and service uses, and greater residential densities than are allowed 
in low-density residential designations, and promotes pedestrian connections, transit, 
and amenities. 
 
The proposed rezone also meets the following Goals and Policies: 
 
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. 
 
LU8: 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. 
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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 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. 
 
H1: Encourage a variety of residential design alternatives that increase housing choice. 
 
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. 
 
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 R-24 zone being 
one of the implementing zones of the Mixed-Use 2 Land Use Designation, the proposed 
rezone is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and meets criteria #1.   

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

 
The rezone will not adversely affect the public health, safety, or general welfare for the 
following reasons: 
 
The subject property is located in close proximity of the Aurora Corridor, Richmond 
Highlands Park, and Shorewood High School. The subject property is surrounded by 
parcels zoned R-24. The adjacent parcels are designated for mixed-use development in 
the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
The intended use for the subject property is a single-family home and is an approved 
use in the R-24 zone.   Any future development will also be connected to sanitary sewer 
and public water system; and additionally will be required to install frontage 
improvements, including sidewalks and stormwater controls, to ensure public health and 
safety. 

 
This proposed rezone meets criteria #2. 

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

 
The rezone is warranted in order to achieve consistency with the Comprehensive Plan. 
Policy LU-10 states: 

2 
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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 retail, office, and service uses, and 
greater residential densities than are allowed in low-density residential designations, and 
promotes pedestrian connections, transit, and amenities. 
 
The proposed rezone to R-24 is warranted since the proposal satisfies Land Use Policy 
LU-10. Specifically, this proposal will provide consistency of zones where all of the 
surrounding parcels have been changed to R-24 zoning.   
 
It should be noted that the proposed R-24 zoning designation is one of many 
implementing zones in the Mixed-Use 2 Land Use Designation. The policy states, in 
part: “Greater residential densities than are allowed in the Low-Density Residential 
designations.” This statement from Policy LU-10 makes it clear that increased residential 
density should be allowed over that of the Low-Density Residential designation which 
allows up to an R-6 zone. Since all of the surrounding parcels have been rezoned to R-
24, the proposed R-24 zone is consistent with Policy LU-10.  

 
Staff supports the request to rezone the Subject Property to R-24 because the five (5) 
parcels to the south were rezoned to R-24 in 2008 and the three parcels to the north 
were rezoned to R-24 earlier this year.  
  
This proposed rezone meets criteria #3. 

 
4. The rezone will not be materially detrimental to uses or property in the immediate vicinity 

of the subject rezone. 
 
The rezone will not be materially detrimental to uses or property in the immediate vicinity 
of the subject rezone because the area around this proposed rezone has been in 
transition and the surrounding parcels have recently been rezoned and have been 
redeveloping. The City Council approved Ordinance No. 499 in April 2008 which 
rezoned five (5) parcels at 16538, 16532, 16526, 16522, and 16520 Linden Avenue 
North from R-8 to R-24 directly to the south of the subject parcels. Council approved 
Ordinance 811 in January 2018 to rezone three parcels at 903, 909, and 915 N. 167th 
Street from R-8 to R-24. In the last year, townhomes have been constructed at the 
16538 Linden address and four new units have been constructed at the 16532 address. 
 
Any new development on the subject property will be required to comply with the City’s 
Municipal Code, Stormwater Manual, Engineering Development Manual, and other City 
relevant codes that ensure the site will be developed with the latest building and 
engineering codes. 
 
Future redevelopment of the subject property will require the installation of frontage 
improvements which will improve pedestrian safety in front of the subject property 
(access drive). New development will require the provision of stormwater and surface 
water improvements which will mitigate flooding around the subject property. New 

3 
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development will also require the provision of sufficient parking onsite to mitigate the 
effects of street parking on the adjacent right-of-way.  
 
The proposed rezone meets criteria #4. 

 
5. The rezone has merit and value for the community. 

 
The proposed rezone is implementing the City’s vision for this area as stated in 
Comprehensive Plan Policy LU-10. Existing commercial uses are in close proximity to 
the site and transit is a short walk from the subject property given that Aurora Avenue N. 
is approximately 400 feet to the east.  Any future development will be required to install 
full frontage improvements that include sidewalk, curb, gutter, and landscape/amenity 
zone adjacent to the sidewalk.  
 
This proposed rezone meets criteria #5. 
 

 
 

4 
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