
 
 

AGENDA 
CITY OF SHORELINE PLANNING COMMISSION 
REGULAR MEETING  
   

Thursday, March 16, 2006  Shoreline Conference Center 
7:00 p.m. 18560 1st Ave. NE | Rainier Room
   
  Estimated Time
1. CALL TO ORDER 7:00 p.m.
   
2. ROLL CALL 7:01 p.m.
   

3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 7:02 p.m.
   
4. DIRECTOR’S REPORT 7:03 p.m.
   
5. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 7:08 p.m.
 a. February 16, 2006 b. March 2, 2006 
   

6. GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT 7:10 p.m.
   

The Planning Commission will take public comment on any subject which is not of a quasi-judicial nature or specifically 
scheduled for this agenda. Each member of the public may comment for up to two minutes. However, Item 6 (General Public 
Comment) will be limited to a maximum period of twenty minutes. Each member of the public may also comment for up to two 
minutes on action items after each staff report has been presented. The Chair has discretion to limit or extend time limitations 
and number of people permitted to speak. In all cases, speakers are asked to come to the front of the room to have their 
comments recorded. Speakers must clearly state their name and address. 
   

7. PUBLIC HEARING Quasi-Judicial Public Hearing 7:15 p.m.
 i. File #201478 - Preliminary Formal Subdivision for Shoreline Townhomes   

  a. Staff Overview and Presentation of Preliminary Staff Recommendation  

  b. Applicant Testimony   

  c. Questions by the Commission to Staff and Applicant   

  d. Public Testimony or Comment   

  e. Presentation of Final Staff Recommendation  

  f. Final Questions by the Commission and Commission Deliberation  

  g. Closure of the Public Hearing  

  h. Vote by Commission to Recommend Approval or Denial or Modification   
   

8. REPORTS OF COMMITTEES AND COMMISSIONERS 9:15 p.m.
   

9. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 9:20 p.m.
   

10. NEW BUSINESS 9:25 p.m.
 a. Potential Amendment of the Bylaws  
   

11. ANNOUNCEMENTS 9:35 p.m.
   

12. AGENDA FOR April 6, 2006 9:39 p.m.
 Planning Commission Officer Elections  

 Public Hearing: Sundquist 15th Ave. NE Comp Plan Amendment & Rezone  

 Public Hearing: Permanent Hazardous Trees Regulation & Critical Areas Stewardship Plan 
   

13. ADJOURNMENT  9:40 p.m.
   

The Planning Commission meeting is wheelchair accessible. Any person requiring a disability accommodation should contact 
the City Clerk’s Office at 546-8919 in advance for more information. For TTY telephone service call 546-0457. For up-to-date 
information on future agendas call 546-2190. 
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DRAFT 
These Minutes Subject to 

March 16th Approval 
 
 

CITY OF SHORELINE 
 

SHORELINE PLANNING COMMISSION 
SUMMARY MINUTES OF REGULAR MEETING 

 
February 16, 2006    Shoreline Conference Center 
7:00 P.M.     Board Room 
 
COMMISSIONERS PRESENT STAFF PRESENT 
Chair Harris Joe Tovar, Director, Planning & Development Services  
Vice Chair Piro Steve Szafran, Planner II, Planning & Development Services 
Commissioner Hall  Steve Cohn, Senior Planner, Planning & Development Services 
Commissioner Kuboi Jessica Simulcik Smith, Planning Commission Clerk 
Commissioner McClelland  
Commissioner Phisuthikul 
Commissioner MacCully 
Commissioner Sands 

 

 
COMMISSIONERS ABSENT 
Commissioner Broili 
 

 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Chair Harris called the regular meeting of the Shoreline Planning Commission to order at 7:06 p.m. 
 
ROLL CALL 
 
Upon roll call by the Commission Clerk, the following Commissioners were present:  Chair Harris, Vice 
Chair Piro, Commissioners Hall, Kuboi, McClelland, MacCully and Sands.  Commissioner Phisuthikul 
arrived at 7:12 p.m. and Commissioner Broili was excused.   
 
APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
 
The agenda was approved as presented. 
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DIRECTOR’S REPORT 
 
Mr. Tovar introduced Steve Cohn, the City’s new Planner III, who previously worked for the City of 
Bellevue for a number of years.  Mr. Cohn said he was pleased and excited to join the City of Shoreline 
staff. Mr. Tovar also announced that Rachael Markle, Assistant Director of Planning and Development 
Services, would return to work on May 1st.   
 
Mr. Tovar reported that they received five applications for the Planning Commission positions that 
would become available the end of March.  Only one incumbent has submitted an application to date.  
He said they anticipate additional applications before the deadline of February 21st.   
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 
The minutes of January 19, 2006 were approved as corrected. 
 
GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
There was no one in the audience who expressed a desire to address the Commission during this portion 
of the meeting. 
 
REPORTS OF COMMITTEES AND COMMISSIONERS 
 
Commissioner Hall reported that as directed by the Commission, a subcommittee (Commissioner Hall, 
Commissioner Sands, Commissioner Broili, Mr. Tovar and Mr. Torpey) met to discuss certain critical 
areas issues.  Mr. Tovar reviewed some of the options staff was considering, which all came forward to 
help frame the City Council’s discussion on February 13th.   
 
STAFF REPORTS 
 
Update on Recent Council Land Use Actions 
 
Hazardous Tree Moratorium 
Mr. Tovar recalled that on January 3, 2006 the City Council adopted a moratorium on a provision in the 
City’s code that created exceptions for the cutting of hazardous trees.  At the same time, they adopted an 
interim regulation that was much more rigorous.  The interim control did not include recreational trails 
as an exception, which was a specific issue raised by the Innis Arden Club.  After conducting a public 
hearing on February 6th, the City Council amended the interim control to grant permission for someone 
to remove the hazardous portion of a tree if it could be shown there is an actual risk to someone using a 
recreational trail.  He emphasized that the interim ordinance would still require an individual to contact 
the City before cutting a hazardous tree, and staff would have the ability to visit the property prior to 
granting permission.  Emergency situations could be approved quickly by the City’s Customer Response 
Team.  To date, Mr. Tovar reported that no one has challenged the amended interim control. 
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Mr. Tovar reminded the Commission that the interim control expires on May 3rd, so the Commission 
must forward a recommendation for a permanent regulation before that time.  He explained that the 
Commission has the option of recommending adoption of the interim control as it currently exists, 
adoption of the recommendation they made to the City Council in the fall of 2005, or going back to the 
previous regulation.  He said staff would like to create code language based on the Commission’s 
previous recommendation to the City Council and bring it back to the Commission for a public hearing 
in March.   
 
Mr. Tovar reported that since the subcommittee meeting, staff has met with representatives from the 
Association for Responsible Management of Innis Arden (ARM) and the Innis Arden Club to discuss 
the general concept.  Staff invited these individuals to review the proposal and provide their comments 
at the public hearings conducted at both the Planning Commission and City Council levels.   
 
Commissioner Phisuthikul asked if the City was contacted regarding any hazardous tree emergencies 
during the recent wind storm.  Mr. Tovar answered that the City only heard reports about trees that 
actually fell on power lines.   
 
Commissioner Sands asked how the tree cutting ordinance would be applied to trails located in City 
parks.  Mr. Tovar explained that the tree regulations in the Critical Areas Ordinance would be applied 
equally to both public and private properties.  However, under state law, the City is protected from 
liability within parks as long as they have done a responsible job of maintaining the trails.  A private 
property owner would be subject to a much greater risk of exposure.   
 
Mr. Tovar reminded the Commission that the City Council approved an expenditure of $50,000 for the 
Parks Department to work on an urban forest or natural resource management plan.  This could include 
a review of trees and vegetation on all publicly owned land, land within the right-of-way and private 
property.  He said he has already met with the Parks and Public Works Directors to discuss what the 
project might include.   
 
Critical Areas Ordinance 
Mr. Tovar reported that the City Council received the Commission’s recommendation for the Critical 
Areas Ordinance on October 24, 2005, but they were unable to review and deliberate the 
recommendation until just recently.  Since the Planning Commission closed the public hearing, the City 
Council has received oral and written comments from citizens and the Department of Fish and Wildlife 
regarding the ordinance.  They decided to hold an additional hearing on February 13th to allow the 
public to respond to comments that were submitted after October 24th.  In addition, the public was 
invited to respond to proposed City Council changes to the ordinance.  After the hearing on February 
13th, the City Council scheduled further deliberations to take place on February 27th.   
 
Mr. Tovar reminded the Commission that a proposal was made late in the process to adopt the 
Washington State Department of Ecology’s Wetland Classification System.  The Commission agreed 
that they should revisit the option at a later date, so this issue would be scheduled for discussion later in 
2006. 
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Commissioner Hall asked how the clearing ordinance would be related to the Critical Areas Ordinance.  
Mr. Tovar said some of the issues raised over the past months have been related to people using heavy 
equipment within critical areas.  Therefore, he suggested the Commission not only talk about tree 
cutting, but any type of modification of land surface that is proposed within a critical area.   
 
Cottage Housing Ordinance 
Mr. Tovar recalled that at the last Commission Meeting, staff described six options that would be 
presented to the City Council regarding the Cottage Housing Ordinance.  The City Council requested 
staff to prepare two draft ordinances; one that that would adopt the Planning Commission’s 
recommendation with additional changes and one that would repeal the ordinance altogether.  They 
ultimately chose to repeal the Cottage Housing Ordinance, and formal action was taken on February 13th 
(Ordinance 408).   
 
Mr. Tovar further advised that on February 13th, the City Council directed staff to prepare a proposed 
work program for a comprehensive housing strategy.  He recalled that this concept was also discussed as 
part of the Commission’s recommendation regarding cottage housing.  Over the next few months, staff 
would prepare a potential work program for the City Council’s review at their April retreat.  Mr. Tovar 
pointed out that code amendments might be necessary as a result of the Council’s decision to repeal the 
Cottage Housing Ordinance.  He noted that there are no current permits for the construction of 
additional cottage housing developments within the City.   
 
Commissioner MacCully pointed out that the most recent SUNSET MAGAZINE featured a cottage 
housing development by Jim Soules on the eastside, which gained a prestigious award as one of the 15 
best housing developments on the West Coast.   
 
Commissioner Hall referred to Comprehensive Plan Land Use Policy 27, which states that the City shall 
have cottage housing.  He inquired regarding the timing for the 2006 Comprehensive Plan amendment 
docket.  Mr. Tovar answered that the deadline for submitting amendments for the 2006 docket expired 
on December 31, 2005.  Commissioner Hall asked staff to propose an amendment for the 2007 docket 
that would remove Land Use Policy 27 from the Comprehensive Plan.   
 
Commissioner McClelland said that if the Commission would be participating in portions of 
comprehensive housing strategy process, it would be helpful to obtain adequate statistical data regarding 
the current housing stock in Shoreline.  Mr. Tovar agreed that this type of information would be helpful 
and would be considered by the City Council for possible inclusion in the scope of work for the project.  
Commissioner McClelland said it would also be helpful to have statistical data to indicate how often the 
accessory dwelling unit ordinance has been used.   
 
Commissioner Hall requested that future consideration of a comprehensive housing strategy include a 
discussion on the following policy approaches:   
 
• Requiring a residential component of mixed use development in certain sub areas or on projects over 

a certain size.   

Page 6



DRAFT 
Shoreline Planning Commission Minutes 

February 16, 2006   Page 5 

• Implementing inclusionary zoning that would require, by regulation, some percentage of affordable 
units in projects over a certain size. 

• Establishing a minimum net density in certain zones.   
 
Commissioner Kuboi asked staff to clarify what the Planning Commission’s role would be in identifying 
the underlying goals of the comprehensive housing strategy.  Mr. Tovar answered that the ultimate 
scope and schedule would include a work program for the Commission, as well.   
 
Discussion on Potential Work Program and Community Outreach 
 
Mr. Tovar reported that, recently, the City Council has discussed the need to revisit the “vision for 
Shoreline,” and reevaluate the values of the community.  This need has been expressed on numerous 
occasions by members of the public, as well.  In addition, the City Council has discussed the 
community’s strong desire to be heard.  Much frustration has been expressed by citizens that they have 
not had enough opportunity to participate in the process.  At their retreat, the City Council plans to 
discuss the option of creating task forces, ad hoc advisory groups, City Council subcommittees, etc.  He 
said staff anticipates changes in the near future.  He suggested that the Commission also consider how 
they could utilize the talents and skills of the Commissioners in a different format or configuration to 
discuss issues such as an urban forestry plan, a stewardship or vegetation management plan and a design 
component to address the issue of cottage housing. 
 
Commissioner MacCully suggested that the Commission work to come up with a process that reaches 
out to the citizens who don’t feel comfortable participating in a public process to find out what issues 
they feel are important.   He suggested that a less formal process would have more potential for success 
in this regard.  Mr. Tovar agreed that many citizens do not feel comfortable speaking at public hearings, 
but there might be other ways to reach these individuals such as surveys, etc.   
 
Commissioner McClelland shared her experience of inviting 120 of the households in her neighborhood 
to an open house for a candidate, but only two attended.  She also shared how one of her neighbors has 
very thoughtful and strong points of view on many issues, but never attends public meetings to make her 
voice heard.  She suggested that the Commission must find a clever way to fill the gap between people 
expressing their opinions to neighbors and doing the work it takes to implement change.  The citizens 
who have successfully implemented change have sat through the meetings and public hearings to make 
sure their voices were heard.   
 
Mr. Tovar said that if the City Council decides to pursue the concept of task forces or advisory groups 
clustered around specific issues, staff would likely recommend the Planning Commission have some 
role or representation in the process.   
 
Commissioner Phisuthikul said that on numerous occasions he has recommended that the City Council 
revisit the “Vision of Shoreline.”  While the City Council has discussed this concept, they have not 
made any formal decision on how to proceed.  He asked how the Planning Commission could 
successfully encourage the City Council to provide direction.  Mr. Tovar answered that the Commission 
could certainly express their ideas and opinions to the City Council regarding this issue.  However, staff 
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bases its work schedule on the priorities set by the City Council, and this would be a significant 
discussion at their April retreat.   
 
Commissioner MacCully said it would be helpful to come up with better communication between the 
City Council and all of the advisory boards, including the Planning Commission.  He said he would like 
the City Council to identify meaningful work for the Commission to do.  He expressed his frustration 
that it takes the City too long to take action on any one issue.  He pointed to the Economic Development 
Task Force, which seemed to accomplish a significant amount of work in a short period of time.  Mr. 
Tovar said the Economic Development Task Force has been used as an example of a successful ad hoc 
focused effort, with different stakeholder groups that didn’t have much interaction with each other.  
Commissioner Sands said that the difficult task will be implementing the Economic Development Plan, 
since it would require zoning changes, etc.   
 
Commissioner Sands referred to the detailed Planning Commission Agenda Planner, which is quite 
lengthy.  He expressed the need for the City Council to provide priority direction as soon as possible so 
that the Commission could move forward.  Mr. Tovar agreed that it would be difficult for the 
Commission to move forward with any of the items on the agenda without further direction from the 
City Council regarding priorities.  Hopefully, additional information would be available after their 
retreat in April.   
 
