
 
 

AGENDA 
PLANNING COMMISSION 
REGULAR MEETING  
   
Thursday, January 21, 2010  Shoreline City Hall 
7:00 p.m. Council Chamber
  17500 Midvale Ave. N
   

  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 COMMENTS 7:03 p.m.
   

5. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 7:08 p.m.
 a. January 7, 2010 
   

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

During the General Public Comment period, the Planning Commission will take public comment on any subject which is not 
of a quasi-judicial nature or specifically scheduled later on the agenda.  Each member of the public may comment for up to 
two minutes.  However, the General Public Comment period will generally be limited to twenty minutes.  The Chair has 
discretion to limit or extend time limitations and the number of people permitted to speak.  Speakers are asked to come to the 
front of the room to have their comments recorded and must clearly state their first and last name, and city of residence. 
The rules for procedure for Public Hearings before the Planning Commission are further defined in Resolution No. 182. 
   

7. PUBLIC HEARING Quasi-Judicial Public Hearing 7:15 p.m.
 a. CRISTA Master Development Plan  

  1. Staff Overview and Presentation of Preliminary Staff Recommendation  

  2. Applicant Testimony   

  3. Questions by the Commission to Staff and Applicant   

  4. Public Testimony  

  5. Final Questions by the Commission  

  6. Deliberations  

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

  8. Closure of Public Hearing   
   

8. DIRECTOR’S REPORT 9:10 p.m.
   

9. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 9:15 p.m.
   

10. NEW BUSINESS 9:20 p.m.
   

11. REPORTS OF COMMITTEES & COMMISSIONERS/ANNOUNCEMENTS 9:25 p.m.
   

12. AGENDA FOR February 4 9:29 p.m.
   

13. ADJOURNMENT  9:30 p.m.
   

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

January 21st Approval 
 

CITY OF SHORELINE 
 

SHORELINE PLANNING COMMISSION 
SUMMARY MINUTES OF REGULAR MEETING 

 
January 7, 2010         Shoreline City Hall 
7:00 P.M.          Council Chamber 

 
Commissioners Present Staff Present 

Joe Tovar, Director, Planning & Development Services 

Steve Cohn, Senior Planner, Planning & Development Services 

Paul Cohen, Senior Planner, Planning & Development Services 
Jessica Simulcik Smith, Planning Commission Clerk 

 

Vice Chair Perkowski 
Commissioner Behrens  
Commissioner Broili 
Commissioner Kaje 
Commissioner Kuboi 
Commissioner Piro  
Commissioner Pyle 
 

Commissioners Absent 
Chair Wagner 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Vice Chair Perkowski called the regular meeting of the Shoreline Planning Commission to order at 7:04 
p.m. 
 
ROLL CALL 
 
Upon roll call by the Commission Clerk the following Commissioners were present:  Vice Chair 
Perkowski and Commissioners Behrens, Broili, Kaje, Kuboi, Perkowski, Piro and Pyle.  Chair Wagner 
was absent. 
 
APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
 
The agenda was approved as presented. 
 
DIRECTOR’S COMMENTS 
 
Mr. Tovar recalled the Commission’s previous discussion about having a more informal setting for their 
study sessions.  He suggested the Commission could discuss options for facilitating a less formal setting 
at a later time.   
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APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 
The minutes of December 10, 2009 were approved as amended.   
 
GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
Laethan Wene, Shoreline, asked the Commission to consider making a recommendation that the City 
place a logo that was designed for people with disabilities on their wheelchair ramps.  He submitted a 
copy of the logo design to the Commission Clerk. 
 
Mayor Keith McGlashan thanked the Commissioners for their service to the City and recognized that 
they have a very aggressive work plan for 2010.  He also welcomed them to their new meeting location 
in the Council Chamber.   
 
STAFF REPORTS 
 
Planning Commission 2010 Work Program 
 
Mr. Tovar reported that staff presented the Commission’s draft 2010 Work Program to the City Council 
and discussed the concept of extending the arrangement they had last year where the Hearing Examiner 
would continue to conduct quasi-judicial hearings, with the exception of large master plans, rezones and 
the Town Center Subarea Plan.  Mr. Cohn noted that the work plan items were not placed in any 
particular order, except that legislative items were listed first, then quasi-judicial and Comprehensive 
Plan items.  He briefly reviewed each of the items as follows: 
 
 Item 1 – Development Code Amendment Package.  Mr. Szafran would be the project lead for the 

two Development Code Projects. 
 Item 2 – Design Review.  Mr. Cohen would be the project lead for design review.  Staff would work 

with a consultant to develop a proposal during the first three months of 2010, and a draft would be 
presented to the Commission in April and/or May.  It is anticipated a final proposal would be 
presented to the City Council sometime in June. 

 Item 3 – Development Code Amendments.  The Commission would review potential amendments 
related to single-family dwelling unit scale, home occupation, and tree regulations.   

 Item 4 – Light Rail Station Area Subarea Planning.  City staff would work with Sound Transit 
over the next 15 to 18 months regarding the actual alignment of the light rail station.  Once the final 
alignment has been decided, they will start the process of subarea planning for the substation.   

 Item 5 – Check-In Points for other Major Projects.  The City Council is scheduled to review the 
Transportation Master Plan Update in October, and staff anticipates the Shoreline Master Program 
Updates can be adopted by the end of December.  The Parks Master Plan Update will start in 2010, 
and will likely be adopted by the end of the year. 

 Item 6 – Point Wells.  The Point Wells proposal will be presented to the City Council in January for 
adoption.  
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 Item 7 – Town Center Subarea Plan.  The Town Center Subarea Planning Process is moving 
forward, and staff would present updated and additional information to the Commission later on their 
agenda.   

 Item 8 – Southeast Neighborhoods Plan and Zoning Update.  A draft update would be presented 
to the Commission in February.  This will likely be followed by Development Code amendments that 
focus specifically on innovative and alternative housing choices.  While the work plan indicates this 
project will be completed in August, he anticipates it could take longer.   

 Item 9 – Master Development Plan for CRISTA Campus.  The CRISTA Master Development 
Plan is scheduled to come before the Commission in January. 

 Item 10 – Master Development Plan for Public Health Lab.  This master plan is tentatively 
scheduled to come before the Commission in March, with a June deadline for completion.  However, 
because of uncertainty in the State’s budget, the project might not move forward in 2010. 

 Item 11 – Master Development Plan for Shoreline Community College.  This master 
development plan would not come before the Commission for review until at least the latter part of 
2010. 

 Comprehensive Plan Update – As part of the State’s budget problems, they have pulled the funding 
for local Comprehensive Plan updates in 2011.  The legislature is discussing the option of extending 
the time frame.  Regardless of what happens at the State level, the City will begin their update 
process in 2010.   

 
Commissioner Broili asked what role the Commission would have in the Parks Master Plan Update.  
Mr. Cohn explained that the Commission would not have a roll in the Parks Master Plan Update.  They 
would be informed about what is going on, but not asked to make decisions.   
 
Commissioner Kaje asked how confident staff is that they will be ready to move forward with the 
CRISTA Master Development Plan and Southeast Neighborhoods Subarea Plan as per the schedule.  He 
noted that the entire work program is based on the premise that projects stay on schedule.  Mr. Cohn 
answered that staff is ready to move forward with the CRISTA Master Development Plan as per the time 
table, but the Commission’s deliberations could take longer.  Staff is also close to being ready with the 
Southeast Neighborhood Subarea Plan.  They believe the schedule is fairly accurate.  Mr. Tovar added 
that the draft work program was staff’s attempt to allocate the amount of time they think each project 
will take.  However, he recognized that some projects may take longer than anticipated.  For example, 
the work program does not presume that the City Council would remand any items to the Commission 
for review.  If this occurs, the schedule would have to be adjusted.  He reminded the Commission that 
they would review the work program in the spring at a joint City Council/Planning Commission 
meeting, and again in the fall.  Adjustments could be made as time goes by, and the schedule should be 
considered a flexible target.   
 
Commissioner Kuboi asked if the schedule also depends upon whether there are seven or nine 
Commissioners.  Mr. Tovar agreed this would be a factor the Commission should discuss later on the 
agenda.  He summarized that having a more compact group would allow the Commission to move items 
along more quickly.   
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Vice Chair Perkowski asked what is driving the timeframe for the design review project.  Mr. Tovar 
answered that staff’s intent is to have the design review project on a parallel track with the Town Center 
planning because much of the reasoning behind creation of a new design process and standards is to 
create a tool that could be used for the Town Center.  However, he recognized that the design process 
and standards could also have application in other parts of the City.   
 
Commissioner Broili inquired if there are plans for the Parks Board and Planning Commission to meet 
jointly.  Mr. Cohn answered that a meeting is being scheduled for sometime in April.  Mr. Tovar added 
that a joint meeting would also be scheduled in April with the City Council.   
 
Commissioner Pyle asked why the Shoreline Master Program schedule has been pushed back so far.  He 
recognized that staff has a limited amount of time.   However, he observed that there is a solid, fixed 
date for when the program must be completed, whereas other items on the work plan are not necessarily 
fixed to a specific end date.  He expressed concern that issues could come up during the hearing process, 
and the proposed schedule does not allow a lot of time to address these issues and still meet the 
deadline.  Mr. Tovar agreed to talk with staff and consider opportunities to move the schedule forward.   
 
Vice Chair Perkowski asked what the Planning Commission’s role would be in the Light Rail Station 
Area Subarea planning process.  Mr. Tovar reported that City staff is just starting to work with Sound 
Transit and cities in Snohomish County to figure out the process for evaluating potential alignment 
options.  Sound Transit has indicated they would not only consider Interstate 5 as a potential alignment, 
but others such as Highway 99, the Interurban Trail, 15th Avenue, etc.  He suggested that the format for 
dealing with these issues is via the environmental document that Sound Transit is in the process of 
preparing.  Once the environmental document has been issued, staff would articulate the City’s view of 
the potential alignments.  He explained that the ultimate alignment would have a direct relationship to 
other items on the Commission’s work program such as policies related to multi-modal transportation 
and where growth is allocated in the City in the coming years.  As various elements of the 
Comprehensive Plan come before the Commission, they will have an opportunity to consider how the 
City could incentivize, phase or prioritize where growth occurs first.  At some point, their effort might 
result in a subarea plan, which the Commission would be directly involved with.  However, he 
summarized that until the alignment has been decided, it would be premature for the City to alarm 
citizens and do a lot of subarea planning in areas along any anticipated transportation corridor.  He 
indicated that staff would provide updates to the Commission when there is new and useful information 
available regarding the issue.   
 
Town Center Subarea Plan Study Session 
 
Mr. Cohen reviewed that the Planning Commission held a public open house on October 29th to present 
background information, concepts, and recent City actions related to Town Center.  The public was 
invited to share written and oral comments and participate in an electronic voting survey.  Citizens were 
also invited to complete the survey via the City’s website and Facebook Page.  He referred the 
Commission to a summary of public input that has been received to date, as well as a summary of the 
survey data.  He summarized the results as follows: 
 

Page 6



DRAFT 
Shoreline Planning Commission Minutes 

January 7, 2010   Page 5 

 There was a lot of interest, particularly from residents in the adjoining neighborhoods, in creating 
public gathering places, shopping, entertainment and restaurants.   

 82% of the respondents were looking for public event space for concerts, farmers markets, etc. 
 81% said buildings should be taller with more open space on the ground level as opposed to lower 

buildings with less open space on the ground level.  Many people gravitated towards the concept of 
taller buildings of up to six stories high and taller.   

 The majority indicated they would prefer a northwest design theme. 
 Nearly 70% felt that Town Center access should be allowed from Aurora, Linden, Stone and a new 

access road.   
 
Mr. Cohen advised that the Economic Development Advisory Committee (EDAC) also answered 10 of 
the 20 survey questions, and their responses varied from those received from the citizens.  He 
particularly noted the following: 
 
 When asked what the focus of Town Center should be, the EDAC said the focus should be on 

commercial choices and creating jobs, which was quite a bit different than the public’s response.  
Both want more commercial choices in general, but the combination was a bit different between the 
two groups. 

 When ranking services and amenities in Town Center, the EDAC identified shopping first and public 
spaces second, which was opposite of the public’s response.  They indicated that Town Center should 
provide amenities such as plazas, courtyards, outdoor markets, etc., 

 The EDAC indicated that the Town Center should be primarily a mixture of commercial/office and 
residential uses.   

 Both the public and the EDAC strongly disagreed that Town Center should absorb most of the new 
residential growth.  Perhaps staff needs to articulate the question further and present the growth 
targets the City must deal with. 

 The EDAC agreed with the public comment that buildings should be taller with more open space, and 
this should be articulated further in the design workshop.  The EDAC said four-story buildings 
should be allowed, and the public was split.  Some indicated support for three to four-story buildings, 
and others were in favor of six stories and more. 

 While the public voted to discourage traffic impacts to the neighborhoods, the EDAC recommended 
that traffic impacts should be prohibited or restricted.  They seemed to be more stringent about traffic 
impacts into the neighborhoods.   

 The EDAC recommended that vehicular access to Town Center be allowed only from Aurora, and 
the community’s response differed clearly.   

 Both the community and the EDAC agreed that the best way to deal with parking in Town Center is 
to promote underground parking. 

 
Mr. Cohen explained that a public design charrette with the consultant has been tentatively scheduled 
for March 25th, and it would be useful to have a draft vision statement available by that time.  Staff 
believes this would be a good starting point for soliciting ideas from the public.  Because the 
Commission’s work program is full, he suggested a subcommittee be formed to accomplish this task.  
The subcommittee could meet one hour prior to the Commission’s regular meetings, and staff could be 
present to assist.  He suggested the subcommittee present a draft vision statement for the Commission’s 
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consideration no later than March 4th.  He noted that staff is proposing the March 18th meeting be 
cancelled to accommodate the design charrette on March 25th.   
 
Mr. Cohen advised that a vision statement for Town Center would lead into the discussion related to 
design review and standards.  Design review would be an important element of the Town Center 
Subarea Plan, and could be implemented in other locations throughout the City at a later date.  Mr. 
Tovar added that the Mixed Use Zone (MUZ) also makes reference to design review, and additional 
standards related to MUZ would likely result from the upcoming design review discussion.   
 
Vice Chair Perkowski said there appears to be two aspects of the upcoming public design charrette:  
design review and the Town Center Vision.  He questioned which would be the dominant theme of the 
open house discussion.  Mr. Cohen answered that Town Center would be the focus of the meeting, but 
the discussion would result in a template for city-wide design standards.  The vision statement would 
provide an overall view of the community’s preferences.  He noted that the consultants are preparing a 
visual preference survey that would be available at the public meeting, and the Commission would be 
invited to review the draft survey prior to the public meeting.  Vice Chair Perkowski summarized that 
the focus of the public meeting would really be about the design principles and tools associated with 
design review and just a little about Town Center.  Mr. Tovar agreed that inevitably people will be 
thinking about the buildings in Town Center, but they should clarify that the standards could apply to 
commercial areas in other locations of the City at some point in the future.   
 
Commissioner Kuboi asked if the visual preference survey would help define the term “northwest 
design.”  Mr. Cohen said staff would ask the consultants to articulate the term more in the second 
survey.  He said the City would continue with the current on-line survey for a few more months, and it 
would be replaced with the visual preference survey after the workshop the end of March. 
 
Commissioner Kuboi observed that a visual preference survey typically provides two illustrations and 
asks respondents which they prefer.  However, he cautioned that not only is it important to know the 
public’s preferences, but also the point where a particular situation or concept would be absolutely 
unacceptable.  Mr. Tovar explained that the survey would have a five-point reaction to gauge the 
public’s support for a given concept or idea.  He said it would also be important that the images used in 
the visual get to the specific question being asked and not contain extra elements that the public is not 
being asked to respond to.  Mr. Tovar said the consultant has thousands of images to use in the survey 
and significant experience in how to frame the questions so they result in meaningful responses.   
 
Commissioner Broili said he understands why the survey used a 4 point spread of choices, but from an 
analytical point of view, there are really only two answers, you either agree or disagree.  He specifically 
referred to questions 5 and 6 and pointed out that the strongly agree and agree answers combined 
significantly outweighed the combined disagree and strongly disagree answers.  He asked if this was 
considered in the finished analysis.  Mr. Tovar recalled that the Citizen’s Satisfaction Survey that is 
administered every two years shows the breakout of all points, but then the points are aggregated to 
compare the positive responses to the neutral responses.  This process resulted in more information.  As 
a follow up, Vice Chair Perkowski pointed out that 86% of the respondents indicated they were in favor 
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of buildings at a height of three to six stories.  However, some of those respondents could be opposed to 
six stories.   
 
Commissioner Piro observed that in the past, Commission subcommittees have been a successful 
process for accomplishing specific tasks and would be an excellent approach over the next few weeks to 
begin to pull things together for the March design charrette.  Vice Chair Perkowski, Commissioner Piro 
and Commissioner Broili volunteered to participate on the subcommittee.  They agreed to work out a 
meeting schedule as soon as possible.    
 
Tovar referred to Attachment D, which is a slide show of a new program titled, Leadership in Energy 
and Environmental Design for Neighborhood Development (LEED-ND).  The program has been 
administered in a number of neighborhoods and districts across the country.  It assigns points to get to 
the question of whether a neighborhood is being developed in such a way that is exhibiting leadership in 
energy and environmental design.  Some of the criteria, concepts and principles are similar to what the 
City has been talking about for a couple of years, which affirms that the City is on the same track as 
many other jurisdictions.  He said he is not necessarily suggesting the City try to certify the Town 
Center as a LEED-ND neighborhood, but the vision for Town Center would incorporate many of the 
concepts of green building and infrastructure, compact design and complete communities. He felt the 
program would be a useful resource when writing the mission statement. 
 
Commissioner Broili recalled that at the planning conference he attended, the City of Portland put forth 
the concept of eco-districts.  He said he was encouraged by the concept and would hope the City of 
Shoreline could think along those same terms.  Mr. Tovar said Portland’s focus was largely on natural 
systems, water and/or water quality, which is part of the LEED-ND Program, but the program also 
includes the concept of new urbanism, which is walkable, pedestrian-friendly, human-balanced building 
styles for the built environment.  He summarized that the eco-district concept could nest within the 
LEED-ND Program and probably receive the maximum number of points for the environmental aspects 
of the program.   
 
Commissioner Kuboi inquired if there would be some staff discussion on the planned action SEPA 
review.  Mr. Tovar said staff contemplates doing an environmental impact statement for Town Center, 
which would include the elements of the environment that are likely to be impacted as a result of 
adoption of the subarea plan and its implementing regulations.  A major focus of the Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) will likely be transportation impacts, and the City is already in the process of 
updating their transportation model as part of the Transportation Master Plan Update.  This model would 
be the source of much information that will be encapsulated in the EIS for Town Center to identify the 
impacts associated with the built-out scenarios.  The SEPA review would also address the aesthetic 
environment such as visual character, design standards and requirements, bulk controls, etc.  Water 
quality and natural systems are also elements that must be addressed as part of the SEPA requirement.   
 
Mr. Tovar explained that a planned action is an option under State law that some communities have used 
to address all of the impacts as part of a subarea plan and environmental document at the front end.  If 
development proposals are consistent with the requirements of the subarea plan and regulations there 
would be no SEPA requirement, checklist or environmental review because it would have already been 
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done upfront.  This is a tremendous advantage as a development tool.  When the economy recovers, 
investors would likely gravitate to areas where communities are clear on what they want and many of 
the issues have already been resolved.  The City is hoping that Town Center is one of the places in the 
region where investment is ready to occur in the near future.  He emphasized that a planned action 
would require more detail in the SEPA document.  Until recently, the City had counted on money from 
the State to do the planned action work, but they were recently informed that the Governor’s budget cuts 
all grant monies to local jurisdictions for Growth Management Act work.  Staff would prefer the City do 
a more detailed planned action if they can afford to do so.   
 
Planning Commission Structure and Vacancies 
 
Mr. Tovar pointed out that at the next cycle of Commissioner appointments, there will be five vacancies 
on the Commission.  Given the Commission’s full work program, he expressed concern that this could 
result in five new Commissioners working with just four experienced Commissioners.  He cautioned 
that working as a cohesive group takes time and practice and is much more difficult when there are 
numerous new members all at the same time.   
 