Commissioner Hall pointed out that Chair Harris is responsible for establishing Planning Commission 
agendas, and the only item on the next agenda is a discussion on the Special Use Permit.  Since this 
would not likely take a full meeting, he suggested staff invite someone from the Department of Ecology 
to provide a presentation on the Ecology Wetlands Manual.  He advised that there are other smaller 
issues the Commission could work on, as well.  Chair Harris agreed that there are issues the 
Commission could work on while they wait for further direction from the City Council on the larger 
items.  The remainder of the Commission concurred and identified the following topics they could start 
working on now: 
 
• A presentation from the Department of Ecology regarding their Ecology Wetlands Manual. 
• A joint meeting with the Parks Board to discuss the upcoming Urban Forestry Plan Project.   
• A discussion on the concept of Planning Commissioners becoming involved with Neighborhood 

Councils.   
 
Chair Harris cautioned that staff has been shorthanded, and the Commission must be careful about 
having meetings without adequate staff direction.   
 
Mr. Tovar advised that he would contact the Department of Ecology and request a presentation 
regarding the Ecology Wetlands Manual at a future Commission meeting.  The Commission agreed that 
they are open to staff scheduling any educational opportunity available to help them do their job. 
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PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
Greg Davenport advised that he is currently contemplating submitting an application to join the 
Planning Commission.  He said that it is apparent to him from the Commission’s discussion that there is 
not an ideal amount of cooperation and coordination with the City Council.  He said he is surprised to 
find that the City Council does not observe or participate in the Planning Commission meetings.   
 
Chair Harris clarified that none of the Commissioners intended to imply that there is not adequate 
cooperation between the Commission and City Council.  He explained that because there are numerous 
new City Council Members, they have their hands full just working through their issues.  He said the 
Planning Commission worked hard in August, September and October of 2005.  But now they have less 
work to do, and they are all anxious for something to work on.  They are waiting for a work plan from 
the City Council.  Chair Harris explained that it is not typical for City Council members to attend 
Planning Commission meetings, since the Commission is an advisory board for the Council.  The Chair 
of the Commission is invited to attend City Council meetings as necessary.   
 
UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
 
Mr. Tovar referred the Commission to an article in THE POST INTELLIGENCER titled, “The Original 
Burbs are in Trouble.”  He noted that the City of Shoreline is mentioned in the first sentence of this 
article as an original suburban area.  Mr. Tovar explained that, in the article, King County has been 
identified as an area where the demographics of the community have changed significantly since World 
War II.  He said he has also spent time working with the group, Cascade Land Conservancy.  After 
adopting their regional conservation strategy, they broke into two subcommittees.  He participates on the 
“Great Cities and Towns” Subcommittee, which is interested in advancing the objectives of the Cascade 
Land Conservancy’s Conservation Strategy within the urban area.  They have been working to collect 
research materials from various sources to frame the discussion, which would be focused on the suburbs 
rather than the inner city.   
 
Mr. Tovar referred the Commissioners to a web link for a report that was completed last year called, 
“The New Suburbanism.”  This article identifies that the major growth in the country is taking place in 
the suburbs, and that is also where the job creation is taking place.  Many of these issues are typical of 
places such as Shoreline.  He suggested that the report might be a primer for the Commission’s future 
comprehensive housing strategy discussion.   
 
NEW BUSINESS 
 
Commissioner Hall reminded the Commission that they already have a backlog of issues dating back to 
their March 2005 retreat.  He said he would happy to see any of them introduced and moved forward.   
 
The Commission discussed whether or not it would be appropriate to hold another retreat in 2006.  They 
agreed that a retreat could be scheduled for sometime in April, after the new Commissioners have been 
appointed.   
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AGENDA FOR NEXT MEETING 
 
Chair Harris reviewed that a public hearing on a Special Use Permit for the Shoreline Community 
College Pagoda Building is scheduled for March 2, 2006.   
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 8:40 p.m. 
 
 
 
 
 
______________________________ ______________________________ 
David Harris    Jessica Simulcik Smith 
Chair, Planning Commission  Clerk, Planning Commission 
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CITY OF SHORELINE 
 

SHORELINE PLANNING COMMISSION 
SUMMARY MINUTES OF REGULAR MEETING 

 
March 2, 2006     Shoreline Conference Center 
7:00 P.M.     Mt. Rainier Room 
 
COMMISSIONERS PRESENT STAFF PRESENT 
Chair Harris Joe Tovar, Director, Planning & Development Services  
Vice Chair Piro (arrived at 7:07 p.m.) Steve Cohn, Senior Planner, Planning & Development Services 
Commissioner Sands  Paul Cohen, Senior Planner, Planning & Development Services 
Commissioner Broili Glen Pickus, Planner II, Planning & Development Services 

Commissioner McClelland Steve Szafran, Planner II, Planning & Development Services 
Commissioner Phisuthikul 
Commissioner MacCully 
Commissioner Kuboi 

Jessica Simulcik Smith, Planning Commission Clerk 

Commissioner Hall 
 

 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Chair Harris called the regular meeting of the Shoreline Planning Commission to order at 7:03 p.m. 
 
ROLL CALL 
 
Upon roll call by the Commission Clerk, the following Commissioners were present:  Chair Harris, 
Commissioners Sands, Broili, McClelland, Phisuthikul, MacCully, Hall and Kuboi.  Vice Chair Piro 
arrived at 7:07 p.m. 
 
APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
 
The Director’s Report was moved to after the public hearing and Commission deliberations on the 
Special Use Permit application for Shoreline Community College.  The agenda was approved as 
amended.  
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 
The February 16, 2006 minutes were not available for approval. 
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GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
There was no one in the audience who expressed a desire to address the Commission during this portion 
of the meeting.   
 
PUBLIC HEARING ON SPECIAL USE PERMIT FOR SHORELINE COMMUNITY 
COLLEGE PAGODA BUILDING 
 
Chair Harris reviewed the rules, procedures and agenda for the Type C Quasi Judicial Public Hearing.  
He invited Commissioners to disclose any ex parte communications they received regarding the subject 
of the hearing outside of the hearing.  None of the Commissioners identified ex parte communications. 
(Note:  Vice Chair Piro had not arrived at the meeting yet.) 
 
Staff Report 
 
Mr. Cohen, project manager for the subject application, introduced Glen Pickus, who is also a member 
of the planning team.  He advised that Mr. Pickus joined the Planning & Development Services Staff in 
mid-August.   
 
Mr. Cohen reviewed that the application is to expand the existing Shoreline Community College Student 
Union (Pagoda) Building from two stories to three stories.  There would be no expansion in the building 
footprint, but the overall square footage would increase by approximately 50% to a total of 60,000 
square feet by adding an extra floor.  He briefly described the location of the subject building, and 
pointed out that the site has access from the south, with a service access off of Greenwood Avenue, as 
well.  The building is separated from Greenwood Avenue by about 500 feet.   
 
Mr. Cohen explained that because the college is a non-conforming use in single-family zone, expansion 
requires a special use permit.  He stated that staff received no written or oral comments regarding the 
proposed project.  He explained that when analyzing a special use permit, nine criteria must be 
considered.  He briefly reviewed staff’s analysis that concluded that the proposal would meet each of the 
criteria:   
 
• Criterion 1:  The use will provide a public benefit or satisfy a public need of the neighborhood, 

district or City.  The improved and updated Student Union Building would allow the college to 
better facilitate and respond to students’ needs in Shoreline’s only higher education institution.   

• Criterion 2:  The characteristics of the special use will be compatible with the types of uses 
permitted in surrounding areas.   The updated building would be compatible with the other 
campus buildings that surround it and with the surrounding residential neighborhood because the 
current building has been in existence for the past 40 years.  However, there are some issues that 
must be considered such as traffic and parking impacts.  The applicant completed a parking study 
showing adequate capacity for parking on the site, and the issue tends to be more related to 
enforcement.  Staff recommends an additional condition regarding a master use plan.   
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• Criterion 3:  The special use will not materially endanger the health, safety and welfare of the 
community.  There would be no health or safety issues related to the proposal.  If approved, the City 
would require a building permit and structural safety issues would be reviewed at that time.   

• Criterion 4:  The proposed location shall not result in either the detrimental over-
concentration of a particular use within the City or within the immediate area of the proposed 
use, unless the proposed use is deemed a public necessity.  Because the proposal would replace 
the same use within the existing campus, it would not create an over-concentration of college uses. 

• Criterion 5:  The special use is such that pedestrian and vehicular traffic associated with the 
use will not be hazardous or conflict with existing and anticipated traffic in the neighborhood.  
The special use would not cause any increased pedestrian or vehicular traffic in the neighborhood, 
except the infrequent service vehicle after construction.   

• Criterion 6:  The special use will be supported by adequate public facilities or services and will 
not adversely affect public services to the surrounding area or conditions can be established to 
mitigate adverse impacts.  The need for public facilities would not be increased by the proposed 
use, and adequate infrastructure exists for the site.   

• Criterion 7:  The location, size and height of buildings, structures, walls and fences, and 
screening vegetation for special use shall not hinder or discourage the appropriate 
development or use of neighboring properties.  The proposal would not hinder the development of 
other buildings on the campus because it would stay within the same footprint.  In addition, the 
neighboring properties have all been developed into permanent uses.    

• Criterion 8:  The special use is not in conflict with the policies of the Comprehensive Plan or 
the basic purposes of this title.  There are four policies in the Comprehensive Plan (LU67, LU70, 
LU72, and LU75) that talk to the fact that essential public facilities are allowed by State regulation, 
provide benefits to the community, should be designed to be compatible with the community, and 
impacts should be mitigated.  Staff believes the proposal would be consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan policies.     

• Criterion 9:  The special use is not in conflict with the standards of the critical areas overlay.  
The site of the Student Union Building has not been identified as a critical area.   

 
Mr. Cohen concluded by stating that staff does not believe the proposal to expand the facility would 
impact the surrounding neighborhood nor would it increase impervious surface, since the building 
would stay within the context of the overall campus.  Staff’s only concern is the added pressure for 
parking on a campus where problems already exist.  He advised that, in the past, the college has made 
small changes without addressing the overall parking problem, but they are in the process of preparing a 
master plan for City approval.  As part of their review of the college’s Master Plan, staff would consider 
issues such as stormwater, traffic, parking, etc.   
 
Mr. Cohen said staff’s preliminary recommendation is that the special use permit be approved with two 
conditions:   
 
• Condition 1:  The Community College shall submit building permit applications for the 

proposal that show where they would replace the 12 parking spaces lost as a result of the 
project.  Even though the parking study shows the college has capacity to accommodate the parking 
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needs, staff is concerned about the removal of some of the close-in parking.  It is important that none 
of the existing parking be lost. 

• Condition 2:  That a campus master plan be completed by the college and approved by the 
City prior to applications for any future construction permits for habitable space.  Issues such 
as parking and traffic could be dealt with and mitigated as part of the master plan process.   

 
Mr. Cohen advised that an additional issue has come up since the staff report was sent to the 
Commissioners.  Although the application is for an expansion of a land use, it was not explained in the 
staff report that the expansion would increase the building height above the 30-foot height limit of the 
underlying zone by about 10 feet.  The new building would be approximately 12 feet higher than the 
roofline of the existing building.  Mr. Cohen explained that the application is for both the expansion of 
the use and the structure.  He referred to RCW 36.70A.200, which states that “each city shall include a 
process for identifying and siting essential public facilities, which include state education facilities.”  
This RCW also states that “no local comprehensive plan or development regulation may preclude the 
siting of essential public facilities.”  He noted that the college has stated that the expansion of the 
facility is essential to meet the program needs of the college as enrollment has increased and services 
have changed since the building was constructed in 1964.  Since the expansion would meet the program 
and service needs of students without expanding the number of classrooms, staff believes the proposed 
project could be considered essential.  However, he said he reviewed Criteria 2 and 7 again based on the 
increased building height: 
 
Criterion 2:  The characteristics of the special use will be compatible with the types of uses 
permitted in surrounding areas.  The 12-foot height increase above the existing roofline would remain 
compatible with the single-family neighborhood to the east because there would still be a 500-foot 
separation with treed vegetation.   
 
Criterion 7:  The location, size and height of buildings, structures, wall and fences, and screening 
vegetation for the special use shall not hinder or discourage the appropriate development or use of 
neighboring properties.  The proposed building would be taller than most of the surrounding buildings, 
but would not prevent other campus buildings from redeveloping.  All other nearby residential 
properties are fully developed.   
 
Based on the new height information, Mr. Cohen advised that staff recommends approval of the special 
use permit, with the two conditions identified earlier.   
 
Applicant Testimony 
 
Wendell Johnson, Reid Middleton, Inc., 728 – 134th Street Southwest, Suite 200, Everett, 98204, 
advised that the proposed project is intended to enhance student facilities.  No new classrooms or new 
demand on roads would be created.  The proposed project would stay within the existing footprint, but 
would go up higher to create more floor space within the building.  Because the building is relatively 
old, the college would also like to enhance the aesthetics.  Mr. Johnson said he has reviewed the two 
conditions proposed by staff, and the college totally concurs with Condition 2 (master plan).  He noted 
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that the college has been in the process of developing a master plan for quite a while, and they are on the 
verge of bringing the draft document to the City for consideration.   
 
Mr. Johnson referred to Condition 1 (replacement of 12 lost parking spaces).  He noted that the 
proposed site plan identifies landscaping along the south edge of the building, which is where the 
parking spaces are currently located.  From an aesthetics standpoint, it is better to have landscaped 
buffers between the building and the parking, and the college feels it is important to provide landscape 
and pedestrian improvements.  Next, Mr. Johnson referred to the parking study that was submitted as 
part of the application, which indicates there is adequate parking to meet the needs of the expanded 
facility.  The college agrees with staff that the parking issue is more related to enforcement.  He also 
noted that 8 or 9 of the 12 parking spaces that would be lost are currently being used by college staff, 
and the college can control where these people park.  Mr. Johnson pointed out that by removing the 12 
parking spaces, the total amount of pervious surface would be increased.  If they are required to create 
12 spaces elsewhere, they could be faced with a new drainage issue.   
 
Kae Peterson, Shoreline Community College, 16101 Greenwood Avenue North, pointed out that 
parking space is not as much of an issue as the general traffic flow; and right now, the college is in an 
enrollment slump.  She announced that the college formed a Traffic Community Task Force in the 
spring of 2004, and all representatives from the Council of Neighborhoods whose neighborhoods 
touched college property were invited to participate.  The Task Force considered solutions for 
improving the traffic flow into the college, as well as addressing current parking problems.  Two 
community open houses were held to solicit public comment.  In August of 2005, the college 
implemented zoned parking in the Highland Terrace Neighborhood, and SCC pays the City for the cost 
of this zoned parking.  Because there have been no documented complaints about parking around the 
college since that time, she concluded that much of the parking issue has already been mitigated. 
 
Ms. Peterson pointed out that during construction there would be a number of lost parking spaces in the 
staff lot, and the college is working on an agreement that would allow exempt staff to park on the nearby 
Department of Transportation site.  They also run a shuttle bus every 45 minutes from the Sears parking 
lot to the college campus.  Because the college feels they can adequately mitigate the parking issues, 
even during construction, she asked that staff’s Condition 1 be eliminated as a stipulation for the special 
use permit. 
 
Ms. Peterson emphasized that the college’s draft Master Plan addresses parking, area traffic and 
circulation, storm drainage, critical areas, and on-site future improvements.  They are in the final stages 
of the Environmental Impact Study and plan to present the study and Master Plan to the College 
Trustees for adoption in June.  The document should be submitted to the City by July 1st.  She concluded 
that she supports the staff’s recommended Condition 2, requiring a master plan.   
 