Mr. Tovar referred to his research data which identifies the number of members that serve on planning 
commissions in other jurisdictions in the region.  Seven communities surveyed have five-member 
commissions, 44 have seven-member commissions, and only four have nine-member commissions.  In 
talking with the Renton Planning Director, he learned that they originally had a seven-member 
commission, but it was later changed to add two new members to represent areas that were recently 
annexed.  It is their intention eventually to go back to a seven-member commission.   
 
Mr. Tovar said an argument could be made that nine works better than seven but a better argument 
could be made for having seven as opposed to nine.  For example, efficiency is greater with a seven-
member commission.  He said he plans to recommend to the City Council that now would be a good 
time to reduce the size of the Planning Commission to seven members.  He referred to the CURRENTS 
newsletter that includes a page about the Planning Commission, including a picture of the Commission, 
an explanation of their responsibilities, and an invitation for citizens to submit an application to fill the 
vacant Commission positions.   
 
Commissioner Piro agreed with the points made by Mr. Tovar.  While there are occasionally benefits to 
having a nine-member commission, the advantage does tilt towards seven members.  It is an anomaly to 
be in a City where there are more Planning Commissioners than City Councilmembers.  He observed 
that the Commission’s last meeting was lengthy, detailed and complex, and there was an advantage to 
having a smaller group to work through the issues.  He agreed with Mr. Tovar that this is a good 
opportunity to implement the proposed transition.   
 
Commissioner Kuboi asked if any of the other jurisdictions with seven or five-member commissions 
have criteria for particular representation amongst their members.  He questioned if all areas of the City 
would be adequately represented if the number were reduced to seven.  He suggested this should be a 
significant concern of the City Council.  Mr. Tovar said some cities are concerned that all areas are 
represented equally, and other cities are more concerned about the level of expertise that each of the 
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commissioners can provide.  If they go to a seven-member Commission, he agreed the City Council 
would have to give more thought as to what the appropriate mix of members would be.   
 
Commissioner Kaje said his first reaction to the proposal was positive.  He has dealt with enough 
decision-making bodies that he was originally surprised the Commission had nine members.  A seven-
member commission would still allow plenty of voices.  However, he agreed the City Council must 
clearly consider what the appropriate mix of members should be.  He expressed his belief that this is an 
opportune time to make the change because there are a number of Commissioners who must leave.  He 
asked how and when the City Council would make the final decision. Mr. Tovar said the issue has been 
placed on the City Council’s agenda for later in January, and he wanted to solicit feedback from the 
Commissioners before discussing the idea further with the City Council.   
 
Commissioner Behrens said the mixture of members is more important than the number of people.  One 
thing that makes the current Commission work so well together is the mutual respect they have for each 
other.  He would hate to see that go away, regardless of whom and how many are appointed.  The City 
Council needs to make sure they end up with a group of people that can effectively work together.  
While the last meeting was very exhausting, they went through some very complicated information and 
worked well together because they have learned to recognize each others strengths and weaknesses.  He 
hopes this is not lost in whatever changes occur in the future.   
 
Commissioner Pyle said he is one of the members who will depart from the Commission due to time 
constraints.  He agreed with the others that seven would be an appropriate number and would allow 
them to get through projects faster.  If they do go to seven, he suggested they consider adding additional 
bodies, such as a design review board, so that the seven-member Commission is not required to do too 
much.   
 
Commissioner Broili agreed that less is always easier and seven would be an appropriate number.  
However, he stressed the importance of diversity and experience.  They currently have three planners on 
the Commission, which may be too many if they reduce the number to seven.  There should also be 
diversity in terms of geographic areas the members represent.   
 
Mr. Tovar pointed out that some city councils invite the chair of their planning commission to sit in on 
the interviews and share observations afterwards.  The chair knows the dynamics of the Commission, 
and it is important to make sure the chemistry is appropriate so they can work well together.  He 
suggested the Commission make this recommendation to the City Council, and the Commissioners 
concurred.   
 
Commissioner Kaje pointed out that seven of the eight current Commissioners are male.  While they 
work well together, the City Council should keep this in mind when appointing new members.   
 
The Commissioners agreed that they were in support of a recommendation to the City Council that the 
Planning Commission be reduced from nine to seven members.   
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PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
Ken Howe, Shoreline, said he has resided in Shoreline for 30 years, and his home is in the center of the 
Town Center study area.  It is over 90 years old and was built when 184th Street went all the way to 
Aurora Avenue.  He pointed out that a Google search of “City of Shoreline urban center” comes up with 
“Point Wells.”  He suggested there are really two town centers in competition at the moment:  one at 
Point  Wells and another on Aurora Avenue.  He recalled that at the public open house in October, he 
asked the City Council to provide examples of other locations locally or nationwide where successful 
town centers have been created on busy highways.  No models have been provided to date.  The closest 
he could find is Gold Bar on Highway 2 where City Hall and homes are located close to the highway, 
but Shoreline is much larger than Gold Bar.  Mr. Howe expressed concern that none of the 
documentation provided by staff to date includes the history of the Town Center area.  While Shoreline 
has a short history, the community is over 100 years old.  There are reasons why things happened the 
way they did.  He questioned if the City would be identified in the future by Point Wells or by the Town 
Center section of Aurora Avenue.   
 
Mr. Howe also suggested that staff improve their internet explanations.  It is hard to find a timeline on 
Town Center and information about what is really going on.  He questioned where the Town Center 
concept really began.  This information should be easily assessable to people without having to attend 
the meetings. 
 
Commissioner Piro asked Mr. Howe to provide feedback about the City’s new Facebook Page that was 
created by the City to solicit feedback from the public regarding the Town Center Subarea Area Plan.  
Now they are in a new space, perhaps staff could provide a walk through of the Facebook Page at a 
future meeting.  Mr. Cohen said the Facebook Page was posted in October.  While it took a while to 
catch on, they now have 29 friends.  It is getting to the point where it might be good to collect the 
comments and put them in a format that could be reviewed by the Commission.   
 
Mr. Tovar said he has been attending planning conferences for decades and he has always asked for 
templates for retrofitting major arterials or state highways into mixed use commercial districts.  While 
there are thousands of these situations in the country, he has never seen a good template that addresses 
all of the issues.  He suggested that perhaps the City could create a template that others will look to in 
the future.  He cautioned that Town Center would not be a downtown Edmonds or Woodinville, etc.  
But they must determine what type of development they want to encourage or require to make the space 
as good as it can be.  This is an exercise of defining success rather than replicating another location in 
the country.   
 
Commissioner Pyle said Lake City is an example of a place that has changed significantly in recent 
years.  It is located on a significant arterial, with similar building forms as on Aurora Avenue.  Some 
key developments dramatically changed the area that is viewed as Lake City’s downtown.  This is an 
example of a high-volume roadway that was transformed into a more walkable community. 
 
Mr. Tovar said Mile 1 of Aurora looks different than other stretches of Highway 99 in the state, and 
Mile 2 will look even better.  The project starts next week, and the east half should be done by the end 
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of the summer.  This will be a major feature of the Town Center area.  Mr. Cohen agreed with Mr. Tovar 
that there are no exceptional examples. There are some intriguing examples that are similar to Shoreline, 
and staff would attempt to identify various aspects of each that might be appropriate for Shoreline.   
 
Commissioner Broili cautioned that the Commission has been charged with making decisions about the 
future of Shoreline without really knowing what the future is.  They must make the best decisions they 
can based on present information.  Commissioner Kuboi agreed that they don’t necessarily know how 
the plan will play out.  However, they need to focus more on aspects of the project that will end up 
drawing people to the area.  It doesn’t matter what the built environment looks like if there are not 
people present to enjoy it.  Mr. Cohen agreed that urban planners and architects can be overly concerned 
about the physical environment, but that is not significant unless they can draw people to the area to 
enjoy it.  Commissioner Broili disagreed.  He recalled a representative from Cascade Alliance suggested 
that if development is done right, people will come.  On the other hand, if you build something that is 
ugly and there are no jobs, nobody will come.  What it looks like and how it functions is important, and 
it is also important that the development be user friendly.  Commissioner Pyle said he frequently visits 
Sammamish, where they have a skate park built into City Hall.  The number of people who come to use 
the facility is astonishing.  This is an example of if you build the right thing, people will come.   
 
Vice Chair Perkowski referred to the upcoming public design charrette. He cautioned that if staff 
provides three photographs of different northwest development styles and people are invited identify 
which they like best, they will choose one of the three.  However, they might like some other style even 
better.  They should keep an open mind and be creative rather than just focusing on one specific style.  
Mr. Cohen reminded the Commission that they will have an opportunity to review the draft survey in 
February before it is presented to the public. 
 
DIRECTOR’S REPORT 
 
Mr. Tovar pointed out that by the end of March, at least three of the current Commissioners will be 
gone.  That is one of the reasons staff would like to finish the vision work and the initial design piece for 
Town Center as soon as possible.   
 
Mr. Cohn announced that the CRISTA Master Development Plan Permit Application would come 
before the Commission on January 21st, and staff anticipates this will consume the entire agenda.  The 
Southeast Neighborhoods Subarea Plan is scheduled to come before the Commission on February 4th.  
At this time, there are no agenda items scheduled for February 18th because staff anticipates the 
CRISTA Master Development Plan and the Southeast Neighborhoods Subarea Plan would likely be 
continued to that date.   
 
Mr. Cohn advised that at their first meeting in March, the Commission would have a general discussion 
about a potential definition for the term “compatibility,” which will also come up as the Commission 
talks about design.  Another miscellaneous development code amendment has also been scheduled for 
that meeting.  The March 18th meeting agenda is vacant at this time, and the meeting might be cancelled 
to accommodate the design charrette that is scheduled for the next week.  The new Planning 
Commissioners would be welcomed at the first meeting in April, and the Commission would also 
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discuss their upcoming joint meeting with the City Council on April 12th.  A joint meeting with the 
Parks Board has been scheduled for April 22nd.  The April 15th meeting may be cancelled.  The items 
currently scheduled on April 15th could be moved to May 6th.  He summarized that staff’s goal is to 
finish as much as possible with the current Commissioners on board before moving on to other projects. 
 