Commissioner Kuboi inquired if Condition 1 would require that all 12 of the replacement parking spaces 
be paved.  Mr. Cohen answered that if the college were to replace the 12 spaces, they would have to 
meet City parking standards, which would require pavement.  Commissioner Kuboi pointed out that the 
college also has a lot of parking that is not paved.   
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Commissioner Hall noted that there is no structured parking on the Shoreline Community College 
campus.  He asked how many State colleges and universities in King County have structured parking.  
Ms. Peterson answered that most of the community colleges do not have structured parking.  The State’s 
capital projects system does not allow for the State to pay for structured parking.  However, Bellevue 
Community College developed structured parking four years ago using student fees and a certificate of 
participation.  Commissioner Hall noted that Seattle Central Community College and North Seattle 
Community both have parking located underneath their buildings.  Ms. Pederson answered that this 
parking was constructed using private dollars.   
 
Commissioner McClelland pointed out that the RCW referenced earlier by Mr. Cohen is actually related 
to the siting of essential public facilities, and the proposal is related to a building that already exists.  
She asked if it would be better for the college to obtain a variance for the additional height.  Mr. Tovar 
pointed out that the Growth Hearings Board recently concluded that this section of the RCW applies not 
just to the original siting of a facility, but to expansion proposals, as well.  He explained that variance 
criteria are based on hardship, and an applicant must show that it is not reasonable for the City to require 
compliance.  He added that the college’s new Master Plan would become the City’s process for dealing 
with expansion and would grant the City authority to vary dimensions, including height, as identified in 
the final approved Master Plan.  Currently, there is no tool in the City’s Development Code to address 
questions such as varying dimensions of structure for reasons other than hardship.   
 
Commissioner MacCully asked if the Student Union Building could be seen from Greenwood Avenue.  
Mr. Cohen answered that the building could only be seen from the access drive that comes off of 
Greenwood Avenue.  He noted that the vegetation between the building and Greenwood Avenue is 
mature and blocks much of the building’s view.  Ms. Peterson added that the music building is the 
structure most prominently seen from Greenwood Avenue.   
 
Commissioner Sands inquired if the community college has signed contracts with Sears for parking.  
Ms. Peterson answered that they have a contract that is renewed annually on July 1st.  They have been 
leasing about 250 parking spaces at the Sears site for the past 10 years.   During a normal quarter, there 
are between 150 and 200 cars parked there every day.  Commissioner Sands noted that these spaces 
could be eliminated if Sears decided to redevelop the property.   
 
Commissioner Sands asked if the college’s proposed Master Plan would change the ingress and egress 
to the school so that the Student Union Building would be visible from any of the roads.  Ms. Peterson 
answered that there are some references in the Master Plan to changing the ingress and egress to the 
college, but none of the proposals would increase the visibility of the Student Union Building.   
 
Vice Chair Piro asked if the college foresees any increased travel to the campus as a result of the 
expansion.  Ms. Peterson answered that there would be no additional trips associated with the project.  
Vice Chair Piro noted that the college has a pattern of supplying 10% more parking than would be 
required as an extra cushion during peak times.  He questioned what problem would be solved by 
requiring the college to replace the 12 spaces if they already have more than adequate parking.  Mr. 
Cohen answered that staff doesn’t foresee an extreme problem, but they are concerned about the loss of 
parking capacity.  The location of the lost parking spaces is more important than the actual number, and 
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the 12 spaces are located nearest to the building.  Vice Chair Piro pointed out that the proposal includes 
sidewalk improvements, thus improving the opportunity for people to access the building by foot.  Mr. 
Cohen summarized that once the college’s Master Plan is approved by the City, staff would feel much 
more confident about the parking.  In the long run, these additional spaces might be absorbed by the 
Master Plan.  Vice Chair Piro suggested that the college has a much more sophisticated way of looking 
at walking and pedestrian improvements, vanpooling opportunities with the off-site shuttle, etc.  He said 
he is not convinced that Condition 1 would really be necessary. 
 
Commissioner MacCully noted that the proposal also includes office space for 85 to 100 employees.  He 
asked if these employees would be relocated from other buildings, or if the college would hire additional 
staff.  Ms. Peterson replied that there would be no net increase in employees.  She briefly described the 
college’s plan to relocate existing employees.  Commissioner MacCully commented that the proposed 
sidewalk improvements are well deserved and overdue.   
 
Commissioner Phisuthikul asked if the height calculation average would reach to the highest point of the 
structure.  Mr. Cohen explained that the height calculations were based on the flat of the building.  
Parapet walls, mechanical equipment, spires, flag poles, air conditioning units, skylight structures, etc. 
would not be included in the height calculation.  He briefly described how the height was measured 
from the existing average finished grade.  He noted that the height from the pedestrian entry would be 
about 33 feet, but the average height of the structure would be 40 feet.   
 
Commissioner Hall asked if Shoreline Community College has a group trip reduction program or some 
other type of incentive to reduce the number of cars coming to the campus.  Ms. Peterson answered that 
the college works with Metro and King County in this regard.   
 
Commissioner Hall asked if the City has the authority to regulate or limit enrollment or employment at 
the college.   Mr. Cohen said they only have indirect control if various City regulations on parking are 
being violated or buildings are being constructed without City approval.  Again, Ms. Peterson said the 
parking issue would be addressed in the Master Plan.  She advised that although the State assigned the 
college a 19% increase in enrollment over the next 20 years, this number does not look probable.   
 
Mr. Cohen emphasized that the City views the college’s Master Plan as an important document that 
would mitigate existing impacts, as well as anticipated ones.  It will address a wide range of topics 
including parking, traffic, drainage, critical areas, etc.  The Master Plan will be accompanied by an 
Environmental Impact Statement.  The benefit of the Master Plan is that the City would be able to 
anticipate and mitigate issues.  In addition, once the document is approved, it would allow the college to 
apply for permits without a special use permit as long as the proposal fits the approved Master Plan.   
 
Again, Mr. Cohen recommended approval of the special use permit with the two staff proposed 
conditions.  In addition, he suggested the Commission consider the following additional condition: 
 
• Condition 3:  That the applicant provide a parking agreement with the suppliers of parking 

(Washington State Department of Transportation and Sears) for the displaced parking during 
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construction.  Since this would be a large and lengthy project, parking near the building could be 
tight.   

 
Recognizing that the proposal expansion is near a residential community, Commissioner Kuboi asked if 
staff has concerns about impacts during construction such as working hours, sound, noise, etc.  Mr. 
Cohen answered that the City has standard conditions for every construction permit.  He explained the 
City’s current requirements to control the impacts associated with construction.  Commissioner Kuboi 
asked if staff envisions additional requirements because the project involves a large non-residential 
facility adjacent to residential development.  Mr. Cohen said that in addition to the standard conditions, 
staff would also watch traffic routes for construction to make sure heavy equipment does not access the 
site through residential areas.   
 
Commissioner Broili asked if the proposed expansion of the Student Union Building would meet all of 
the criteria and provisions set forth in the college’s Master Plan that is soon to be released.  Ms. Peterson 
answered affirmatively. 
 
Commissioner Phisuthikul asked if the construction would also limit where the construction workers 
could park.  Randy Stegmeier, Shoreline Community College, answered that the existing Student 
Union Building parking lot would become the staging area for construction, including parking for 
construction workers.  Again, Mr. Cohen emphasized that Condition 3 would help address the issue of 
lost parking space during construction.  In addition, the construction permit would require construction 
vehicles to park on-site rather than on the streets.   
 
Commissioner Broili said it seems like traffic enforcement might have to be increased during the year-
long construction period.  He asked if this would be an added cost for the City.  Mr. Cohen answered 
that it would be difficult for the City to anticipate and set up a procedure before the problems occurs, but 
the City would respond on a complaint basis.  Ms. Peterson emphasized that only the staff parking lot 
would be impacted during construction, and the college has much more control over where these people 
park.   
 
Commissioner McClelland pointed out that no one came to the hearing to speak on the proposal, and 
staff did not receive any comments from the citizens.  She asked if this could be taken as an indication 
that the neighbors know what is going on and are okay with the proposal.  Ms. Peterson said the college 
sent out postcards with detailed information about the project to every household within the 
neighborhoods touching the campus.  She said that the key to improving the neighborhoods’ perception 
of the college was the involvement of the Council of Neighborhood Representatives on the Traffic Study 
Task Force.   
 
Commissioner Kuboi asked if the project would implement any features that could be viewed as being 
environmentally friendly.  Ms. Peterson answered that the State requires all buildings constructed with 
taxpayers funds to be LEED certified.   
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Public Testimony or Comment 
 
There was no one in the audience who expressed a desire to address the Commission regarding the 
subject of the public hearing.  
 
VICE CHAIR PIRO MOVED THAT THE PUBLIC HEARING BE CLOSED.  
COMMISSIONER MACCULLY SECONDED THE MOTION.  THE MOTION CARRIED 
UNANIMOUSLY.   
 
Planning Commission Deliberation on Special Use Permit for Shoreline Community College 
Pagoda Building 
 
VICE CHAIR PIRO MOVED THAT THE COMMISSION MOVE FORWARD WITH THE 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION, INCLUDING CONDITIONS 2 AND 3 BUT EXCLUDING 
CONDITION 1.  COMMISSIONER MACCULLY SECONDED THE MOTION. 
 
Commissioner McClelland suggested that perhaps Condition 1 could be revised to require the college to 
submit a site plan that would reassign the vehicles.   
 
Vice Chair Piro said Condition 1 does not really address accessibility or mobility issues, which would 
be done as part of the college’s Master Plan process.  He suggested that it be eliminated.   
 
Commissioner MacCully said he would support the elimination of Condition 1 because Condition 3 
would provide for more off-campus parking to easily absorb the loss of 12 spaces.  He emphasized that 
the 12 spaces are currently utilized by college staff, and the college should be responsible for deciding 
where these people park.  He summarized that the variation between the number of parking spaces 
available and the maximum number of cars they have parking there would be large enough to absorb the 
12 parking spaces with no impact.   
 
Chair Harris said he would support the elimination of Condition 1, too.  The City could issue tickets to 
people who choose to park in the street, so parking would be a self-limiting issue for the college.  He 
said he trusts the college to police themselves to avoid negative publicity.   
 
Commissioner Hall said that although the college plays a huge role in the community, there has been a 
history of parking problems.  He pointed out that the peak demand identified by the applicant is for 
2,145 spaces.  However, because enrollment at the college varies, the demand could either go up or 
down and the City has no way to regulate the situation.  In addition, he noted that increasing the floor 
area by 50% would create more usable space, resulting in more people on the campus at any given time.  
He reminded the Commission that the college has previously made other minor improvements that did 
not meet the threshold for requiring additional parking, and the City has no control over whether or not 
the college is able to use the off-site parking areas.  In addition, the parking study identifies 190 parking 
spaces on the street, where no parking is allowed.  He suggested that there are not even enough parking 
spaces today for the college, and removal of even one space would place an unacceptable burden on the 
community.   
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Vice Chair Piro cautioned that Commissioner Hall could be misguided in assuming that the peak 
parking demand of 2,145 would be a given for the demand of people using vehicles.  He said they must 
also realize that some people choose never to park on the campus, and they are included in the satellite 
lot and on-street parking numbers.  If those options are taken away, they would not necessarily seek 
parking on campus.  He summarized that there are other behavioral issues included in the figure, as well.   
 
Commissioner Broili agreed with Commissioner Hall and his concerns related to parking.  While 
enrollment is down right now, this could change rapidly in the future for a variety of reasons.  He said 
he would be opposed to the loss of any parking spaces as a result of the proposed project.   
 
Vice Chair Piro reminded the Commission that any long-range increase in enrollment would be factored 
into the Master Plan.  He summarized that it would be inappropriate to suggest that the loss of 12 spaces 
would translate into a pattern of continual loss of parking space in the future.  He complimented the 
college staff for being very tuned in to the issue of accessibility and mobility to their campus.   
 
Commissioner Sands said he is most concerned about parking problems during construction because 
much of the future problems would likely be taken care of with the new Master Plan.  He suggested that 
Condition 3 be changed to require the applicant to not only provide agreements for the off-site parking, 
but that the contracts show at least an additional 60 to 90 spots to compensate for the loss of space 
during construction.   
 
COMMISSIONER SANDS MOVED THAT THE MAIN MOTION BE AMENDED TO 
RECOMMEND THAT THE PARKING AGREEMENT, SPELLED OUT IN CONDITION 3, 
INCLUDE THE NUMBER OF PARKING SPOTS DISPLACED DURING CONSTRUCTION.  
COMMISSIONER KUBOI SECONDED THE MOTION TO AMEND.  THE MOTION TO 
AMEND WAS APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY.   
 
THE MAIN MOTION, AS AMENDED, WAS APPROVED 7-2, WITH COMMISSIONERS 
HALL AND BROILI VOTING IN OPPOSITION. 
  
DIRECTOR’S REPORT 
 
Change in Public Hearing Sequence 
 
Mr. Tovar noted that the Commission utilized a new public hearing sequence, which was developed 
after extensive discussions among the staff.  He said that, in the past, citizens have expressed concern 
that staff makes a recommendation prior to listening to their comments.  He explained that sometimes 
new issues are raised by citizens or the applicant, and staff would like an opportunity to respond.  
Providing both a preliminary staff recommendation prior to a public hearing and a final staff 
recommendation at the end of the public hearing places staff in the position of being able to provide a 
better and more complete recommendation.  However, they must be careful not to foster the impression 
that this is an attempt by the staff to have the last word.  In their final recommendation, staff should not 
argue points they have already made or disagree or rebut things that have been said.  Rather, staff should 

Page 20



DRAFT 
Shoreline Planning Commission Minutes 

March 2, 2006   Page 11 

clarify the questions that have not been responded to or suggest conditions in response to concerns that 
were raised.    
 
Secondly, Mr. Tovar noted that closure of the public hearing was moved to after the Commission’s final 
questions and deliberation.  This allows the applicants and citizens to hear the Commission’s 
deliberation and respond to questions upon request.   
 
Commissioner Hall asked if involving staff in suggesting alternative conditions or a revised 
recommendation based on public testimony would modify their role in the quasi-judicial proceeding.  
He pointed out that the Commissioners are required, as appointed representatives, to listen to all parties 
before making a recommendation.  Secondly, Commissioner Hall said that the Snohomish County 
Council’s hearing process requires that decisions be made in a public hearing.  They cannot close the 
public hearing until a final vote has been taken.   
 
Mr. Tovar explained that the citizens don’t always understand that the staff’s role in quasi-judicial 
proceedings is to make a professional recommendation to the Commission and to provide clerical 
support to the Commission in articulating its own recommendations.  The citizens sometimes think of 
the staff as advocates for their own or the applicant’s position, and providing both a preliminary and 
final recommendation might help to resolve some of this problem.  Mr. Tovar suggested that the 
Commission could also consider the merits of requiring that all decisions be made before the public 
hearing is closed.   
 
Commissioner Broili suggested that on future public hearing agendas, they should insert “Planning 
Commission Question and Answer Period” after the applicant’s testimony but before the public 
testimony.  This would help both the public and the applicants have a clear understand of their 
opportunity for participation.  Mr. Tovar agreed that it would be ideal for the Commission to clarify and 
ask as many questions as possible prior to the public testimony.    
 
Suggestions for Upcoming Agendas through May 
 
Mr. Tovar referred the Commissioners to the agenda planner that was provided by staff.  He proposed 
that the April 20th agenda include a presentation by the Department of Ecology on the 2006 Wetland 
Manual.  The Commission could consider Urban Forest Management Strategies on May 4, which could 
also be a good opportunity to hold a joint meeting with the Park Board.  Since the May 18th meeting 
falls two weeks after the City Council’s retreat, he could provide a report regarding how the Council’s 
discussion would impact the Planning Commission’s work program.   
 
Planning Commission Appointment Process 
 
Mr. Tovar announced that the City Council appointed a subcommittee to screen the 19 applications they 
received for the upcoming vacant Planning Commission positions.  The committee has scheduled 
interviews with six of the candidates on March 9th.  On March 21st, the City Council would interview the 
final candidates from the first interview, as well as three other candidates.  Hopefully, the City Council 
would reach a final decision on March 21st and then make the appointments at their March 28th meeting.   
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Commissioner Broili questioned why six of the candidates would be interviewed twice, and three would 
only be interviewed once.  Mr. Tovar pointed out that there is a tremendous amount of talent in the 
northwest quadrant of the City, and this area is already well represented on the Commission.  There was 
a strong sense that they wanted representation from other parts of the City, as well.   
 
Commissioner MacCully said that earlier in the day he spoke with Mr. Tovar who shared information 
about his attendance record for both 2004 and 2005.  As he reviewed his reasons for not attending the 
meetings, Commissioner MacCully said he realized that his priorities have changed since he was first 
appointed to the Commission.  He urged his fellow Commissioners to also think about where their 
participation on the Commission falls on their list of priorities.   
 
City Council’s Recent Action to Adopt the Critical Areas Ordinance 
 
Mr. Tovar reported that, with the exception of the provisions for cutting hazardous trees, the City 
Council adopted the amendments to the City’s Critical Areas Regulation on February 27th.  The 
hazardous tree issue would come back before the Commission for further deliberation on April 6th.  He 
referred the Commission to the green handout, which outlines the amendments the City Council made to 
the Planning Commission’s recommendation.  He briefly reviewed the following amendments: 
 
• Section 20.80.030(L) – Partial Exemptions:  The Council expressed a concern that while some of 

the activities were listed as exemptions, they wanted to have some type of judgment rendered about 
how impacts might occur to a critical area if these activities were on or near them.  The original 
Council draft stated that there could be no impact from the listed activities, but they felt this was a 
bit much.  Instead, they used the term “undue adverse effect.”  

  
• Section 20.80.030(P) – Partial Exemptions:  The Council agreed that mitigation projects related to 

utility construction should not be prohibited in the critical areas or their buffers. 
   
• Section 20.80.085 – Pesticides, Herbicides and Fertilizers on City-Owned Property:  This new 

section was offered by a Council Member who obtained the provision from the City of Seattle.  
Originally, the City Council discussed applying the rules to all property, but the ultimate decision 
was to apply them to City-owned property only.  The provision could be revisited in the future if 
they want to expand it in some way.  As part of the Urban Forest Management Plan, the City 
Council asked staff to not look at just the regulations, but at best management practices, programs 
and education, cultivating a stewardship concept, etc.   

 
Commissioner Hall suggested that when considering future code amendments, there might be merit 
in considering whether a restoration project should be an exception, too.  For example, a tree 
planting project would require fertilization.    
 

• Section 20.80.090 – Buffer Areas:  The Commission recommended standard buffers for the new 
code, and staff tried to explain this to the City Council.  They ultimately decided to clarify that the 
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standard buffer is the maximum buffer required by the City.  The Council wanted to communicate 
that, when there is a choice, the City would require the maximum buffer reasonably possible. 

 
• Section 20.80.110 – Critical Areas Reports Required:  The City Council felt the way the 

provision was written was somewhat tilted in favor of the applicant, and the Council wanted a 
greater degree of independence and credibility for technical expert information provided to the City 
staff.  The new language requires that, in all cases, an applicant must use the City’s consultant to 
render a judgment about activities in critical areas.  Even if an applicant hires their own consultant to 
submit a critical areas report, the City would be obliged to require the applicant to pay for the City’s 
consultant to prepare a report, as well.  Staff intends to look for ways to limit situations of 
redundancy.  The Council’s intent is that the City staff have independent, credible, expert advice 
when making decisions regarding critical areas.   

 
• Section 20.80.330(F) – Required Buffer Areas (Wetlands):  The new language in this section 

resulted from a recommendation made by the Department of Fish and Wildlife.  The language would 
require that a habitat survey be conducted within the area of concern in order to identify and 
prioritize highly functional fish and wildlife habitat within the study area.   

 
• Section 20.80.470 – Streams:  There was a lot of City Council discussion about how to classify 

streams, how to differentiate between the different types of streams, and what characteristics or 
factors should be used to make this judgment.  The new language states that a Type II Stream has 
either salmonid or fish use or demonstrated salmonid habitat value as determined by a qualified 
professional.  Mr. Tovar reviewed the code definition (Section 20.20.042) for a “qualified 
professional.” 

 
The previous code said that recreational value was one factor for determining whether a stream was 
Type II.  The City Council concluded that this was not an appropriate criterion, since the purpose of 
the Critical Areas Ordinance is to protect the environmental attributes of critical areas.  
Commissioner Hall pointed out that the Growth Management Act’s purpose for protecting 
frequently flooded areas and geologically hazardous areas is to protect human health, life and 
property.  The purpose of protecting aquifer recharge areas is to protect human health.  The purpose 
of protecting wetlands is split between protecting ecological functions and water quality for human 
health.  He summarized that it is important to help the public and the development community 
understand that they are not only trying to protect wildlife, but human health, as well.   
 
Mr. Tovar pointed out that the purpose of the amendments to Items C and D was to clarify the 
difference between a Type III and a Type IV Stream.  Commissioner Broili asked why the term 
“natural drainage swales” was taken out of Item D.  Commissioner Hall said this was done because 
it would have precluded unnatural drainage swales.  The new language would include anything 
without a flow, whether it was a swale or not.   

 
• Section 20.80.480 – Required Buffer Areas (Streams):  Again, the new language in this section 

resulted from a recommendation made by the Department of Fish and Wildlife.   
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• Section 20.80.480(H) – Restoring Piped Watercourses:  The City Council discussed this issue at 
length.  They ultimately adopted language that would allow the voluntary opening of previously 
channelized/culverted streams and the rehabilitation and restoration of streams especially on public 
property or when a property owner is a proponent in conjunction with a new development.  The 
earlier version merely encouraged the opening of previously channelized/culverted streams.  He said 
it is important to convey that the City does not compel the restoration of piped watercourses.   

 
Commissioner Sands asked if a “proponent in conjunction with a new development” would 
essentially be the developer or just a proponent of an adjacent development.  Mr. Tovar answered 
that this term would actually refer to the applicant.  Commissioner Sands expressed his concern that 
the language in this section is not really clear.   
 
Mr. Tovar referred to the language regarding the process for restoring piped watercourses.  He said 
that the strong intent of the Council was that if a stream were opened up, the City should require as 
large a setback as possible.  However, they acknowledged the problem that if too much land were 
required for a buffer, it would discourage the restoration of piped watercourses.  He explained that 
the director would seek advice from a qualified professional before making a determination of 
whether or not the restored piped watercourse should be required to support fish access.   
 

• SMC Section 20.80.460(A):  Staff recommended that the word “open” be removed to make it 
consistent with the draft version of the definition of stream in Section 20.20.046(S). 

 
• SMC Section 20.80.380(H):  Staff was notified by Community Trade and Economic Development 

(CTED, a State agency) that inclusion of language that dictates where mobile homes may or may not 
be placed within the City of Shoreline is no longer legal per Senate Bill 6593 adopted in the 2004 
legislative session.   

 
Mr. Tovar reported that on the whole, the City Council agreed with and appreciated the Commission’s 
recommendation.  They thanked them for all of their hard work.  The changes had a common theme of 
being clear and more protective of critical areas wherever possible.   
 
REPORTS OF COMMITTEES AND COMMISSIONERS 
 
Commissioner McClelland said she heard that the Economic Development Task Force was continuing 
their work.  Commissioner Sands said he doesn’t know of any Task Force activities.  They were only 
going to have one additional meeting after the City Council makes a decision on the Draft Economic 
Development Plan.  There have been a couple of minor modifications made to the plan by City Council 
Members, and all of the members of the Task Force were given an opportunity to review them and 
respond.  No one has voiced a concern.  He summarized that he is hopeful the City Council would 
approve the document after their review on March 6th.   
 
UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
 
There was no unfinished business scheduled on the agenda. 
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NEW BUSINESS 
 
There was no new business scheduled on the agenda. 
 
ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 
No additional announcements were made during this portion of the meeting. 
 
AGENDA FOR NEXT MEETING 
 
The Commissioners had no additional comments to make regarding the agenda for the next meeting.   
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 9:45 p.m. 
 
 
 
 
 
______________________________ ______________________________ 
David Harris    Jessica Simulcik Smith 
Chair, Planning Commission  Clerk, Planning Commission 
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Planning Commission Meeting Date: March 16, 2006          Agenda Item: 7.i 
              
 

PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA ITEM 
CITY OF SHORELINE, WASHINGTON 

 

AGENDA TITLE:  Preliminary Formal Subdivision Review for Shoreline Townhomes 
DEPARTMENT: Planning and Development Services 
PRESENTED BY:  Glen Pickus, AICP, Planner II 

 
A.  PROPOSAL 

The proposed Preliminary Formal Subdivision (File No. 201478) would create 18 zero-lot-line 
lots and a critical area tract (wetland and its buffer) on two contiguous parcels at 1160 N 198th 
St. (Attachment A).  The development would consist of 18 townhome units in 4 buildings 
(Attachment B).  The applicant is proposing a Wetland and Buffer Enhancement Plan 
(Attachment C) to allow for the establishment of minimum wetland buffer widths.  Onsite 
improvements would include typical water, sanitary sewer, and other utilities. Out of the ordinary 
is the proposed surface water management plan which employs Low Impact Design as provided 
for in the 2005 King County Surface Water Management Manual.  Primary elements of Low 
Impact Design are the use of pervious pavement and rain gardens to limit, control and treat 
stormwater runoff. 

Under SMC 20.30.060 Preliminary Formal Subdivisions are a quasi-judicial Type C decision 
in which the Planning Commission is required to hold an open-record public hearing to 
consider the application and public testimony then make a recommendation for approval, 
approval with conditions or denial to the City Council which is the decision-making authority 
for Preliminary Formal Subdivisions. 

B. FINDINGS OF FACT 
1. PROJECT SITE CHARACTERISTICS 

1.1 The project site consists of two contiguous lots (Tax Parcel Nos. 2227300070 & 
2227300071) totaling approximately 49,531 square feet (1.1 acres).   

1.2 The site is currently vacant, although a single family residence was located on the 
site until it was demolished in 1995.  Remaining on site are a 500-gallon 
underground home heating oil tank and concrete slabs and walkways.  

1.3 The site is located on the north shoreline of Echo Lake.  It is generally flat, 
sloping gently to the southeast, towards the lake, with slopes less than 2%.  The 
southeast corner of the site contains a Type II wetland adjacent to the lake.  The 
wetland is approximately 1,600 square feet in area. 

1.4 One significant tree (to be retained) is located on the site, within the proposed wetland 
buffer.  

2. NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS 
2.1 The project site is located in the Echo Lake Neighborhood, south of N 200th 

Street and east of Aurora Avenue N. 
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2.2 Adjacent to the site are multi-family residential developments to the east, west and 
south and an office building to the north.  Echo Lake Park and a portion of the 
Interurban Trail are approximately 360 feet east of the site.  The Aurora Village 
Transit Center and retail shopping center are located about 350 feet north of the 
site.  West of the site up to Aurora Avenue N are some single family residences 
and commercial buildings.   

2.3 N 198th Street is classified as a local street.  Aurora Avenue N is a principal 
arterial.  N 200th Street is a collector arterial.  N 199th Street is a private street. 

3. COMPREHENSIVE PLAN LAND USE DESIGNATION AND POLICY SUPPORT 
3.1 The Comprehensive Plan land use designation for the site is High Density Residential.  

Policy LU14 in the Comprehensive Plan envisions High Density residential areas as 
transition areas between high intensity uses and lower intensity residential uses.  All 
residential uses are permitted in High Density Residential areas. 

3.2 LU23:  “Ensure that land is designated to accommodate a variety of types and 
styles of housing units adequate to meet the needs of Shoreline citizens.”  

3.3 H1:  “Encourage a variety of residential design alternatives that increase housing 
opportunities in a manner that is compatible with the character of existing 
residential and commercial development throughout the city.” 

3.4 H6:  “Encourage infill development on vacant or underutilized sites to be 
compatible with existing housing types.” 

4. REGULATORY AUTHORITY 
4.1 Shoreline Municipal Code (SMC) 20.30.060 requires Preliminary Formal Subdivisions 

to be processed as a quasi-judicial or “Type-C” action.  Type-C actions require an 
open record public hearing and review by the Planning Commission, which then 
forwards a recommendation to the City Council for final approval. 

4.2 Applicable regulatory controls set forth in the SMC include: 
 SMC 20.30 – Procedures and Administration 

                         (Subdivisions – SMC 20.30.360-480) 
 SMC 20.40 – Zoning and Use Provisions 
 SMC 20.50 – General Development Standards 
                      (Multi-family Design Standards – SMC 20.50.120-210) 

 SMC 20.60 – Adequacy of Public Facilities 
 SMC 20.70 – Engineering and Utilities Development Standards 
 SMC 20.80 – Critical Areas  (Wetlands – SMC 20.80.310-350) 

4.3 Revised Code of Washington (RCW) 36.70B.040 Determination of Consistency 

4.4 RCW 58.17.110 Approval/Disapproval of Subdivisions 

5. PROCEDURAL HISTORY 
5.1 Preapplication meetings were held on June 21, 2005 and Sept. 9, 2005. 

5.2 A Neighborhood Meeting was held on July 27, 2005. 

5.3 A third party review of the applicant’s wetland delineation report (Attachment D) 
by the City’s consultant, The Watershed Company, was completed Oct. 18, 2005 
(Attachment E).  The review agreed with and supported the report. 
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5.4 Preliminary Formal Subdivision (File No. 201478) and Site Development Permit 
(File No. 108437) applications and a State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) 
checklist were received on Nov. 8, 2005 (Attachment F). 

5.5 The applications were determined to be complete on Nov. 17, 2005. 

5.6 A Notice of Application for the proposal was issued on Nov. 23, 2005, with the public 
comment period ending Dec. 7, 2005.  Because the site was not posted with the 
Notice of Application in a timely manner, a Revised Notice of Application was issued 
on Dec.1, 2005, with the public comment period ending Dec. 15, 2005 (Attachment 
G). 

5.7 A deviation from the provisions of the City-adopted 1998 King County Surface 
Water Design Manual (as provided for by the manual’s general adjustment 
process) to allow implementation of the 2005 King County Surface Water Design 
Manual (KCSWDM) stormwater management flow control Best Management 
Practices was approved on Feb. 1, 2006 (Attachment H). 

5.8 A SEPA threshold Mitigated Determination of Nonsignificance (MDNS) for the 
proposal was issued on Feb. 7, 2006 (Attachment I) with the administrative 
appeal and comment period ending on Feb. 21, 2006.  No comments or appeals 
were received. 