Commissioner Broili suggested that it would be appropriate to have a Commission retreat after the new 
Commissioners have been appointed.  He also noted that the Commission has gone through a lot of 
discussion regarding the tree regulations.  He was discouraged to see that continued discussion would 
not take place until later in the year when there are new members of the Commission.  He cautioned that 
it would take some time for them to catch up on what has already been discussed.  
 
UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
 
Recommended Subarea Plan Text for Point Wells 
 
Mr. Cohn said staff reviewed the minutes and tape of the last meeting to guide them as they 
reconstructed the Point Wells Subarea Plan as per the Commission’s direction on December 10th.  They 
believe they have captured all of the changes, and the new draft represents the Commission’s current 
position.  He invited the Commission to provide their final comments so the document could finalized 
and forwarded to the City Council.   
 
Commissioner Piro commended staff for their effort to update the language as per the Commission’s 
direction.  The updated language does a superb job of reflecting the Commission’s recommendation.  He 
noted that in the middle of Page 73, Point Wells needs to be capitalized.   
 
Commissioner Behrens said he carefully read through the draft three times, and did not find anything in 
conflict with what was decided by the Commission on December 10th.  He recommended the 
Commission forward the document to the City Council.  
 
Commissioner Kaje complimented the five Commissioners who were present on December 10th.  He 
also commended staff for their effort to update the document, which makes sense and is internally 
consistent.  He noted that at the top of Page 74, “a mount” should be changed to “amount.”  Also, while 
the term “large, woody debris” means something to those that deal a lot with local planning, salmon 
recovery and water quality, a better term would be “driftwood.”   
 
The Commission agreed to move the document forward to the City Council, with the changes noted by 
Commissioner Piro and Commissioner Kaje.   
 
NEW BUSINESS 
 
2010 Comprehensive Plan Amendment Docket 
 
Mr. Cohn referred the Commission to the draft 2010 Comprehensive Plan Amendment Docket that was 
provided to each of the Commissioners.  He reminded the Commission that the Growth Management 
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Act requires the City Council to establish a docket (list) of Comprehensive Plan amendments that would 
be considered during the following year.  The purpose of the list is to make sure the City looks at the 
cumulative impacts of the proposed Comprehensive Plan amendments and that the public knows what is 
being proposed.  Each of the amendments would be presented to the Commission throughout 2010.  
Their recommendations would be forwarded to the City Council who would take action by the end of 
2010.  He reviewed each of the proposed amendments as follows:   
 
1. Revise and update Introductory Chapter. 
2. Add additional language about the Ballinger neighborhood in various parts of the Comprehensive 

Plan. 
3. Adopt Point Wells Subarea Plan. 
4. Modify the definition of the Mixed Use Comprehensive Plan designation to remove reference to 

Point Wells. 
5. Modify the Land Use Map to reflect recent public ownership of parks and open space parcels and re-

designate them as “Public Open Space”. 
6. Remove all references to “Regional Business zone (RB)” and replace with “Mixed Use Zone 

(MUZ)”. 
7. Remove all references to “appropriate zoning designations” in the Comprehensive Plan designation 

descriptions. 
8. Update Shoreline Master Program Element Goals & Policies, and Appendix 2 (1998 Shoreline 

Master Program Goals and Polices) and Appendix 3 (Shoreline Master Program Update Strategy). 
9. Adopt Town Center Subarea Plan and remove Appendix 5 (Framework Policies for the Town Center 

Subarea Plan). 
10. Adopt Southeast Neighborhoods Subarea Plan. 
11. Modify text in LU43 regarding the Public Health Lab to change it to a 12 acre site. 
12. Modify or delete Land Use Policy 17, 18 and 19. 
13.  Modify or add (as appropriate) policies in the Urban Design Element. 
 
REPORTS OF COMMITTEES AND COMMISSIONERS/ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 
None of the Commissioners provided reports during this portion of the meeting.   
 
AGENDA FOR THE NEXT MEETING 
 
Mr. Cohn reminded the Commission that the January 21st agenda would include a public hearing on the 
CRISTA Master Development Plan permit application, and staff anticipates the Commission would 
receive a fairly large packet.  He noted that staff has received a lot of public comments regarding the 
application, and they anticipate a large number of people would attend the hearing.  He said staff would 
do their best to get the information to the Commissioners as early as possible.   
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 9:02 P.M. 
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CITY OF SHORELINE 
STAFF REPORT TO PLANNING COMMISSION 

 
INTIAL FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATION 

 
 
 

PROJECT INFORMATION SUMMARY 
 
Project Description: Master Development Plan Permit (“MDPP”) to guide the future 
development of CRISTA’S Campus over the next 20 years. 
Project File Number: 201713 
Project Address: 19303 Fremont Avenue North 
Property Owner: CRISTA Ministries 
Staff Recommendation: Approval with conditions 
 

 
FINDINGS OF FACT 

 
A. Current Development 

 
1. The subject parcel is generally located at 19303 Fremont Avenue North. 
 
2. The CRISTA Campus is approximately 57 acres and is developed with schools, 

assisted senior care residential units, independent senior living residential units, 
broadcasting, and administrative offices for the CRISTA organization.  The site is 
zoned CRISTA Campus Zone (CCZ) and has a Comprehensive Plan Land Use 
designation of Campus.  

 
3.  The first buildings on-site were constructed in 1913 (see history section below). 

 
4. CRISTA has been at this location since 1949. 

 
5. The campus currently houses 525 senior units (assisted living/nursing/and senior 

housing), approximately 1,200 students (elementary, Jr. High, and high school), 
and 840 employees. 

 
6. The site is surrounded by low-density single-family homes zoned Residential-6 

units per acre (R-6).  
 

7. There are 13 different access points to the CRISTA Campus, including Fremont 
Avenue North, North 195th Street, Dayton Avenue North, Greenwood Avenue 
North, 1st Avenue NW, and North 190th Street.  

 
8. There are existing sidewalks on Dayton Avenue North and North 195th Street 

adjacent to CRISTA’S elementary school.  
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9. CRISTA originally submitted for the Master Plan on January 30, 2008 prior to the 
City’s major update of the master planning process.  

 
10. On December 8, 2008, the City Council adopted Ordinance No. 507, which 

changed the Comprehensive Plan Land Use designation on these sites from 
Single-family Institution to Campus and rezoned all institutional sites (CRISTA, 
Shoreline Community College, Fircrest, and the Public Health Lab). 

 
11. CRISTA submitted additional information on March 6, 2009 based on the revised 

requirements of Ordinance 507.   
 

 
 

B. Comprehensive Plan Land Use Designations. 
 

12. The City Council changed the Comprehensive Plan Land Use Designation for this 
site on December 8, 2008 under Ordinance No. 507. The site is designated 
Campus in the Comprehensive Plan.   All adjacent parcels have a Comprehensive 
Plan Land Use designation of Low Density Residential except the City of Seattle 
water towers which are designated Public Facility.  See Attachment 1 
(Comprehensive Plan Map). 

 
C. Current Zoning and Uses 

 
13. CRISTA Campus is zoned CRISTA Campus Zone (CCZ). All adjacent parcels 

are zoned R-6 and developed with single-family homes except the City of Seattle 
water towers that are zoned Public Facility. See Attachment 2 (Zoning Map).  

 
14. Uses on the CRISTA Campus include childcare, K-12 schools with related 

activities, independent senior housing, senior assisted living, nursing care, 
broadcasting, administrative offices, and various accessory uses including special 
events such as charity walks/runs.  

 
D. History of the CRISTA Campus 

 
15. The Firlands Tuberculosis Sanatorium was opened in 1911 and patients were 

admitted into eight temporary buildings. In 1913, the administration building and 
hospital (now the High School) were constructed. The administration building and 
high school are the two biggest Tudor style buildings on the campus and generally 
the most notable for their unique architecture.  

 
 The power house was constructed in 1913 and was detailed to evoke a castle. 

 
 The green house was constructed in 1913 and no longer exists. 
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 In 1920, Sylvan Hall was constructed. This building does not have the brick 
work like the hospital and administration building. 

 
 Also in 1920, a summerhouse was constructed. This building no longer exists. 

 
 The fire house was constructed in 1921. 

 
 Ward C (the Ambassador Apartments) was constructed in 1929. The building 

has been modified extensively throughout the years. 
 

 The junior high school was constructed in the 1930’s. This building continues 
to house students. 

 
 The Firland Sanatorium moved to the Fircrest Campus in 1947.   

 
16. King’s Garden (later renamed CRISTA) moved to the site in 1949. 

 
 The elementary school was built in 1955 as part of the Shoreline School 

District. CRISTA assumed ownership in the 1980’s and continues to operate 
the elementary school. 

 
 CRISTA broadcasting and radio tower - 1959. 

 
 Cristwood senior housing complex was built in 1984. 

 
 CRISTA radio tower rebuilt in the mid-1980’s (current tower on-site). 

 
 Cristwood senior activity building was built 1988. 

 
 King’s Garden Gym was constructed in 1996. 

 
 Arbor deli and greenhouse were both constructed in 1997. 

 
 Chestnut Court senior living was built in 1998. 

 
 CRISTA added a new elementary school building in 2000. 

 
 

E. CRISTA’S MDPP Proposal 
 

17. The applicant has applied for an MDPP under SMC 20.30.353 to guide the future 
growth of the campus over the next 20 years. The MDPP is attached as 
Attachment 3.   The building depictions on the MDPP do not represent the 
proposed footprint; the building footprint/building standards are set forth as text 
within the building depictions in the MDPP.  Further, pages C1-C8 are not 
considered as part of the MDPP; these are conceptual drainage and utility plans 
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which will be required at the building permit stage. A summary of CRISTA’S 
MDPP proposal is set forth below. 

 
18. The existing uses will continue.  However, the buildings housing these uses would 

be remodeled, replaced, or demolished. In addition to new buildings, CRISTA has 
proposed a new athletic practice field in the southwest portion of the site. 