5.9 A Notice of Public Hearing was issued on Feb. 28, 2006 for the Planning 
Commission open record public hearing on March 16, 2006 (Attachment J). 

6. PUBLIC COMMENT AND STAFF RESPONSE 
6.1 Public Comment – A total of seven comment letters and e-mails were received.   

6.2 Staff Response regarding project name – Three of the comment letters (Attachment 
K) objected to the original name for the project, Echo Lake Townhomes.  Staff 
requested the applicant change the name of the project.  The project is now named 
Shoreline Townhomes. 

6.3 Staff Response regarding impact on Echo Lake – Three letters (Attachment 
L) commented on potential negative impacts of the project on Echo Lake’s water 
quality and wildlife habitat.  With wetland and buffer enhancement and 
construction of stormwater management flow control BMPs, the quality of surface 
water flowing from the site into Echo Lake will be improved over existing 
conditions.  The hydrology of the wetland will be improved with the partial 
removal of an existing concrete wall separating the wetland from the lake and 
installation of dispersion trenches.   

The concern that erosion into the lake would be increased by removing the existing 
concrete wall at the edge of the lake was addressed by modifying that proposal to 
include removal of only the portion of the wall above the mean high water mark, 
which will allow a hydraulic connection between the wetland and the lake while still 
stabilizing the shoreline. 

Concerns about increased erosion caused by the concentration of pedestrian 
activities near the lake were addressed by modifying the wetland enhancement 
plan to include a raised boardwalk and viewing platform near the lake and 
fencing, signage, and increased plantings of rose and snowberry plants along 
pedestrian paths to encourage pedestrians to off the ground near the wetland 
and lake. 
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Wildlife habitat opportunities will be increased with removal of invasive non-native 
plants, planting of native plants, and installation of bird and bat boxes in the 
wetland buffer.  

6.4 Staff response regarding pervious concrete maintenance – One of the letters 
referred to in 6.3 above also commented on the need to properly maintain the 
proposed pervious concrete roadway. The staff recommended conditions of 
approval include the establishment of a homeowner’s association responsible for 
the maintenance of common facilities, including the pervious concrete and rain 
gardens.  Another proposed condition requires recording a declaration of covenant 
and grant of easement, as required by the KCSWDM, with maintenance provisions 
for the rain gardens and porous concrete. 

6.5 Staff response regarding pedestrian access – The letter referred to in 6.4 
above also commented on the need for sufficient and safe pedestrian routes to 
nearby commercial and transit services.  Adequate pedestrian paths are included 
in the proposal not only on site but also along the access easement that 
connects the site to N 198th Street.  A staff-recommended condition of approval 
to implement all of the recommendations in the Traffic Impact Assessment 
prepared by Transportation Engineering NorthWest would improve off-site 
pedestrian safety. 

6.6 Staff response regarding King County request – King County Wastewater 
Treatment Division requested copies of sewer extension plans. Staff contacted 
personnel in the Wastewater Treatment Division to clarify the request.  During those 
discussions it was determined the sewer main crossing the site was not being 
modified so it was unnecessary to submit sewer extension plans (Attachment M). 

7. ZONING DESIGNATION, MAXIMUM DENSITY AND PERMITTED USES 
7.1 The project site is zoned Residential – 48 units per acre (R-48), which would 

allow up to 55 dwelling units to be constructed on the site.  

7.2 The proposed density is 15.8 dwelling units per acre. 

7.3 Under SMC 20.40.120 townhomes are a permitted use in the R-48 Zoning District. 

8. PRELIMINARY SUBDIVISION REVIEW CRITERIA (SMC 20.30.410) 
The following criteria were used to review the proposed subdivision: 

8.1 Environmental (SMC 20.30.410A) 
Criteria:  Where environmental resources exist, the proposal shall be designed to fully 
implement the goals, policies, procedures and standards of SMC 20.80, Critical Areas, 
and Subchapter 5 of SMC 20.50, Tree Conservation, Land Clearing and Site Grading 
Standards. 
Staff Analysis:  A Type II wetland is located on the site.  The proposal complies with 
the standards established in the critical areas chapter SMC 20.80.200.  See further 
analysis under Section 12.2 below.  The project must comply with tree conservation, 
land clearing and site grading standards specified in SMC Chapter 20.50, Subchapter 
5. 

Criteria:  The proposal shall be designed to minimize grading by using shared 
driveways and by relating street, house site and lot placement to the existing 
topography. 
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Staff Analysis:  With the type of structures proposed, placement of access over 
existing utility easements, and the relatively flat site, grading will be minimized. 

Criteria:  Where conditions exist which could be hazardous to the future residents of 
the land to be divided, or to nearby residents or property, a subdivision of the 
hazardous land shall be denied unless the condition can be permanently corrected. 
Staff Analysis:  There are no existing natural hazardous conditions on the site.  An 
abandoned home heating oil storage tank and contaminated soil on the site as 
described in the Aug. 22, 2005 Environmental Site Assessment by Earth Solutions NW 
(Attachment O) will be removed in conformance with relevant regulations prior to 
construction per Mitigation Measure #6 of the SEPA threshold MDNS (Attachment I). 
Criteria:  The proposal shall be designed to minimize off-site impacts, especially 
upon drainage and views.  
Staff Analysis:  The project was reviewed by Public Works and does not require 
additional stormwater drainage conditions.  The project must comply with all 
surface water management requirements set forth in the KCSWDM.  See further 
analysis in Section 11.1 below.  The project must comply with all height 
restrictions as specified in SMC Chapter 20.50 which will minimize the impact, if 
any, on off-site views. 

8.2 Lot and Street Layout (SMC 20.30.410B) 
Criteria:  Lots shall be designed to contain a usable building area to ensure the 
lot is developed consistent with the standards of the SMC and does not create 
nonconforming structures, uses or lots. 
Staff Analysis:  The proposal meets design standards for zero-lot-line 
development as set forth in SMC Chapter 20.50.  All lots will be buildable with a 
zero-lot-line townhouse dwelling unit.  No nonconforming structures, uses or lots 
will be created. 

Criteria:  Lots shall not front on primary or secondary highways unless there is no 
other feasible access. 
Staff Analysis:  None of the site fronts on any public streets.  Access to N 
198th St., which is not a primary or secondary highway, is provided via a “Non-
Exclusive Access and Utilities Easement” (King County Recording No. 
20060106000015) across private property southwest of the site.   

Criteria:  Each lot shall meet the applicable dimensional requirements of the SMC.  
Staff Analysis: This proposal meets the applicable dimensional requirements 
specified for zero-lot-line development as set forth in SMC Chapter 20.50.  See 
further analysis in Section 9.1 below. 

Criteria:  Pedestrian walks or bicycle paths shall be provided to serve schools, parks, 
public facilities, shorelines and streams where street access is not adequate. 
Staff Analysis:  Adequate pedestrian walks are provided within the project site.  
Existing public pedestrian walks and bicycle paths outside of the site are adequate to 
serve the additional impacts generated by the project.  Improvements to the 
pedestrian access across private land to N 198th Street will be required per the 
recommendations of the Traffic Impact Analysis by Transportation Engineering 
Northwest, Inc. (Attachment N). 

8.3 Dedications (SMC 20.30.410C) 
Criteria:  The City Council may require dedication of land in the proposed 
subdivision for public use. 
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Criteria:  Only the City Council may approve a dedication of park land. The Council 
may request a review and written recommendation from the Planning Commission. 

Criteria:  Any approval of a subdivision shall be conditioned on appropriate 
dedication of land for streets, including those on the official street map and the 
preliminary plat. 

Criteria:  Dedications to the City of Shoreline for the required right-of-way, 
stormwater facilities, open space, and easements and tracts may be required as 
a condition of approval. 

Staff Analysis: No dedications are required for this proposal.  See further analysis 
in Section 11.2 below. 

8.4 Improvements (SMC 20.30.410D) 
Criteria:  Improvements which may be required include, but are not limited to, streets, 
curbs, pedestrian walks and bicycle paths, critical area enhancements, sidewalks, street 
landscaping, water lines, sewage systems, drainage systems and underground utilities. 
Staff Analysis: This project will comply with the all requirements specified in the 
City of Shoreline Development Code and Engineering Development Guide.  See 
further analysis in Sections 9, 10, 11 and 12 below. 

Criteria:  Improvements shall comply with the development standards of Chapter 
20.60 SMC, Adequacy of Public Facilities. 
Staff Analysis:  This proposal complies with the development standards of Chapter 
20.60 SMC, Adequacy of Public Facilities.  See further analysis in Section 11 below. 

9. SITE DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS (SMC 20.50) 
9.1  Densities and Dimensions in the R-48 Zone (SMC 20.50.020) 

Standard Regulation Proposed 

Base Density 48 du/acre 16 du/acre 

Min. Density 8 du/acre 16 du/acre 

Min. lot width 30 ft.(2) 18-44 ft. 

Min. lot area 2,500 sq. ft. (2) 1,423 – 4,535 sq. ft. 

Min. front yard setback 10 ft. 18 ft. - west 

Min. rear yard setback 5 ft. 38 ft. - east 

Min. side yard setback 5 ft.  
25 ft. - north 

6 ft. - south 

Base height 50 ft. with pitched roof  (9) n.a. 

Max. building coverage 70% 18.2% 

Max. impervious surface 90% 55% 

Exceptions 
(2)  These standards may be modified to allow zero lot line developments. 

(9) For development on R-48 lots abutting R-12, R-24, R-48, O, NB, CB, NCBD, RB, I, 
and CZ 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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9.2 Open Space (SMC 20.50.160)  Multifamily developments must provide on-site 

common recreational open space of at least 170 square feet for each dwelling 
unit of three or more bedrooms.  Exception 20.50.160(A)(2) allows private yards, 
patios, balconies or roof decks to be credited towards the total recreation space 
requirement when the City determines that such areas are located, designed and 
improved in a manner which provides suitable recreational opportunities.  Private 
yards or patios must have a minimum area of 100 square feet and a minimum 
dimension of 10 feet.  The proposal provides each dwelling unit with a patio area 
at least 170 square feet in area with dimensions at least 10 feet by 17 feet, 
creating suitable recreational opportunities.  Community pathways and gathering 
areas along with the wetland buffer enhancement plan’s boardwalk and viewing 
platform add to the project’s total area of common recreational open space. 

Multifamily developments shall provide tot/children play areas within the 
recreation space on-site except when facilities are available within one-quarter 
mile that are developed as public parks and are accessible without crossing 
arterial streets.  Play areas are not required for this project as Echo Lake Park is 
located less than one-quarter mile from the project and is accessible by 
pedestrians without having to cross any streets.  

9.3 Significant Tree Removal (SMC 20.50.290-370) The site contains one 
significant tree.  That tree is located within the wetland buffer area and will be 
retained.  This complies with the requirement that at least 20% of the significant 
trees be retained.  As no significant trees are to be removed, there are no 
replanting requirements. 

9.4 Parking and Access (SMC 20.50.380-440) Townhouse developments must 
provide two off-street parking spaces per dwelling unit (SMC 20.50.390A).  The 
proposal provides each dwelling unit with a one-car garage and a driveway at 
least 20 feet long to provide a second parking space.  In addition, four guest 
parking spaces are proposed. 

Access may cross required yard setbacks provided no more than 10% of the 
setback area is displaced (SMC 20.50.420).  Less than 10% of the setback area 
is proposed to be displaced by access.  Direct access from the street right-of-way 
to parking areas is subject to SMC 20.60 and the Shoreline Engineering 
Development Guide. 

Pedestrian access should be: 
• separate from vehicular traffic where possible; or 
• well marked to clearly distinguish it as a pedestrian priority zone; and 
• be at least five feet wide (SMC 20.50.430). 

All proposed pedestrian access is at least five feet wide and delineated with either a 
paving material different from that used by vehicle access or by painted lines. 

9.5 Landscaping (SMC 20.50.450-520) Type II landscaping, a filtered screen 
functioning as a partial visual separator to soften the appearance of parking 
areas and building elevations, consisting of trees generally interspersed 
throughout the landscaped strip and spaced to create a continuous canopy with a 
mix of deciduous and evergreen trees, shrubs and ground cover is required 
within the yard setback area for multifamily developments adjacent to multifamily 
and commercial zoning, except where the setback area is displaced by access or 
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parking.  The approved Feb. 27, 2006 Weisman Design Group landscaping plan 
(Attachment P) complies with these requirements. 

10. ADEQUACY OF PUBLIC FACILITIES (SMC 20.60) 
10.1 Water Supply – Seattle Public Utilities has issued a Water Availability 

Certificates (Attachment Q) for the proposal. 

10.2 Sewer Service – Ronald Wastewater District has issued a Certificate of Sewer 
Availability (Attachment R) for the proposal. 

10.3 Fire Protection – The Shoreline Fire Department has reviewed and approved 
the plans for site access and fire hydrant proximity to the site (Attachment S). 

10.4 Traffic Capacity – The project will generate an estimated 9 “P.M. Peak Hour Trips,” 
which is below 20 P.M. Peak Hour Trips, the threshold trigger to require traffic facility 
improvements as set forth in SMC 20.60.140(A) (See Traffic Impact Analysis, 
Transportation Engineering Northwest, Oct. 27, 2005, Attachment N.) 

11. ENGINEERING AND UTILITY DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS (SMC 20.70) 
11.1 Storm Water Management – The City of Shoreline Public Works Department 

has approved the Road and Storm Drain Plan for the proposal. 

11.2 Right-of-Way Dedication – No right-of-way dedication is required as the project 
does not front any right-of-way and will not have a significant impact on the use 
of the right-of-way. 

11.3 Utility Undergrounding – SMC 20.70.470(A)(3) requires the undergrounding of 
utilities when new residential lots are created.  

11.4 Frontage Improvements – The project does not front on any right-of-way.  
Although there may be a site distance deficiency at the intersection of N 198th St. 
and Aurora Ave. N, none of those deficiencies can be improved by work within 
the right-of-way.  No frontage improvements are required. 

12. WETLAND REGULATIONS (SMC 20.80.310-350) 
12.1 Wetland classification (SMC 20.80.320) – The wetland on the site has been 

classified as a Type II wetland (see Attachment C, Wetland Delineation Report, 
Adolfson Associates, Inc., Oct. 2005) and confirmed by a third party (see 
Attachment D, The Watershed Company letter, Oct. 18, 2005). 

12.2 Required buffer areas (SMC 20.80.330) – Type II wetlands require a minimum 
buffer width of 50 feet and a maximum buffer width of 100 feet.  The maximum 
buffer width is required unless the proposed development: 

• is considered low impact; or 
• if wetland and buffer enhancement are implemented.   

The proposal to use the minimum buffer width is allowed because it is both considered low 
impact and wetland and buffer enhancement are part of the proposal. 

This proposal is low impact as: 
• the proposed use does not involve usage or storage of chemicals; 
• passive-use areas are located adjacent to the buffer; and 
• the wetland and its buffer are incorporated into the site design in a manner 

which eliminates the risk of adverse impact on the critical area. 
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Wetland and buffer enhancement are achieved with the: 
• Construction of bat and bird boxes to enhance wildlife habitat with 

structures likely to be used by wildlife. 
• Removal of invasive non-native species followed by planting of native vegetation, 

which will increase the value of wildlife habitat and improve water quality.   

Low impact uses and activities (pedestrian path, boardwalk and viewing platform) 
are proposed within the buffer.  Those uses are consistent with the purpose and 
function of the wetland buffer and do not detract from the integrity of the buffer.  
A viewing platform is to be located at the edge of the buffer next to the wetland to 
proactively mitigate potential erosion and other negative impacts caused by 
overuse of areas by pedestrians. 

The wetland and its associated buffer will be preserved by being placed in a 
separate tract on which development is prohibited.  The location and limitations 
associated with the tract will be shown on the face of the recorded final plat. 

C.  CONCLUSIONS 
RCW 36.70B.040 Determination of Consistency, requires a proposed project shall be reviewed 
for consistency with a local government’s development regulations during project review by 
consideration of: 

• Type of land use; 

• The level of development, such as units per acre or other measures of density; 

• Infrastructure, including public facilities and services needed to serve the development; and 

• The characteristics of the development, such as development standards. 

RCW 58.17.110 Approval/Disapproval of Subdivisions, requires proposed subdivisions to: 
• Make appropriate provisions for the public health, safety, and general welfare; and  

• Serve the public use and interest for open spaces, drainage ways, streets, other public 
ways, potable water supplies, sanitary wastes, parks and recreation, and all other 
relevant facts. 

Based on the above Findings of Fact and with the proposed conditions listed in Attachment U, 
staff concludes the Preliminary Formal Subdivision of Shoreline Townhomes has: 

• Met the requirements of the City of Shoreline Development Standards, 2005 
Comprehensive Plan, and Municipal Code 

• Made appropriate provisions for the public health, safety, and general welfare 

• Serves the public use and interest 

D. STAFF PRELIMINARY RECOMMENDATION 
Staff’s preliminary recommendation to the Planning Commission is to forward to the City Council a 
recommendation of APPROVAL with conditions as described in Attachment U for the Shoreline 
Townhomes Preliminary Formal Subdivision application. 
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E.  PLANNING COMMISSION ROLE AND OPTIONS 
The Planning Commission’s recommendation options to the City Council are: 

1. Recommend approval with conditions, based on the staff Findings of Fact and 
Conclusions. 

2. Recommend approval without conditions or conditions different from the staff 
recommended conditions, based on new Findings of Fact and Conclusions as amended 
by the Planning Commission. 

3. Recommend denial of the application, based on new Findings of Fact and Conclusions 
as amended by the Planning Commission. 

 
F. ATTACHMENTS 

Attachment A: Vicinity Map 
Attachment B:  Site Plan and Plat Map (boundaries, lot lines, easements) 
Attachment C:  Wetland and Buffer Enhancement Plan, Adolfson Associates, Inc., February 

2006 
Attachment D:  Wetland Delineation Report, Adolfson Associates, Inc., October 2005 
Attachment E: Third Party Review of Wetland Delineation Report, The Watershed 

Company, Oct. 18, 2005 
Attachment F: SEPA Checklist,, Adolfson Associates, Inc., October 2005 
Attachment G:  Notice of Application, Nov. 23, 2005 and Revised Notice of Application, Dec. 1, 

2005 
Attachment H: Memo approving deviation from 1998 King County Stormwater Design 

Manual, Feb. 1, 2006 
Attachment I:  SEPA Threshold MDNS, Feb. 7, 2006 
Attachment J: Notice of Public Hearing, Feb. 28, 2006 
Attachment K: Public Comments regarding subdivision name 
Attachment L:  Public Comments regarding impact on Echo Lake area water quality, 

wildlife habitat, and pedestrian safety  
Attachment M:  King County Wastewater Treatment Division comment letter, Dec. 6, 

2005, and staff response, Dec. 15, 2005 
Attachment N:  Traffic Impact Assessment, Transportation Engineering Northwest, Oct. 27, 2005 
Attachment O:  Environmental Site Assessment Report (without appendices), Earth 

Solutions, NW, Aug. 22, 2005 
Attachment P: Landscape Plan, Weisman Design Group, Oct. 25, 2005 
Attachment Q:  Seattle Public Utilities Water Availability Certificate (revised), Feb. 10, 2006 
Attachment R:  Ronald Wastewater District Sewer Availability Certificate, Oct. 24, 2005 
Attachment S:  Fire Lane Plan 
Attachment T:  Draft CC&Rs 
Attachment U:  Preliminary Staff Recommended Conditions of Approval 
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Shoreline Townhomes Wetland and Buffer Enhancement Plan 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
At the request of the Prescott Homes, Adolfson Associates, Inc. (Adolfson) prepared this 
enhancement plan for the proposed Shoreline Townhomes project, located at 1145 North 199th 
Street in Shoreline, Washington (Figure 1).  This enhancement plan has been prepared based on 
requirements in the Shoreline Municipal Code (SMC) Chapter 20.80 – Critical Areas. 

Prescott Homes is proposing to construct 18 townhomes on an approximately 1.1-acre site 
immediately northwest of Echo Lake in the City of Shoreline.  The site consists of two parcels 
(2227300070 and 2227300071) that are currently undeveloped. 

Adolfson identified one wetland on the property, which occurs as a palustrine emergent lake-
fringe wetland (Adolfson 2005).  This wetland is a Type II wetland in the City of Shoreline 
because it is associated with Echo Lake.  The wetland and wetland buffer on the site have been 
degraded by previous land use activities, and the dominant plant species are primarily non-
native.  Under current conditions, the on-site wetland and wetland buffer provide little value as 
wildlife habitat.  In addition, the existing bulkhead disrupts the connectivity between the lake and 
the adjacent wetland. 

As part of the proposed project, the wetland buffer will be reduced from 100 feet to 50 feet and 
enhanced as allowed under SMC 20.80.330.B and SMC 20.80.330.D.2.  The primary goal of the 
enhancement plan is to increase the habitat value of the on-site portion of the Type II wetland 
and associated buffer for fish and wildlife.  Another goal includes increasing the aesthetic value 
of wetland and wetland buffer for residents in the vicinity of the townhomes project.  Finally, the 
dispersal trenches have been located in the wetland buffer to ensure that the wetland continues to 
receive water once the site is developed (SMC 20.80.330.G). 

This enhancement plan identifies how the on-site wetland and wetland buffer will be enhanced to 
comply with SMC 20.80.330.D.2, and presents a planting plan with planting specifications. 

 

Adolfson Associates, Inc.  Page i 
February 2006 
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1.0 PROJECT AUTHORIZATION 
At the request of the Prescott Homes, Adolfson Associates, Inc. (Adolfson) prepared this 
enhancement plan for the proposed Shoreline Townhomes project, located at 1145 North 199th 
Street in Shoreline, Washington (Figure 1).  This enhancement plan has been prepared based on 
requirements in the Shoreline Municipal Code (SMC) Chapter 20.80 – Critical Areas. 

2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
Prescott Homes is proposing to construct 18 townhomes on an approximately 1.1-acre site 
immediately northwest of Echo Lake in the City of Shoreline.  The site consists of two parcels 
(2227300070 and 2227300071) that are currently undeveloped.  Once the townhomes are 
constructed, vehicular access will be from North 198th Street and through an existing apartment 
complex that Prescott Homes is in the process of converting to condominiums.  The drainage 
design incorporates low impact development. 

As part of the proposed project, the wetland buffer will be reduced from 100 feet to 50 feet as 
allowed under SMC 20.80.330.B and SMC 20.80.330.D.2 and as described in this enhancement 
plan.  An approximately three-foot-wide trail of beauty bark will be constructed in the outer edge 
of the wetland buffer as allowed under SMC 20.80.330.F.  A boardwalk and platform will also 
be constructed within the wetland buffer to provide views of the lake.  The intent of the 
boardwalk and platform is to limit pedestrian access to the wetland buffer, thereby reducing the 
potential for pedestrian intrusions into the planted wetland and wetland buffer areas.  To 
maintain wetland hydrology, dispersion trenches will be constructed in the buffer as per SMC 
20.80.330.G. 

3.0 EXISTING CONDITIONS 
Current access to the two parcels is from North 199th Street, a one-lane road that ends in the 
north-central portion of the site.  There are no structures on the property, but cement walkways 
are present in the east-central portion of the site.  The areas immediately north, west, and south 
of the site have been developed for residential and commercial uses, and the site is near the 
intersection of North 200th Street and Aurora Avenue. 

The site is relatively flat, but slopes down from the west to Echo Lake.  A cement bulkhead was 
previously constructed along the shoreline.  Just beyond the bulkhead, discarded debris has been 
dumped into the lake.  Much of the vegetation on the site consists of non-native shrubs and 
herbaceous plant species such as knotweed, Himalayan blackberry, Scot’s broom, thistle, and 
Robert geranium.  Some trees occur on the property.  Along the western property line, red alder, 
big-leaf maple, horse chestnut, and black cottonwood are present and one large, non-native tree 
is present in the southeastern portion of the site.  Several young native trees, such as Douglas-fir 
and red alder, are present on the eastern portion of the site. 

Adolfson identified one wetland on the property, which occurs as a palustrine emergent lake-
fringe wetland (Adolfson 2005).  This wetland is a Type II wetland in the City of Shoreline 
because it is associated with Echo Lake.  The wetland and wetland buffer on the site have been 
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degraded by previous land use activities, and the dominant plant species are primarily of non-
native.  Under current conditions, the on-site wetland and wetland buffer provide little value as 
wildlife habitat, and the aesthetic value is limited by debris left by people who have used the site.  
In addition, the existing bulkhead disrupts the connectivity between the lake and the adjacent 
wetland.  This wetland is described in greater detail in the wetland delineation report prepared 
for the project. 

4.0 BUFFER REDUCTION 
The proposed project avoids wetland impacts.  This enhancement plan has been prepared 
because the Prescott Homes is proposing to reduce the wetland buffer from the maximum buffer 
width of 100 feet to the minimum buffer width 50 feet for Type II wetlands (SMC 20.80.330.B).  
SMC 20.80.330.D.2 states that buffers can be reduced if: 

2. Wetland and buffer enhancement is implemented.  This includes but is not limited to the 
following: 

a. Enhancement of fish and wildlife habitat by incorporating structures that are 
likely to be used by wildlife, including wood duck houses, bat boxes, nesting 
platforms, snags, rootwads/stumps, birdhouses, and heron nesting areas. 

b. Planting native vegetation that would increase value for fish and wildlife habitat, 
improve water quality, or provide aesthetic/recreational value. 

This enhancement plan is intended to show compliance with Code requirements for buffer 
reduction and enhancement. 

5.0 ENHANCEMENT GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 
The primary goal is to enhance the on-site portion of the Type II wetland and the associated 50-
foot-wide reduced buffer as habitat for fish and wildlife.  Enhancement includes removing non-
native vegetation, removing the cement walkways that currently exist in much of the buffer, 
planting native species, and installing bird and bat boxes.  The native plant species to be installed 
will provide habitat for wildlife and increase the overall habitat value of the area.  Enhancement 
also includes removal of that portion of the existing concrete bulkhead that is above the mean 
high water mark.  Removal of this portion of the bulkhead is intended to restore the connection 
between Echo Lake and the wetland.  Another enhancement action intended to improve habitat 
for fish in the lake will be the removal of discarded debris in the lake within approximately 20 
feet of the existing bulkhead. 

A second goal includes increasing the aesthetic value of wetland and wetland buffer for residents 
in the vicinity of the townhomes project.  For this reason, a pedestrian trail, boardwalk, and 
platform are proposed within the wetland buffer (Figure 2).  Low impact uses, such as trails, are 
allowed in buffers under SMC 20.80.330.F.  The pedestrian trail will be located in the outer edge 
of the wetland buffer, and the boardwalk and viewing platform will be designed to reduce the 
potential for human intrusion into the wetland.  The boardwalk and platform will be constructed 
of non-deteriorating plastic-wood decking that will allow precipitation to infiltrate into the soils 
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below the structure.  Enhancement also includes removing the impervious cement walkways that 
currently occur in much of the buffer. 

A third goal is to maintain wetland hydrology after construction.  This will be accomplished by 
placing the stormwater dispersal trenches in the wetland buffer is to ensure that the wetland 
continues to receive water once the site is developed.  SMC 20.80.330.H allows stormwater 
facilities in the buffer if it will enhance the buffer and protect the wetland.  Planting around the 
dispersal trenches will provide cover so that, over time, the structures are not obvious. 

6.0 ENHANCEMENT 
The proposed project avoids impacts to wetlands.  The on-site wetland and wetland buffer will 
be enhanced for the proposed buffer reduction (Figure 2).  As required under SMC 20.80.050.B, 
the wetland and wetland buffer will be placed in a separate critical areas tract to provide 
permanent protection. 

6.1 Minimization 

Impacts to the reduced wetland buffers will be minimized to the extent possible.  The trail is 
limited to three feet in width and the viewing platform to 100 square feet.  The area to be graded 
is the minimum necessary to install the dispersal trenches (Figure 2).  Other measures to be 
implemented that will minimize impacts during construction include: 

• A pre-construction meeting will be held on-site with the construction contractor and the 
project biologist to discuss the construction sequence. 

• The limits of the construction area will be marked with orange barrier fencing.  This type 
of barrier reduces the potential for heavy equipment to damage vegetation and soil 
outside the construction area. 

• The temporary erosion and sedimentation control measures and best management 
practices (BMPs) established for this project will be used.  This includes the use of silt 
fences, sediment rolls, and/or straw bales to prevent suspended particles from leaving the 
construction zone.  The contractor will be responsible for inspection of all erosion control 
measures and will repair any damage to the erosion control structures, as required. 

• The staging areas and stockpile sites will be located outside the wetlands and wetland 
buffers. 

• The portion of the existing concrete bulkhead that is above the mean high water mark 
will be removed in such a way to avoid incidental backspill into the lake. 

• The erosion control measures will be maintained until bare soils have been successfully 
vegetated and approved by a professional biologist. 

6.2 Planting Plan 

Wetland.  Non-native shrubs and herbaceous vegetation will be removed from the wetland, and 
will be re-vegetated as shown on the planting plan (Figure 2).  Table 1 lists the plant species to 
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be planted in the enhanced wetland.  All of these plants are native to the area and will enhance 
the vegetative structure and diversity of the wetland.  Trees and shrubs will be planted in the 
wetland with herbaceous vegetation planted along the wetland edge.  A large non-native, 
deciduous tree that currently occurs in the wetland will be retained as it provides cover to the 
southern portion of the wetland and contributes organic matter to the wetland and lake. 

Table 1.  Planting List for Wetland 

Scientific Name Common Name Layer Quantity 
Malus fusca Western crabapple tree 8 
Cornus stolonifera red-osier dogwood tree 19 
Salix lasiandra Pacific willow tree 10 
Rubus spectabilis salmonberry shrub 12 
Carex lenticularis shore sedge herbaceous 12 
Carex obnupta slough sedge herbaceous 12 
Scirpus microcarpus small-fruited bulrush herbaceous 12 

 
Wetland Buffer.  Non-native vegetation will be removed from the wetland buffer, most of which 
is non-native shrubs and herbaceous species.  The plants to be used in re-planting the buffer are 
shown in Table 2, all of which are native to the area.  The buffer areas to be re-planted are shown 
on Figure 2.  The buffer plantings listed in Table 2 will increase the vegetative structure and 
diversity of the buffer and increase the overall habitat value of the wetland/wetland buffer/lake 
system.  The rose and snowberry plants will be installed along the edge of the pedestrian trail, 
boardwalk, and platform.  Over time, these plants will discourage pedestrians from going off the 
trail. 