 
19. The MDPP has been presented in three phases: 1-5 years, 5-10 years, and 10-20 

years. See MDPP pages A5-5 through A10-15 
 

20. Projects proposed in the first 5 years include: 
 

New practice field in the southwest portion of the site adjacent to 1st 
Avenue NW. In order to have a flat, usable space for sporting activities, 
a vacant home on CRISTA’S campus would be demolished and trees 
would be cleared.  This area has historically been free of activity except 
for two vacant houses that were used by CRISTA as rental housing;  

New Cristwood Park North independent senior housing building 
replaces Cristwood activity center and revise the parking and circulation 
pattern around Cristwood;  

Relocate Cristwood hobby shop to the other side of Cristwood Drive;  
New senior building east of the stadium to replace the Crest senior 

apartments, Oaktree Court assisted living, E-wing for nursing center, 
and Ambassador Apartments (also included in years 10-15);  

New 3,500 square foot office on east side of King’s Garden Drive;  
New senior housing on the east side of King’s Garden Drive to replace 

the Royal apartments and garages, Intercristo buildings, the broadcast 
buildings and the women’s ministries buildings; 

New King’s jr. high will replace the old King’s junior high school;  
New addition to existing King’s Garden Gym;  
New math/science building will replace secondary portables 1 and 2;  
New greenhouse will replace the existing greenhouse; 
Science buildings 1, 2, and 3 will be demolished and replaced by a new 

parking area; 
Schirmer storage will be demolished without replacement. 
 

21. Projects proposed in years 5-10 include: 
 

Performing arts building will replace the Castle children center, bus 
garage, and service station that would be demolished; 

Skilled nursing facility will replace the Castle infant center, grounds 
building, and a portion of open space on the corner of N.190th Street and 
Fremont Avenue; 

New senior housing on the west side of King’s Garden Drive will 
replace senior community administration building, transmission 

Agenda Item 7.a

Page 20



 5

buildings for radio tower (tower will not move), Sylvan Hall, Popular 
Court, Vernon Martin Deli, Vivian Martin Community Center; 

Early childhood center on the elementary school site; 
Schirmer Auditorium and King’s music building will be demolished for 

plaza areas. 
 

22. Projects proposed in years 10-20 include: 
 

Chestnut Court will be converted from assisted living to independent 
living and; 

Elementary School will be completely rebuilt and includes new play 
areas, open spaces, circulation, and landscaping areas. 

 
Proposed development standards 
 
23. SMC 20.30.353(D) sets forth development standards for MDPPs and provides 

that the standards may be modified to mitigate significant off-site impacts of 
implementing the master development plan in a manner equal or greater to the 
code standards.  CRISTA has proposed the following development standards: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

  
24. Sheets A3-P and A4-P proposed maximum development thresholds for new 

senior living buildings and new school buildings. If approved, these will become 
the development standards that building permit applications will comply with. For 
example, on sheet A3-P, CRISTA labels the Skilled Nursing Facility/Assisted 
Living Facility as 2-stories, 160 unit, 65,000 square foot footprint, and 130,000 
square foot total building size. This would be the maximum building envelope 
authorized by the MDPP. 

 

DEVELOPMENT 
STANDARD 

Max allowed by SMC 
20.30.353(D) 

Proposed by Applicant 
in MDPP 

 
Front, side, and rear yard 
setbacks from right-of-
way 

None specified; City 
Council can determine 

10’  

Front, side, and rear yard 
setbacks from R-6 Zones

20’ at 35’ height, 2:1 
stepback ratio up to 65’ 

30’ 

Max. Building Coverage None specified; City 
Council can determine 

70% 

Max. Impervious 
Surface 

None specified; City 
Council can determine 

85% 

Height 65’ 65’ 
Density (residential 
development) 

48 dwellings per acre 12 dwellings per acre 

Total Units (potential) 2,736 630 
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25. Density: CRISTA proposes to add more independent senior units and reduce 
assisted living units in the MDPP. Currently, CRISTA has 277 independent senior 
units and 248 assisted living units.  In the MDPP, CRISTA proposes 475 
independent senior housing units and 155 nursing and assisted living units.  
Overall, the total number of senior units would increase by 104 units over the 20 
year MDPP. 

 
26. Traffic Analysis:  CRISTA incorporated a traffic mitigation plan in its MDPP; 

the traffic analysis is set forth in Attachment 4.  
 

27. Stormwater and Impervious Areas:   CRISTA submitted conceptual 
stormwater plans to demonstrate compliance with the City’s stormwater 
requirements. Currently, the site is 40% impervious area. The proposed master 
plan would increase the impervious area to approximately 49%.  

 
28. Retention of Significant Trees.  CRISTA has provided an inventory of all 

significant trees on the site.  Sheets TR1 and TR2 of the MDPP proposal show 
approximately 1,337 significant trees spread among 57 acres.  CRISTA proposes 
to retain 66% of the significant trees on-site.  

 
29. Sign Standards:  As part of its MDPP proposal, CRISTA proposes installation of 

on-site signage.  Attachment 5 details the proposed signage regulations. 
 

30. SEPA Mitigations:  
 

The State Environmental Protection Act (SEPA) requires projects of this 
magnitude to analyze all potential environmental impacts generated by the 
proposal. The City reviewed the expanded SEPA checklist prepared by the 
applicant and determined that implementation of the MDPP will not result in 
significant environmental impacts if the conditions established in the MDNS are 
implemented.   

 
Based on CRISTA’S MDPP proposal, the SEPA Responsible Official issued a 
Mitigated Determination of Nonsignificance (MDNS) for the MDPP proposal.  
Thus, the MDPP proposal must include the following SEPA mitigations:   

 
a. To further mitigate traffic impacts, CRISTA shall: 

 
 Limit the number of students (pre-school, elementary, junior and high 

school) to 1,610. City staff will verify enrollment with CRISTA after 
every 5 year phasing schedule. Staff may approve an increase of up to 
10% in the enrollment cap, provided that the increase does not result in 
any new or expanded school facilities, and traffic impact analysis is 
provided to determine whether additional traffic mitigation measures are 
warranted by the increase.  
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 Limit the amount of independent senior housing to 475 units. Total senior 
housing shall be limited to 630 units.  

 Review its Transportation Management Plan (TMP) and modify as needed 
to encourage alternate modes of travel and reduce the project’s impacts on 
the adjacent roadways and intersections. 

 Construct improvements to existing pedestrian facilities internal to the site 
to further promote non-vehicular travel to the site from the surrounding 
areas. 

 Develop a traffic control plan for special events including sporting, 
theatre, and performing arts, to be approved by the City of Shoreline. 
Utilize temporary traffic control as needed during these events to meet the 
conditions of the plan.   

 Install the following roadway modifications: 
 

o N 195th St – Widen the roadway to accommodate a Two-Way Left-
Turn Lane (TWLTL) between Greenwood Ave N and Fremont 
Ave N.  In order to properly transition to the TWLTL, an 
eastbound left-turn pocket will be required at Greenwood Ave N/N 
195th St, and a westbound left turn pocket at Fremont Ave N/N 
195th St.  The TWLTL will consist of two 11ft wide lanes and an 
11ft wide center turn lane. Projects that will trigger the required 
roadway modifications: King’s Junior High, Early Childhood 
Center, Great Hall or Elementary School. 

o Fremont Ave N/N 195th St – left turn pockets will be required in all 
directions at this intersection.  Projects that will trigger the 
required roadway modifications: Residential Living on King’s 
Garden Drive North, King’s Junior High, Early Childhood Center, 
Great Hall, Elementary School, or Residential Living on King’s 
Garden Drive South. 

o Fremont Ave N/N 190th St – N 190th St shall be widened to 
accommodate three lanes: an eastbound left turn & thru lane, an 
eastbound right turn lane, and a westbound lane. Projects that will 
trigger the required roadway modifications: New Practice Field, 
Cristwood Park North, or Skilled Nursing Facility. 

 
 Upon issuance of the first building permit under the Master Development 

Plan, CRISTA shall contribute to the City $20,000 to fund the 
implementation of other traffic calming measures not listed above as 
approved by City staff to be used in the Hillwood neighborhood. These 
funds will be used by the City of Shoreline to build traffic control devices 
to help manage any unanticipated traffic problems on local streets in the 
Hillwood neighborhood area during the CRISTA campus master plan 
implementation.  Traffic control devices can include speed tables, traffic 
circles, or stationary radar signs. Any funds unused after 6 years after the 
final building permit is issued would be returned to CRISTA. 
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b. To mitigate potential unreasonable impacts to wildlife, a professional in 
wildlife biology shall submit a report prior to the issuance of a clearing and 
grading permit for the proposed practice field. The report must address 
expected impacts to wildlife during construction of and after completion of 
the proposed practice fields; implementation of any recommendations will be 
a condition of the clearing and grading permit. 

 
c. To mitigate impacts to historical buildings: 

 
 CRISTA shall nominate the exterior of the High School and 

Administration Building for Landmark status through the State Register of 
Historical Places.  

 
 For structures identified in the Shoreline Historic Inventory List that are 

being modified/replaced; the applicant shall work with the Shoreline 
Historical Museum and King County’s Historic Preservation Officer to 
implement a program that includes signage, photos, and narratives on the 
historical value of the property. The interpretive signage shall be 
accessible from the public sidewalk. The program must be approved 
before issuance of a permit involving structures listed on the Shoreline 
Historic Inventory list. In addition, substantial documentation should be 
done, using the standards and guidelines of the Historic American 
Building Survey (photos, plans and written history using archival stable 
media) for buildings proposed to be demolished and/or modified.  

 
d. To mitigate noise and aesthetic impacts: 

 A landscape buffer and/or sound barrier wall between the street and 
proposed practice field is required and design of the buffer/barrier shall be 
reviewed between the neighbors to the west, CRISTA and City Staff, with 
ultimate approval authority vested in the City. The height and design for 
the buffer and sound barrier wall must be approved by the City before any 
permits for the field can be issued.  

 The practice field shall not include lights, large bleachers (defined as 
seating for more than 80 people), PA systems, signage, or public entrances 
from 1st Avenue NW. If internal access to the field (between the proposed 
field and Mike Martin Gym) is not ADA accessible, CRISTA must 
provide ADA accessible parking near the practice field from 1st Ave NW.  

 
e. To mitigate impacts to air and soil quality, a qualified professional in the field 

of hazardous materials shall inspect any building or buildings proposed to be 
remodeled or demolished. Results of the inspection and any recommended 
mitigating conditions must be submitted to the City prior to issuance of any 
demolition or building permits.    
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F. Procedural Compliance 
 
31. Staff analysis of the proposed Master Development Plan Permit includes 

information submitted in a pre-application meeting on December 17, 2008, an 
Early Community Input Meeting on January 29, 2009, a neighborhood meeting 
conducted on February 19, 2009, public comment letters, traffic report, site visits, 
and the Hillwood Neighborhood Association meeting of April 20, 2009.   