Table 2.  Planting List for Wetland Buffer 

Scientific Name Common Name Layer Quantity 
Thuja plicata Western red cedar tree 6 
Acer circinatum vine maple shrub 28 
Corylus cornuta hazelnut shrub 28 
Rosa gymnocarpa bald-hip rose shrub 35 
Symphoricarpos albus snowberry shrub 38 
Physocarpus capitatus Pacific ninebark shrub 30 
Sambucus racemosa red elderberry shrub 38 
Ribes sanguineum red-flowering currant Shrub  38 

 

Any areas that are disturbed will be seeded with a seed mix of Alopecurus geniculatus (water 
foxtail, Agrostis stolonifera (redtop), and Festuca rubra (red fescue) to stabilize soils and 
decrease the potential for non-native species to become established.  The seed mix will be 
applied as stated on Figure 2. 

Plants shown in Tables 1 and 2 will be installed between late October and early March, and will 
be installed based on details and notes presented on Figures 3 and 4.  Plant substitutions are not 
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allowed unless approved by the project biologist and the City of Shoreline.  Mulch will be placed 
to a depth of at least four inches around each installed plant. 

6.3 Grading/Soils 

To locate the dispersal trenches as far from the wetland as possible, approximately five to eight 
feet of buffer at the trench outlet (for the south trench) must be graded down to an elevation of 
398 feet.  The area to be graded for trench installation should be over-excavated by a depth of 
nine inches (as shown on Figure 2) to allow for nine inches of topsoil to be replaced.  Topsoil 
from the site should be used in the over excavated area.  The final grade adjacent to the trench 
should be to elevation 398. 

The cement walkways currently on the site will be removed as part of buffer enhancement.  Any 
compacted subgrade materials that may be present under the cement areas should be removed as 
well.  Topsoil from the site should be backfilled into those areas where cement and subgrade 
materials are to be removed.  Final grade of backfilled topsoil in these areas should match 
existing grades. 

6.4 Habitat Features 

To increase the habitat value of the enhanced wetland and wetland buffer, bird boxes and bat 
boxes will be installed.  The location of these habitat features is shown on Figure 2.  One bat box 
will be located in the southern portion of the wetland buffer.  A cluster of two swallow boxes 
will be attached to a post, which will be installed in the central portion of the wetland buffer.  In 
addition, two bird boxes with small holes will be installed to attract songbirds such as chickadees 
and wrens.  One of these bird boxes will be located in the southwestern portion of the wetland 
and the other will be placed in the northwestern portion of the wetland buffer.  The holes in the 
bird boxes will be sized to exclude starlings. 

7.0 PERFORMANCE STANDARDS 
Performance standards have been established to meet the enhancement goals.  For this project, 
the restoration effort will be considered successful if the wetland buffer meets the following 
criteria: 

• Installed plant survival of 100 percent through the first growing season; 

• At least 80 percent survival of installed plants during the second through fifth monitoring 
years; 

• At least 80 percent cover of planted species by Year 5; and 

• Percent cover of non-native species less than 15 percent in each of the five monitoring years. 

8.0 CONSTRUCTION PHASE 
This enhancement plan will be implemented prior to or concurrent with site development.  Plant 
installation will be between October and March.  Project biologists will conduct periodic site 
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visits during construction and installation to verify that the plants are being installed as planned, 
and that sediment control devices are functioning properly.  Once the plants have been installed 
and approved by the City, the landscape architect or project biologist will provide the City with 
an as-built, which will be used to determine plant survival during monitoring. 

9.0 MONITORING 
Monitoring will be conducted by a qualified biologist.  Monitoring of the wetland and buffer 
enhancement areas will begin when construction is complete and will continue annually for five 
years post-construction.  Specifically, monitoring will be conducted as follows: 

• Upon completion of the wetland and buffer enhancement plantings; 

• Approximately 30 days after plants have been installed; 

• Twice annually during Monitoring Years 1 and 2, once early in the growing season 
(April) and later in the growing season (August); and 

• Once annually during Monitoring Years 3 through 5, with monitoring data to be collected 
later in the growing season (August). 

The main objective for mitigation monitoring is to document the level of success in meeting the 
performance standards.  Survival data will be based on the as-built provided by the landscape 
contractor after the plants have been installed.  Permanent sampling points will be established in 
the enhanced wetland and buffer to assess the success of the mitigation project and obtain 
percent cover data.  In addition, permanent photo-points will be established that show an 
overview of the enhanced wetland and wetland buffer as well as vegetation conditions at the 
sampling points. 

9.1 Data Collection 

The following will be recorded each time the site is monitored: 

• Survival rates of planted vegetation; 

• General plant health assessment; 

• Percent cover of planted vegetation; 

• Percent cover of non-native species; and 

• Photographs showing general overview of restored areas and monitoring points. 

In addition, any wildlife that is observed using the replanted buffers will be noted. 

9.2 Reporting 

Monitoring reports will document the success in meeting the performance standards.  The reports 
will recommend maintenance and plant species replacements, as necessary.  Photographs will be 
included in the annual monitoring reports.  Monitoring reports will be submitted by Prescott 
Homes to the City of Shoreline annually for five years no later than September 30 of each year. 
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To comply with SMC 20.80.350.G.3.d, monitoring reports will be prepared: 

• Upon completion of the initial enhancement plantings; 

• Within 30 days after plants are installed; 

• Twice annually during Monitoring Years 1 and 2 (early spring and mid-summer); and 

• Once annually during Monitoring Years 3 through 5 (mid-summer). 

Monitoring reports will be finalized and submitted within 30 days of completing the monitoring.  
For early spring monitoring, the reports will be submitted by May 31 and mid-summer reports 
will be submitted by September 30. 

9.3 Maintenance 

Maintenance of the replanted wetland buffers will begin after completion of the project and 
continue for five years.  The landscape contractor will be responsible for plant survival for a 
period of one year.  After that, maintenance will be performed by a qualified professional 
contracted by Prescott Homes.  Maintenance could include, but may not be limited to: 

• Installing supplemental plantings as needed; 

• Watering, as needed, to ensure that the planted areas receive at least one inch of water per 
week during the first year after plants are installed; 

• Watering or providing irrigation during the second and third growing seasons if conditions 
are unseasonably dry; 

• Manually removing non-native or invasive plant species if the percent cover exceeds 15 
percent (herbicides shall not be used to control non-natives); 

• Providing fencing around plants (where needed) to prevent animal damage; and 

• Providing fencing to prevent vandalism or damage caused by humans. 

10.0 PERFORMANCE BOND 
The City of Shoreline will require a performance bond to ensure that enhancement of the wetland 
and wetland buffer are implemented as presented in this report.  According to SMC 
20.80.350.G.2, the performance bond shall equal 125 percent of the cost of the mitigation project 
for a minimum of five years.  The bond may be reduced in proportion to the work successfully 
completed over the period of the bond. 

11.0 CONTINGENCY PLAN 
If any portion of the restoration effort is not successful, a contingency plan will be implemented.  
Such plans are prepared on a case-by-case basis to remedy any aspects of the effort that are not 
meeting the performance standards.  The plan, if required, would be developed in cooperation 
with the Prescott Homes and the City of Shoreline. 
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12.0 LIMITATIONS 
Within the limitations of schedule, budget, and scope-of-work, we warrant that this work was 
conducted in accordance with generally accepted environmental science practices, including the 
technical guidelines and criteria in effect at the time this work was performed.  The information 
provided in this report represents the authors’ best professional judgment, based upon 
information provided by the project proponent in addition to that obtained during the course of 
conducting this work.  No other warranty, expressed or implied, is made. 
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FIGURE 1
VICINITY MAP

SHORELINE TOWNHOMES

SHORELINE, WASHINGTON

Map data are the property of the sources listed below. 
Inaccuracies may exist, and Adolfson Associates, Inc. implies no warranties or 
guarantees regarding any aspect of data depiction.
SOURCE: Thomas Bros. Maps, 2004.

NOT TO SCALE

File name: Fig01_vicinity.ai
Created/last edited by: JAB
Date last updated: 02/22/06
Reference: 25096
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NOTICE OF APPLICATION 
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See reverse side for site plan. 
Date of Notice:  November 23, 2005 

PROJECT INFORMATION 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 18-unit attached townhome subdivision 
APPLICANT/AUTHORIZED AGENT: Prescott Homes, Inc. (Greg Kappers) 
PROPERTY OWNER: Frontier Investment Company, Inc. (Rob Hill) 
APPLICATION FILE NUMBERS: 201478/108437 
REQUIRED ACTIONS/PERMITS: Preliminary Formal Subdivision approval/Site Development Permit 
PROJECT LOCATION: 1160 N 198th Street 

PARCEL NUMBERS: 2227300070 & 2227300071 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN DESIGNATION: High Density Residential 
CURRENT ZONING: R-48; Residential; 48 units/acre 
APPLICATION DATE: November 8, 2005 
COMPLETE APPLICATION DATE: November 17, 2005 
EFFECTIVE DATE OF NOTICE: November 23, 2005 
END OF PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD: December 7, 2005 

PROJECT REVIEW 
The Department of Planning and Development Services has reviewed the proposed project for probable significant 
adverse environmental impacts. This proposal is subject to SEPA rules contained in WAC Chapter 197-11.  No SEPA 
threshold determination has been made.  As a result of the project review, the City may incorporate or require mitigation 
measures regardless of whether an Environmental Impact Statement is prepared.  Issuance of this Notice of Application 
does not constitute approval of the project for construction. 
An environmental checklist; site, civil construction, landscape and wetland/buffer enhancement plans; infiltration 
evaluation, full drainage review, and wetland delineation reports; and other submittal items are available for viewing at the 
City of Shoreline Department of Planning and Development Services, located at 1110 N. 175th St., Suite # 107. 
This project will require preliminary formal subdivision approval, issuance of a site development permit, final formal 
subdivision approval, and building permits with associated mechanical and fire protection permits. Preliminary 
determination of the development regulations that will be used for project mitigation and consistency include, but are not 
limited to: the Shoreline Municipal Code, Shoreline’s Comprehensive Plan, International Building Code, International 
Fire Code, and King County Surface Water Design Manual. Issuance of this Notice of Application does not constitute 
approval of the project for construction. 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
You are encouraged to submit written comments on this project to the Department of Planning and Development 
Services, 17544 Midvale Ave. N, Shoreline, WA 98133-4921.  Written comments become part of the public record and 
must be received at the above address before 5:00 p.m. on Wednesday, December 7, 2005.  Upon request, a copy of the 
subsequent final decision on the project may be obtained.   
For questions or comments, please contact Glen Pickus, Planner II, at 206-546-1249, gpickus@ci.shoreline.wa.us, or 
write to the above address. 
The City’s SEPA determination for this project may be appealed within 14 calendar days following the effective date of 
the determination.  If an appeal is filed, the City will schedule an open record public hearing to be conducted by the 
Hearing Examiner.  Appeals, including a $380.00 fee, must be filed in writing with the City Clerk’s Office located at 
17544 Midvale Avenue N. 
The City’s decision on the preliminary formal subdivision application may be appealed to Superior Court within 21 
calendar days following the effective date of the Notice of Decision. 
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17544 Midvale Avenue N., Shoreline, WA 98133-4921 
(206) 546-1811 ♦ Fax (206) 546-8761 
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REVISED NOTICE OF APPLICATION – new dates; project unchanged 
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See reverse side for site plan. 
Date of Notice:  December 1, 2005 

PROJECT INFORMATION 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 18-unit attached townhome subdivision. 
APPLICANT/AUTHORIZED AGENT: Prescott Homes, Inc. (Greg Kappers) 
PROPERTY OWNER: Frontier Investment Company, Inc. (Rob Hill) 
APPLICATION FILE NUMBERS: 201478/108437 
REQUIRED ACTIONS/PERMITS: Preliminary Formal Subdivision approval/Site Development Permit 
PROJECT LOCATION: 1160 N 198th Street 

PARCEL NUMBERS: 2227300070 & 2227300071 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN DESIGNATION: High Density Residential 
CURRENT ZONING: R-48; Residential; 48 units/acre 
APPLICATION DATE: November 8, 2005 
COMPLETE APPLICATION DATE: November 17, 2005 
EFFECTIVE DATE OF NOTICE: December 1, 2005 
END OF PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD: December 15, 2005 

PROJECT REVIEW 
The Department of Planning and Development Services has reviewed the proposed project for probable significant 
adverse environmental impacts. This proposal is subject to SEPA rules contained in WAC Chapter 197-11.  No SEPA 
threshold determination has been made.  As a result of the project review, the City may incorporate or require mitigation 
measures regardless of whether an Environmental Impact Statement is prepared.  Issuance of this Notice of Application 
does not constitute approval of the project for construction. 
An environmental checklist; site, civil construction, landscape and wetland/buffer enhancement plans; infiltration 
evaluation, full drainage review, and wetland delineation reports; and other submittal items are available for viewing at the 
City of Shoreline Department of Planning and Development Services, located at 1110 N. 175th St., Suite # 107. 
This project will require preliminary formal subdivision approval, issuance of a site development permit, final formal 
subdivision approval, and building permits with associated mechanical and fire protection permits. Preliminary 
determination of the development regulations that will be used for project mitigation and consistency include, but are not 
limited to: the Shoreline Municipal Code, Shoreline’s Comprehensive Plan, International Building Code, International 
Fire Code, and King County Surface Water Design Manual. Issuance of this Notice of Application does not constitute 
approval of the project for construction. 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
You are encouraged to submit written comments on this project to the Department of Planning and Development 
Services, 17544 Midvale Ave. N, Shoreline, WA 98133-4921.  Written comments become part of the public record and 
must be received at the above address before 5:00 p.m. on Thursday, December 15, 2005.  Upon request, a copy of the 
subsequent final decision on the project may be obtained.   
For questions or comments, please contact Glen Pickus, Planner II, at 206-546-1249, gpickus@ci.shoreline.wa.us, or 
write to the above address. 
The City’s SEPA determination for this project may be appealed within 14 calendar days following the effective date of 
the determination.  If an appeal is filed, the City will schedule an open record public hearing to be conducted by the 
Hearing Examiner.  Appeals, including a $380.00 fee, must be filed in writing with the City Clerk’s Office located at 
17544 Midvale Avenue N. 
The City’s decision on the preliminary formal subdivision application may be appealed to Superior Court within 21 
calendar days following the effective date of the Notice of Decision. 
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Date of Notice:  February 28, 2006 
PROJECT INFORMATION 

PROJECT ACTION: Preliminary Formal Subdivision 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 18-unit attached townhome subdivision 
APPLICANT/AUTHORIZED AGENT: Prescott Homes, Inc. (Greg Kappers) 
PROPERTY OWNER: Frontier Investment Company, Inc. (Rob Hill) 
APPLICATION FILE NUMBERS: 201478/108437 
REQUIRED ACTIONS/PERMITS: Preliminary Formal Subdivision approval/Site Development Permit 
PROJECT LOCATION: 1160 N 198th Street 
PARCEL NUMBERS: 2227300070 & 2227300071 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN DESIGNATION: High Density Residential 
CURRENT ZONING: R-48; Residential - 48 units/acre 
APPLICATION DATE: November 8, 2005 
COMPLETE APPLICATION DATE: November 17, 2005 
DATE OF NOTICE OF APPLICATION: December 1, 2005 
DATE OF SEPA THRESHOLD MITIGATED 
DETERMINATION OF NONSIGNIFICANCE: February 7, 2006 

EFFECTIVE DATE OF NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING: February 28, 2006 
OPEN RECORD HEARING DATE: March 16, 2006 

PROJECT REVIEW 
The Planning & Development Services Department has conducted an evaluation of the project proposal in accordance with the 
Shoreline Municipal Code.  Issuance of this Notice of Public Hearing does not constitute approval of this project proposal for 
construction.  The project will require issuance of a site development permit, right-of-way use permit, and ancillary permits.  Additional 
conditions based on public comments and further staff review may be required for incorporation into the project proposal. 
Information related to this application is available at the Planning & Development Services Department for review.  Development 
regulations that will be used for project mitigation and consistency include, but are not limited to: the Shoreline Municipal Code, City of 
Shoreline Comprehensive Plan, International Fire Code, and 2005 King County Surface Water Design Manual. 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

Per WAC 197-11-350 a Mitigated Determination of Nonsignificance is being utilized for this action.  The City of Shoreline issued a 
MDNS for the proposal on Feb. 7, 2006, of which a copy may be obtained on request.  The City of Shoreline has determined the proposal, 
as modified by the required mitigation measures and the requirements of the Shoreline Development Code, will not have a probable 
significant adverse impact on the environment and that an environmental impact statement is not required under RCW 43.21C.030(2)(c). 