 
32. A Public Notice of Application (NOA) was posted on 4-foot by 4-foot signs on all 

sides of the property facing a public right-of-way, mailed to all residents within 
1000 feet of the campus, and advertised in the Seattle Times on November 19, 
2009. 

 
33. A Public Notice of Hearing was also posted, mailed and advertised in the same 

manner as above on December 22, 2009.  
 

Public Comment 
 

34. More than 90 comment letters were received during the comment period (some 
commenters have sent multiple letters/emails). Public comment was requested 
three times (once during the NOA in May 1, 2008, again on March 26, 2009, and 
finally on November 19, 2009), all of the comments are included.  
See Attachment 6. 

 
35. The public comment letters identified common issues about the CRISTA MDPP 

proposal. Common issues are drainage, trees, practice field, historical 
preservation, traffic, and other miscellaneous topics. 

 
Drainage: Public comments addressed increased surface parking lots, flooding of 
adjacent streets, and requiring low-impact development techniques. 

 
Practice field: Public comments addressed noise impacts from activities on the 
field; loss of trees to build the field; limit hours of use, limit use to CRISTA 
students only, no lights or bleachers or loudspeakers, no signs, build a sound 
barrier wall, limit size of field.  
 
Trees: Public comments addressed concern about loss of trees and loss of wildlife 
habitat.  

 
Historical Preservation: Public comments addressed significant buildings should 
be nominated for landmark status. 
 
Traffic: Public comments addressed that the traffic report should consider the 
cumulative impacts from Point Wells, CRISTA and Town Center; CRISTA does 
not contribute money to maintain City streets; traffic from CRISTA is already 
significant; traffic from special events; traffic from buses; new entry to early 
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childhood center from Greenwood Ave N; CRISTA should not be allowed to 
access local streets; and CRISTA should build an entrance from Richmond Beach 
Road. 
 
Other topics: Potentially hazardous dust from demolition; history of bad relations 
between CRISTA and the surrounding neighborhood; CRISTA takes without 
giving back to the community; CRISTA does not pay taxes; CRISTA does not 
honor past agreements; and CRISTA has outgrown its campus.   
 

SEPA Compliance 
 

36. Planning and Development Services issued a MDNS on December 22, 2009. 
 
37. No administrative appeal is available.  

 
38. The MDPP may be appealed to Superior Court after the City Council takes action.  

 
39. An open record public hearing is being held by the Planning Commission on 

January 21, 2010. 
 

ANALYSIS OF THE MDPP CRITERIA 
 

The purpose of the Master Development Plan is to define the development of 
property zoned campus or essential public facilities in order to serve its users, 
promote compatibility with neighboring areas and benefit the community with 
flexibility and innovation.  

 
Master Development Plan Permit Criteria 

 
Criteria # 1. Is the project designated as either campus or essential public facility in 
the Comprehensive Plan and Development Code and is it consistent with goals and 
policies of the Comprehensive Plan? 

 
1. CRISTA is designated as CRISTA Campus Zone (CCZ). The MDPP proposal is 

consistent with the applicable MDPP policy of the Comprehensive Plan (Land 
Use Policy 43), which states:  

 
LU43: The Campus land use designation applies to four institutions within the 
community that serve a regional clientele on a large campus. Existing uses in 
these areas shall constitute allowed uses in the City’s Development Code. If 
development of any new use or uses is proposed on a site that is designated 
Campus, an amendment to the Comprehensive Plan and Development Code will 
be required. All development within the Campus Land Use shall be governed by 
a Master Development Plan. 
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These areas include: 
 
1. CRISTA Ministries Campus: CRISTA Ministries is an approximately 55 
acre campus that provides such services and uses as education, senior care 
and housing, broadcasting, headquarters for humanitarian missions, relief 
and aid to those in need and specialized camps. Although the services that 
are provided are not public, the campus provides housing for nearly 700 
Senior citizens and education for 1,200 Pre-K to High School students. 
 
Existing uses in these areas as of Ordinance #507 Adoption Date shall constitute 
allowed uses in the City’s development code. If development of any new use is 
proposed on a site that is designated Campus Land Use, an amendment 
to the Comprehensive Plan and the Development Code will be required. 

 
Criteria #2. Does the master development plan include a general phasing timeline of 
development and associated mitigation? 
  
2. A general phasing timeline is provided in the MDPP proposal.  CRISTA has 

developed their plan to occur over a 15-20 year period. The majority of the work 
is demolition and replacement of aging facilities. The Master Plan has been 
broken up into 5 year phasing schedules on the following sheets of the CRISTA 
Campus Master Plan: A5-5 through Al0-15.  

 
3. The MDPP proposal does include associated mitigation for the development.  

Staff has also proposed additional mitigations.  Most of the mitigations will be 
completed before the first building permit may be issued. Some mitigation is 
based on specific development projects.  Specific mitigations are set forth under 
the appropriate criterion that follows.  
 
a. The MDPP proposes a 15-20 year phasing plan for student and resident 
populations: 

 
 Existing 5 Years 10 

Years 
15 

Years 
Total  Change  

Schools       
Jr High 250 250 250 250 250 0 
Senior 
High 

500 500 500 500 500 0 

Elementary 720 720 720 720 720 0 
Early 

Childhood 
100 100 100 140 140 Increase 

by 40 
Totals 1,570 1,570 1,570 1,610 1,610 Increase 

by 40 
       

Senior 
Living 
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Cristwood 199 Add 64   263 Increase 
by 64 

CRISTA 78 Demo 78  
Add 96 

Add 92 Add 18 206 Increase 
by 128 

Assisted 
Living 

81 Demo 30 Demo 
16 Add 

70 

Demo 
35 

70 Decrease 
by 11 

Skilled 
Nursing 

167 Demo 53 Add 90 Demo 
114 

90 Decrease 
by 77 

Totals 525    629 Increase 
by 104 

 
Note: Counts are based on space capacity 
         School enrollment is 80% of capacity 
         Senior living census is closer to 95% occupancy 
 

Criteria #3. Does the master development plan meet or exceeds the current regulations 
for critical areas (if critical areas are present)?. 

  
4. CRISTA’S MDPP proposal, as amended, complies with the adopted critical area 

regulations. CRISTA’s MDPP identifies landslide hazard areas, including some 
greater than 40% – see Slope Map Exhibit sheet SL1 and SL2. Any proposed 
development in the MDPP will be evaluated at the building permit stage.  For 
compliance with Chapter 20.80 SMC.  

 
5. CRISTA has identified a piped watercourse on sheet SA1 of the Master Plan.  

This piped watercourse is not a stream segment and is not regulated in Chapter 
20.80 of the SMC. 

 
Criteria # 4. Does the proposed development use innovative, aesthetic, energy efficient 
and environmentally sustainable architecture and site design (including low impact 
development stormwater systems and substantial tree retention) to mitigate impacts to 
the surrounding neighborhoods?  

 
6. The MDPP proposal requires that future development on the CRISTA campus be 

guided by sustainable design and construction practices. CRISTA intends to 
employ sustainable practices to steer design, construction, and site development 
toward not only energy efficiency, but also community development. 

 
7. The MDPP proposal shows storm drainage flow control and water quality 

treatment measures in its Level 1 Downstream Analysis.  The Analysis 
recommends other measures in developing final drainage concepts for the MDPP 
including: 
 
• Using pervious concrete for new plaza areas and other internal hardscapes; 
• Using downspout infiltration systems if soil conditions support their feasibility; 
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• Providing downspout dispersion systems where feasible; and 
• Providing downspout perforated sub-out connections to the conveyance system. 
 
The Level l Downstream Analysis also recommends that low impact design 
should be employed to reduce stormwater quantities and quality impacts where 
these design concepts could include but are not limited to: 
 
• Maximizing retention of native forest cover and restoring disturbed vegetation to 

intercept, evaporate, and transpire precipitation; 
• Preserving permeable, native soil and enhance disturbed soils to store and 

infiltrate stormwater; 
• Retaining and incorporating topographic features that slow, store, and infiltrate 

stormwater; 
• Minimizing total impervious area and eliminate effective impervious surfaces; 

and  
• Utilizing a multidisciplinary approach that incorporates planners, engineers, 

landscape architects, and architects at the initial phase of the project. 
 

8. The MDPP proposal retains 66% of the significant trees on-site. By retaining 66% 
of the significant trees, CRISTA would more than double the amount of 
significant tree retention currently required by the SMC 20.50.290-.370. 

 
9. The MDPP proposes that tree replacement ratios shall be 1:1 with replacement 

trees being at least 8 feet high for evergreen trees and 3-inch caliper for deciduous 
trees.  

 
10. To further ensure adequate tree replacement is met and to ensure that City-wide 

tree canopy is maintained even though the replacement trees may not be on 
CRISTA’S property, staff recommends the following mitigation be added to the 
MDPP:   

 
(a) If the applicant can demonstrate to the Director that it is unreasonable to 

accommodate all replacement trees on-site, the applicant shall establish 
an assignment of funds or fee program for the City to draw from for 
either replacing trees throughout the City or maintenance of existing trees 
on City owned property or right-of-way. The fee value shall be based on a 
nursery cost estimate for materials plus 15% for a mobilization fee plus 
25% for a performance guarantee.  

 
11. To further mitigate impacts to Fremont Avenue North, staff recommends the 

following mitigation be added to the MDPP (by saving these significant trees, a 
new building in this area will be less of an impact because these trees will act 
as a screen along Fremont Ave N.): 

 
(a) All significant trees with trunks located within 60 feet from the Fremont 

Avenue right-of-way line, north of 190th Street and south of King’s 
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Garden Drive, shall be retained and enhanced with understory. The 
understory shall consist of drought tolerant vegetation native to the area. 
Understory vegetation shall be planted in areas that do not disturb the 
critical root zone of the significant trees in this area.  