PUBLIC HEARING 
The City of Shoreline Planning Commission will hold an open record Public Hearing 7:00 p.m. Thursday, March 16, 2006, to 
consider public comments regarding the proposal and forward a recommendation to the City Council.  The hearing will take 
place in the Mt. Rainier Room, Shoreline Conference Center, 18560 First Avenue NE, Shoreline, Washington.  All 
interested persons are encouraged to attend this Public Hearing and provide written and oral comments.  
Questions or More Information: Please contact Glen Pickus, Planner II, City of Shoreline Planning and Development 
Services at (206) 546-1249 or gpickus@ci.shoreline.wa.us. 

Any person requiring a disability accommodation should contact the City Clerk at (206) 546-8919 in advance for more 
information.  For TTY telephone service call 546-0457.  Each request will be considered individually according to the type of 
request, the availability of resources, and the financial ability of the City to provide the requested services or equipment. 

Planning and Development Services 

17544 Midvale Avenue N., Shoreline, WA 98133-4921 
(206) 546-1811 ♦ Fax (206) 546-8761 
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Staff Recommended Conditions of Approval  1 
Shoreline Townhomes Preliminary Formal Subdivision Review 

 

ATTACHMENT U 
 

Staff Recommended Conditions of Approval 
 
1. A maximum of 18 lots and one private land tract, for protection of the wetland and its 

associated buffer, shall be created. The sizes and the assigned addresses for the lots shall be 
shown on the face of the Final Plat.  The delineation and size of the private land tract shall be 
declared on all plans submitted for the Site Development Permit and also shown on the face 
of the Final Plat. 

2. A maximum of 18 zero-lot-line townhome lots are permitted as depicted in the Site Plan prepared 
by CB Anderson Architects and Preliminary Formal Subdivision Plan Boundary and Lot Lines 
prepared by GeoDatum, Inc., both submitted to the City on Nov. 8, 2005. 

3. All mitigation measures in the Mitigated Determination of Non Significance issued by the 
City of Shoreline on Feb. 7, 2006 (Attachment I) shall be implemented prior to occupancy 
including:  

a. Prior to permit issuance a HPA permit from the State of Washington Department of 
Fish and Wildlife shall be obtained for work to be done within Echo Lake.  The work 
shall include removal of: 

• the portion of an existing concrete bulkhead above the mean highwater mark; and 
• recently deposited debris within 20 feet of the shoreline. 

b. Prior to occupancy the revised Wetland and Buffer Enhancement Plan prepared by 
Adolfson Associates, Inc., Feb. 2006 (Attachment C), shall be implemented. 

c. Monitoring of the wetland and its buffer by a qualified biologist in compliance with SMC 
20.80.350 shall be implemented including submitting monitoring reports:  

• Upon completion of the wetland and buffer enhancement plan; 
• 30 days after planting; 
• Twice annually for the early growing season (no later than May 31) and the end of the 

growing season (no later than September 30) during Monitoring Years 1 and 2. 
• Once annually for the end of the growing season (no later than September 

30) during Monitoring Years 3-5.  
d. Stormwater management flow control BMPs (commonly referred to as Low Impact 

Development) in compliance with the 2005 King County Surface Water Design 
Manual and substantially in conformance with civil construction plans prepared by 
Davido Consulting Group, Inc., submitted to the City on Nov. 8, 2005, shall be 
constructed. 

e. Remediation as described in the August 22, 2005 Environmental Site Assessment of the 
subject site by Earth Solutions NW, LLC (Attachment O), shall be completed prior to 
building permit issuance.  Remediation required shall include: 

• Decommission/removal by a licensed professional in a manner in 
conformance with relevant regulatory requirements of the 500-gallon 
underground storage tank on the site; and 

• A Phase II investigative remediation including, but not limited to, removal of 
impacted soils – approximately 5-10 cubic yards of soil in the area where a 
55-gallon drum was found – followed by confirmation sampling to ensure no 
contaminated soils remains.  The impacted soils shall be disposed of at a 
permitted facility.  A report conforming to the State of Washington 
Department of Ecology procedures shall be sent to the City of Shoreline. 

4. Pursuant to SMC 20.30.430, the developer shall have a Site Development Permit reviewed 
and approved by the City of Shoreline for all onsite engineering including storm water 
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Staff Recommended Conditions of Approval  2 
Shoreline Townhomes Preliminary Formal Subdivision Review 

 

conveyance and infiltration, utility installation, onsite landscaping, and wetland and buffer 
enhancement.  The completion of this work shall be secured by a plat performance financial 
guarantee.  The approved plans associated with the Site Development Permit shall be 
substantially in conformance with the civil construction plans and Technical Information 
Report prepared by Davido Consulting Group, Inc., submitted to the City on Nov. 8, 2005. 

5. Emergency access only shall be allowed from N 199th St.  Access shall be restricted at all 
times by a locked gate equipped with a Knox-Box system and/or an Opticom pre-emption 
device.  N 199th St. may be used for unrestricted access only if it is improved to public road 
standards.  

6. All recommendations contained in the Traffic Impact Assessment prepared by Transportation 
Engineering Northwest, Oct. 27, 2005 (Attachment N), shall be implemented prior to 
issuance of a certificate of occupancy. 

7. Developer shall meet all required conditions established by the Feb. 10, 2006 revised Seattle 
Public Utilities Water Availability Certificate (Attachment Q). 

8. Developer shall meet all required conditions established by the Oct. 24, 2005 Ronald 
Wastewater District Sewer Availability Certificate (Attachment R). 

9. Prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy:  
• Landscaping shall be installed, inspected and approved substantially in conformance 

with the Landscape Plan prepared by Weisman Design Group, Oct. 25, 2005 
(Attachment P); and  

• A landscape maintenance and replacement agreement shall be submitted and 
approved by the City. 

10. Prior to recording of the Final Plat, owners shall be required to establish, record and maintain 
in force and effect a Covenant for a Homeowner’s Association substantially in conformance 
with the Draft Covenant (Attachment T).  The Association is to be held with undivided 
interest by the 18 zero-lot-line town home lots (described as lots 1-18) in this subdivision.  
The Homeowner’s Association is to be responsible for maintaining, repairing and/or 
rebuilding of the (1) critical area tract for wetland protection, (2) access road and parking; (3) 
required landscaping; and (4) infrastructure and utilities not dedicated to the City of Shoreline 
including rain gardens and pervious concrete. 

11. Prior to recording of the Final Plat a declaration of covenant and grant of easement shall be 
recorded for the rain gardens and pervious concrete as required by the 2005 King County 
Surface Water Design Manual, Appendix C, as described in sections C.1.3.3.3, C.2.5.3 and 
C.2.6.7. 

12. The following notes shall be shown on the face of the Final Plat: 
• “Any further proposed subdivision or adjustment to the lot lines within this plat must 

use all lots of this plat for calculation of the density and dimensional requirements of 
the Shoreline Municipal Code.” 

• “Tract A is a protected wetland and buffer tract where all development is 
permanently prohibited including, but not limited to, activities such as clearing and 
grading, removal of vegetation, pruning, cutting of trees or shrubs, planting of 
nonnative species, and other alterations.” 

• “Access via N 199th Street shall be for emergency purposes only.  Access shall be 
restricted by a gate to be locked at all times, accessible only by fire, police and other 
emergency agency vehicles.  General access via N 199th Street may be allowed only 
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if N 199th Street, from the subdivision’s western boundary to Aurora Avenue N, is 
improved to conform with public road standards. 

• “This subdivision contains a stormwater management flow control BMP (best 
management practice) called ‘permeable pavement,’ which was installed to minimize 
the stormwater quantity and quality impacts of some or all of the paved surfaces on 
your property.  Permeable pavements reduce the amount of rainfall that becomes 
runoff by allowing water to seep through the pavement into a free-draining gravel or 
sand bed, where it can be infiltrated into the ground. 

The type of permeable pavement used is porous concrete. 

The area covered by permeable pavement as depicted by the flow control BMP site 
plan and design details must be maintained as permeable pavement and may not be 
changed without written approval from the City of Shoreline. 

Permeable pavements must be inspected after one major storm each year to make 
sure it is working properly.  Prolonged ponding or standing water on the pavement 
surface is a sign that the system is defective and may need to be replaced.  If this 
occurs, contact the pavement installer or the City of Shoreline for further instructions.  
A typical permeable pavement system has a life expectancy of approximately 25-
years.  To help extend the useful life of the system, the surface of the permeable 
pavement shall be kept clean and free of leaves, debris, and sediment through regular 
sweeping or vacuum sweeping.  The Homeowner’s Association is responsible for the 
repair of all ruts, deformation, and/or broken paving units.” 

• “This subdivision contains a stormwater management flow control BMP (best 
management practice) called a ‘rain garden,’ which was installed to mitigate the 
stormwater quantity and quality impacts of some or all of the impervious or non-
native pervious surfaces of the subdivision.  Rain gardens, also known as 
“bioretention,” are vegetated closed depressions or ponds that retain and filter 
stormwater from an area of impervious surface or non-native pervious surface.  The 
soil in the rain garden has been enhanced to encourage and support vigorous plant 
growth that serves to filter the water and sustain infiltration capacity.  Depending on 
soil conditions, rain gardens may have water in them throughout the wet season and 
may overflow during major storm events. 

The size, placement, and design of the rain garden as depicted by the flow control 
BMP site plan and design details must be maintained and may not be changed 
without written approval from the City of Shoreline.  Plant materials may be changed 
to suit tastes, but chemical fertilizers and pesticides must not be used.  Mulch may be 
added and additional compost should be worked into the soil over time. 

Rain gardens must be inspected annually for physical defects.  After major storm 
events, the system should be checked to see that the overflow system is working 
properly.  If erosion channels or bare spots are evident, they should be stabilized with 
soil, plant material, mulch, or landscape rock.  A supplemental watering program 
may be needed the first year to ensure the long-term survival of the rain garden’s 
vegetation.  Vegetation should be maintained as follows: 1) replace all dead 
vegetation as soon as possible; 2) remove fallen leaves and debris as needed; 3) 
remove all noxious vegetation when discovered; 4) manually weed without 
herbicides or pesticides; 5) during drought conditions, use mulch to prevent excess 
solar damage and water loss.” 
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Memorandum 

 
DATE: March 8, 2006 
  
TO: Shoreline Planning Commission 
 
FROM: Steven Cohn, Senior Planner, PADS 
 
RE: Potential Bylaws Change 
 
At your last meeting, the Director suggested modifications to the Public Hearing format. 
The changes would have staff present its preliminary recommendation, then listen to 
testimony from the applicant and public.  If staff hears new information at the hearing 
that warrants a modification to the preliminary recommendation, staff could modify it 
and present a final recommendation that reflects the change.  In addition, the revised 
format defines the order of presentation from the staff, the applicant and the public, and 
offers the Commissioners two opportunities to ask questions within the Public Hearing 
context. 
 
This format was used for the public hearing on Shoreline Community College’s proposed 
Special Use Permit at your last meeting and again at the meeting tonight.  It does not 
change the Order of Business as defined by the Commission’s Bylaws; rather, it expands 
on it.  
 
As defined in Article 4, Section 3 of the Bylaws (page 4), the Order of Business for each 
meeting that includes a Public Hearing is: 

1. Call to Order 
2. Roll Call 
3. Approval of Agenda 
4. Director’s Report 
5. Approval of Minutes 
6. General Public Comment 
7. Public Hearing 

a. Staff Report 
b. Applicant Testimony 
c. Public Testimony or Comment 
d. Close Public Hearing 

8. Commission Deliberations 
9. Reports of Committees and Commissioners 
10. … 

ITEM 10.a 
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The revised format only affects the Public Hearing portion of the meeting. The revision 
defines eight steps in the Public Hearing, rather than the four steps noted above: 

7. Public Hearing 
a. Staff overview of proposal and preliminary recommendation 
b. Applicant Testimony 
c. Questions by the Commission to staff or applicant 
d. Public Testimony or Comment 
e. Presentation of final staff recommendation 
f. Final questions by the Commission and Commission deliberation 
g. Closure of Public Hearing 
h. Vote by Commission to recommend approval, modification, or denial 

8. Reports of Committees and Commissioners 
9. … 

 
Staff does not believe that this represents a fundamental change in the “Order of 
Business”, but rather a clarification of the Public Hearing format.  Therefore, it may not 
be necessary to modify the Commission’s Bylaws to implement this change. However, 
for clarity’s sake, staff suggests that the Bylaws be modified through the following 
motion: 
 
MOTION TO MODIFY ARTICLE 4, SECTION 3 OF THE PLANNING 
COMMISSION BYLAWS TO REFLECT THE FOLLOWING PUBLIC 
HEARING FORMAT, AND MODIFY THE NUMBERING OF THE ORDER OF 
BUSINESS TO REFLECT THIS CHANGE: 
 

7.        Public Hearing 
a. Staff overview of proposal and preliminary recommendation 
b. Applicant Testimony 
c. Questions by the Commission to staff or applicant 
d. Public Testimony or Comment 
e. Presentation of final staff recommendation 
f. Final questions by the Commission and Commission deliberation 
g. Closure of Public Hearing 
h. Vote by Commission to recommend approval, modification, or denial 

 
 
If you have questions about any of the ideas covered in this memo, please contact me at 
546-1418 prior to your next meeting. 
 
 

Page 226


	Attachment C - Wetland and Buffer Enhancement Plan.pdf
	Attachment C - Wetland and Buffer Enhancement Plan.pdf
	EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
	TABLE OF CONTENTS
	Figure 1.  Site Vicinity Map
	Figure 2.  Planting Plan
	Figure 3.  Planting Details



	PROJECT AUTHORIZATION
	PROJECT DESCRIPTION
	EXISTING CONDITIONS
	BUFFER REDUCTION
	ENHANCEMENT GOALS AND OBJECTIVES
	ENHANCEMENT
	Minimization
	Planting Plan
	Grading/Soils
	Habitat Features

	PERFORMANCE STANDARDS
	CONSTRUCTION PHASE
	MONITORING
	Data Collection
	Reporting
	Maintenance

	PERFORMANCE BOND
	CONTINGENCY PLAN
	LIMITATIONS
	REFERENCES