 
12. To further mitigate impacts to the surrounding neighborhood, staff recommends 

changes to the following table: 
 

 
 
13. To further ensure criteria #4 is met, staff recommends the following mitigation be 

added to the MDPP: 
 New structures must meet King County’s Built Green 3-star rating or, 

at a minimum, an equivalent rating.  
 

Criteria # 5. Is there both sufficient capacity and infrastructure (e.g., roads, 
sidewalks, bike lanes) in the transportation system (motorized and nonmotorized) to 
safely support the development proposed in all future phases or will there be 
adequate capacity and infrastructure by the time each phase of development is 
completed? If capacity or infrastructure must be increased to support the proposed 
master development plan, has  the applicant identified a plan for funding their 
proportionate share of the improvements? 

 
14. CRISTA’S Transportation Impacts Analysis submitted with the MDPP identifies 

project impacts and potential mitigation measures.  Staff recommends additional 
traffic and pedestrian mitigations.  The City Traffic Engineer has determined that, 

DEVELOPMENT 
STANDARD 

Max allowed by SMC 
20.30.353(D) 

Proposed by 
Applicant in 

MDPP 
 

Staff 
Recommendation

Front, side, and rear 
yard setbacks from 
right-of-way 

None specified; City 
Council can determine 

10’  20’ 

Front, side, and rear 
yard setbacks from 
R-6 Zones 

20’ at 35’ height, 2:1 
stepback ratio up to 

65’ 

30’ 20’ 

Max. Building 
Coverage 

None specified; City 
Council can determine 

70% 50% 

Max. Impervious 
Surface 

None specified; City 
Council can determine 

85% 50% 

Height 65’ 65’ 65’ 
Density (residential 
development) 

48 du/ac 12 du/ac 12 du/ac 

Total Units 
(potential) 

2,736 630 630 
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with mitigations suggested by the applicant and staff, the MDPP will not 
overburden Shoreline’s transportation system.  

 
15. CRISTA will be responsible for funding all required mitigations before a building 

permit may be issued (please refer to sidewalk triggers in MDPP conditions and 
roadway improvement triggers in SEPA mitigations). 

 

16. CRISTA’S MDPP proposal sets forth the following sidewalk mitigations, which 
have been refined by staff.  Sidewalk improvements are implemented based on 
the project.  These proposed internal sidewalks and trails will supplement the 
existing pedestrian activity and safety on the site and for all phases of the project. 
Design and placement of the sidewalk will be determined by the Public Works 
Department. 

The list of mitigations and project triggers are:   

 The entire length of N. 190th Street between Fremont Ave to Cristwood 
Park Drive (triggers: New Practice Field, Cristwood Park North, 
Residential Living on CRISTA Lane, or Skilled Nursing Facility. 

 North 195th Street between Fremont Ave and Greenwood Ave (triggers: 
King’s Junior High, Early Childhood Center, Great Hall, or Elementary 
School). 

 Fremont Ave between N.190th Street and N.195 Street (triggers: New 
Practice Field, Residential Living on King’s Garden Drive North, King’s 
Junior High, Skilled Nursing Facility, or Residential Living on King’s 
Garden Drive South). 

 Greenwood Avenue North between N.195th Street and N. 196th Place 
(triggers: Early Childhood Center or Elementary School).   

 
17. CRISTA’S MDPP proposal sets forth the following traffic mitigations, which 

have been refined by staff. Traffic improvements are also implemented based on 
what project CRISTA decides to build. The list of CRISTA-proposed mitigations 
and project triggers are:  

  
 N 195th St – Widen the roadway to accommodate a Two-Way Left-Turn 

Lane (TWLTL) between Greenwood Ave N and Fremont Ave N.  In order 
to properly transition to the TWLTL, an eastbound left-turn pocket will be 
required at Greenwood Ave N/N 195th St, and a westbound left turn 
pocket at Fremont Ave N/N 195th St.  The TWLTL will consist of two 11ft 
wide lanes and an 11ft wide center turn lane. Project triggers: King’s 
Junior High, Early Childhood Center, Great Hall or Elementary School. 

 
 Fremont Ave N/N 195th St – left turn pockets will be required in all 

directions at this intersection.  Project triggers: Residential Living on 
King’s Garden Drive North, King’s Junior High, Early Childhood Center, 
Great Hall, Elementary School, or Residential Living on King’s Garden 
Drive South. 
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 Fremont Ave N/N 190th St – N 190th St shall be widened to accommodate 
three lanes: an eastbound left turn & thru lane, an eastbound right turn 
lane, and a westbound lane. Project triggers: New Practice Field, 
Cristwood Park North, or Skilled Nursing Facility. 

 
18. To further ensure criteria #5 is met, staff recommends that the following be added 

to the MDPP: 
(a) The applicant shall provide the City with funds to provide signage to 

prohibit parking on 1st Avenue NW (adjacent to the proposed practice 
field), 1st Avenue NW between 193rd and 195th, and Palantine Avenue 
(between N 195th Street and N 193rd Streets) as determined desirable by 
residents of those streets and approved by the City.   

 
Criteria #6. Is there sufficient capacity within public services such as water, sewer 
and stormwater to adequately serve the development proposal in all future phases, or 
will there be adequate capacity available by the time each phase of development is 
completed? If capacity must be increased to support the proposed master 
development plan, has the applicant  identified a plan for funding their proportionate 
share of the improvements? 

 
19. CRISTA has submitted letters from the City’s water and sewer purveyors 

showing that there is sufficient capacity within public services to adequately serve 
the development proposal in all future phases. This is supported with 
documentation provided by Seattle Public Utilities, dated 01/29/08 and Ronald 
Wastewater District, dated 01/28/08. 

 
20. Similarly, the existing storm drainage has sufficient capacity to adequately serve 

the development proposal in all future phases as provided in the Level 1 
Downstream Analysis and the Master Civil Plans that accompany the MDPP 
proposal. 

 
Criteria # 7. Does the master development plan proposal contain architectural design 
(including but not limited to building setbacks, insets, facade breaks, roofline 
variations) and site design standards, landscaping, provisions for open space and/or 
recreation areas, retention of significant trees, parking/traffic management and 
multimodal transportation standards that minimize conflicts and create transitions 
between the proposal site and adjacent neighborhoods and between institutional uses 
and residential uses? 

 

21. CRISTA proposes to expand its facilities by either infilling empty portions of 
campus or demolishing and rebuilding those structures which are of inferior 
quality. The MDPP proposes creating connecting pathways/sidewalks (where 
possible) and landscaping patterns that recognize and respect the campus setting. 
The fact that the campus serves students as well as seniors’ means that open space 
and recreational areas will be important design considerations. 
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22. Landscape design including street frontage landscape, landscape buffers and 
parking lot landscape shall be in accordance with the Shoreline Development 
Code. There are two places on Campus that will have more stringent standards: 
the sound barrier wall and landscape buffer adjacent to the proposed practice field 
and along Fremont Ave between N.190th Street and King’s Garden Drive where 
the City is requiring retention of significant trees within 60 feet of the right-of-
way. 

 

23. To further ensure Criteria #7 is met, staff recommends that the following 
mitigations be added to the MDPP: 

(a) Administrative design review shall be required for all new or remodeled 
buildings that are located within the CRISTA Campus. Administrative 
design review will cover building design (design must be compatible with 
existing architecture), building bulk, building placement (both consistent 
with the approved MDPP), and green building methods. An 
administrative design review shall be implemented concurrently with 
associated building permits to ensure consistency with the approved 
Master Development Plan.   

 
(b) CRISTA shall submit a parking management plan before a Certificate of 

Occupancy is issued for the first project. The parking management plan 
shall analyze redistributing parking at high demand areas to where 
capacity is available, additional pedestrian connections on-campus, 
sharing of parking areas, additional wayfinding and directional parking 
signs, and enforcement.  

 
(c) Frontage improvements on 1st Avenue NW will be determined by the 

City’s Development Review Engineer. The neighbors to the west of the 
proposed practice field have requested non-traditional frontage 
improvements on 1st Ave NW. 

 

(d) Access to the practice field must comply with the following: 

a. If there is no internal ADA access to the field (between the 
practice field and Mike Martin Gym), CRISTA must provide 
ADA accessible parking from 1st Ave NW and ADA access 
from that parking space to the field. 

b. If the Fire Department requires access to the practice field from 
1st Ave NW, the Fire Department will be provided access.  
CRISTA maintenance workers will be provided access as well. 
SEPA mitigations prohibit public access to the proposed 
practice field from 1st Avenue NW. If a gate is required by the 
Fire Department for emergency access, the Fire Department 
and maintenance workers will be the only people with access. 
This condition falls under decision criteria SMC 
20.30.353(B)(7).  
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(e) To mitigate potential noise from the practice field, staff will act as 
mediator between the neighbors to the west and CRISTA to design a 
sound wall and landscaping on the western edge of the property adjacent 
to the proposed practice field.  Staff will have the final decision authority. 

 
Criteria #8. Has the applicant demonstrated that proposed industrial, commercial or 
laboratory uses will be safe for the surrounding neighborhood and for other uses on 
the campus. 

 
24. The MDPP does not introduce any changes in use on the campus.  The current 

uses and proposed uses are consistent with the CCZ zoning land use matrix. 
 

CONCLUSION 
 

A Master Development Plan shall be granted by the City, only if the applicant 
demonstrates that the proposal complies with the previous eight decision criteria.  
 
Decision criteria 1 – CRISTA is designated Campus in the Comprehensive Plan and is 
zoned CCZ. CRISTA is also consistent with policy 43 of the Comprehensive Plan. 
CRISTA will continue to serve children, schools and seniors on their campus. Over the 
next 15-20 years, CRISTA will add approximately 40 students and 104 senior living 
units. 
 
Decision Criteria 2 – CRISTA has proposed a phasing schedule that splits the MDPP into 
three phases over 15-20 years. Most of the mitigations are required before CRISTA can 
apply for building permits. For sidewalk and street improvements, Staff has tied 
mitigation to specific development proposals instead of phases. For example, when 
CRISTA builds the Cristwood Park North building, sidewalks will be installed on N.190th 
Street as well as traffic improvements at the intersection of N. 190th and Fremont Ave N. 
 
Decision Criteria 3 – The MDPP, as amended, will meet the current regulations for 
critical areas. CRISTA has shown general areas of development in the plan. In some 
instances, these general placements of buildings are located in critical area buffer areas. 
CRISTA will need to resubmit plans with building footprints located outside of buffer 
areas (some buffer areas can be reduced based on a geological engineer’s 
recommendation). 
 
Decision Criteria 4 – CRISTA’S MDPP will use innovative, aesthetic, energy efficient 
and environmentally sustainable architecture and site design by incorporating the 
following: 

 Using LID techniques as identified in the Level 1 Downstream Analysis 
 66% significant tree retention. The City’s code currently requires 30% significant 

tree retention so CRISTA’S MDPP will more than double the current requirement 
for significant tree retention. By saving 66% of the significant trees on-site, 
CRISTA will further the community’s and Council’s goal of maintaining the 
City’s overall tree canopy. Also, the trees within 60 feet of Fremont Avenue 
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North are required to be saved. This will create a natural buffer between the street 
and the proposed nursing facility on the corner of Fremont and N 190th. 

 Replacement trees will be bigger and more substantial than the current code 
requires. CRISTA is proposing 8 foot high evergreen trees and 3-inch caliper for 
deciduous trees as opposed to 6 foot high evergreen and 1.5-inch caliper for 
deciduous trees. 

 Staff is recommending that CRISTA incorporate revised development standards 
to improve campus aesthetics by increase setbacks to 20’ along any right-of-way 
to mimic setbacks required in the single-family zone, limiting impervious surfaces 
to 50%, and limiting density to 12 dwelling units per acre. These revised 
development standards will ensure that CRISTA’S MDPP will be less intrusive to 
the surrounding neighborhood while providing the flexibility needed to develop 
into the future. 

 To meet the environmentally sustainable architecture requirement, CRISTA shall 
meet the King County Built Green 3-star rating for all new structures on the 
campus. Since the City of Shoreline does not require “green development”, a 3-
star rating for new structures will be above and beyond the City’s requirements. 

 To ensure all of the previous requirements are met, the City will require an 
administrative design review.   

 
Decision Criteria 5 – Yes, there is and will be sufficient capacity and infrastructure to 
support CRISTA’S MDPP in all phases of the Master Plan. CRISTA, along with the City, 
has recommended mitigations based on the increase in students and increase in senior 
living units. Listed below are the intersections in question with level of service (LOS) 
without the project in 2024 and with the project mitigated in 2024: 
 
AM Peak Period- 

 N. 200th/Fremont Ave N –  
o Without project  = LOS D 
o With project mitigated = LOS D 

 N. 195th/Fremont Ave N –  
o Without project  = LOS C 
o With project mitigated = LOS D 

 N. 190th/Fremont Ave N –  
o Without project  = LOS D 
o With project mitigated = LOS D 

 N. 195th/Dayton Ave N –  
o Without project  = LOS B 
o With project mitigated = LOS C 

 N. 195th/Greenwood Ave N –  
o Without project  = NB/SB LOS D/LOS C 
o With project mitigated = NB/SB LOS B 
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PM Peak Period- 
 N. 200th/Fremont Ave N –  

o Without project = LOS B 
o With project mitigated = LOS B 

 N. 195th/Fremont Ave N –  
o Without project = LOS C 
o With project mitigated = LOS C 

 N. 190th/Fremont Ave N –  
o Without project = LOS F 
o With project mitigated = LOS C 

 N. 195th/Dayton Ave N –  
o Without project = LOS B 
o With project mitigated = LOS C 

 N. 195th/Greenwood Ave N –  
o Without project = LOS C 
o With project mitigated = LOS B 

 
  
In the AM Peak Period, two intersections maintain the same LOS, two intersections have 
reduced LOS and one intersection has improved LOS. In the PM Peak Period, two 
intersections maintain the same LOS, two intersections show improved LOS, and one 
intersection shows reduced LOS. In all cases, the LOS never drops below an E at these 
key intersections. 
 
Staff has tied sidewalk and street improvement mitigations to specific development 
proposals (see #17, #18, #19, and #20 below). When a building permit is submitted for a 
new structure, the City will require CRISTA submit an additional permit for sidewalks or 
right-of-way or both in some cases.  
 
Decision Criteria 6 - CRISTA has submitted letters from the City’s water and sewer 
purveyors stating that is sufficient capacity for future redevelopment. CRISTA’S Level 1 
Downstream Analysis also shows stormwater capacity for future growth and 
development.  
 
Decision Criteria 7 – CRISTA’S MDPP shows site design, landscaping, open space, 
recreation areas, and retention of significant trees. Architectural design, parking 
management, multimodal transportation, and landscaping adjacent to the proposed 
practice field are addressed in greater detail: 

 CRISTA is required to submit an administrative design review for all new 
structures on campus. The administrative design review will ensure architectural 
compatibility with existing structures on campus. The administrative design 
review will also ensure that development standards are adhered to (maximum 
thresholds on sheets A3-P and A4-P). 

 The MDPP provides 1,236 parking stalls where 997 exist today. As part of the 
traffic mitigations, CRISTA is required to submit a parking management plan to 
address special events, shared parking, pedestrian access, wayfinding signs, and 
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enforcement. The parking management plan shall be submitted and approved 
before any building permits will be issued.  

 Landscaping adjacent to the proposed practice field shall include a sound barrier 
wall as well as landscaping to act as a buffer to residents to the west of the 
proposed practice field. The City will act as mediator between the neighbors and 
CRISTA about the design of the wall and landscaping. Staff will have final design 
authority.  

 
Decision Criteria 8 – CRISTA’S MDPP does not introduce any new uses.  
 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
The staff recommends approval of CRISTA’S MDPP to the Planning Commission 
subject to the following amendments and conditions:  
 

1. The MDPP building depictions and placements are not approved; only the 
building standards in text on sheets A3-P and A4-P as set forth in the 
MDPP is approved.  Any placement of structures in the MDPP that 
violates Chapter 20.80 SMC is not approved.   

 
2. Significant tree retention shall be 66%.  

 
3. Tree replacement ratios shall be 1:1 with replacement trees being at least 8 

feet high for evergreen trees and 3-inch caliper for deciduous trees.  
 
4. If the applicant demonstrates to the Director that it is unreasonable to 

accommodate all replacement trees on-site, the applicant shall establish an 
assignment of funds or fee program for the City to draw from for either 
replacing trees throughout the City or maintenance of existing trees on 
City owned property or right-of-way. The fee value shall be based on a 
nursery cost estimate for materials plus 15% for a mobilization fee plus 
25% for a performance guarantee. 

 
5. All significant trees that are fully within 60 feet of Fremont Avenue right-

of-way line, north of 190th Street and south of King’s Garden Drive, shall 
be retained and enhanced with understory. The understory shall consist of 
drought tolerant vegetation native to the area. Understory vegetation shall 
be planted in areas that do not disturb the critical root zone of the 
significant trees in this area. The trees included in this mitigation shall be 
reflected in CRISTA’S revised tree plan (sheets TR1 and TR2).  

 
6. Sidewalk improvements shall include the following: 

 The entire length of N. 190th Street between Fremont Ave to 
Cristwood Park Drive (triggers: New Practice Field, Cristwood Park 
North, Residential Living on Crista Lane, or Skilled Nursing Facility. 
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 North 195th Street between Fremont Ave and Greenwood Ave 
(triggers: King’s Junior High, Early Childhood Center, Great Hall, or 
Elementary School). 

 Fremont Ave between N.190th Street and N.195 Street (triggers: New 
Practice Field, Residential Living on King’s Garden Drive North, 
Skilled Nursing Facility, or Residential Living on King’s Garden 
Drive South). 

 Greenwood Avenue North between N.195th Street and N. 196th Place 
(triggers: Early Childhood Center or Elementary School).   

 
7. Development on the campus, its architectural and site design, must be 

developed utilizing the King County Built Green 3-star rating or, at a 
minimum, an equivalent rating. 

 
8. The applicant shall provide the City with adequate funds to install signage 

to prohibit parking on 1st Avenue NW (adjacent to the proposed practice 
field), 1st Avenue NW between 193rd and 195th, and Palantine Avenue 
(between N 195th Street and N 193rd Streets).   

 
9. Administrative design review shall be required for all new or remodeled 

buildings that are located within the CRISTA Campus. Administrative 
design review will address building design (design must be compatible 
with existing architecture), building bulk, building placement (both 
consistent with the approved MDPP), and green building methods.  An 
administrative design review shall be processed concurrently with 
associated building permits to ensure consistency with the approved 
Master Development Plan.   

 
10. CRISTA shall submit a parking management plan before the first project 

is completed. The parking management plan shall analyze redistributing 
parking at high demand areas to where capacity is available, additional 
pedestrian connections on-campus, sharing of parking areas, additional 
wayfinding and directional parking signs, and enforcement. 

 
11. Frontage improvements on 1st Avenue NW shall be installed as 

determined by the City’s Development Review Engineer or Public Works 
Director to mitigate impacts to neighbors to the west of the proposed 
practice field.  

 
12. Access to the practice field must comply with the following: 

a. If there is no internal ADA access to the field (between the 
practice field and Mike Martin Gym), CRISTA must provide 
ADA accessible parking from 1st Ave NW and ADA access 
from that parking space to the field. 
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b. If the Fire Department requires access to the practice field from 
1st Ave NW, the Fire Department will be provided access.  
CRISTA maintenance workers will be provided access as well.  

 
13. To mitigate potential noise from the practice field, staff will work with the 

neighbors to the west and CRISTA to design a sound barrier wall and 
landscaping on the western edge of the property adjacent to the proposed 
practice field. Ultimate approval of the specifications and performance of 
the sound wall and landscaping rests with the City. 

 
14. Upon issuance of the first building permit under the MDPP, CRISTA shall 

deposit with the City $20,000 to fund the implementation of other City-
approved traffic calming measures not specifically listed in the MDPP, to 
be used in the Hillwood neighborhood. These funds will be used by the 
City of Shoreline to build traffic control devices to help manage any 
unanticipated traffic problems on local streets in the Hillwood 
neighborhood area during the CRISTA campus master plan 
implementation.  Traffic control devices can include speed tables, traffic 
circles, or stationary radar signs. Any funds unused after 6 years after the 
final building permit is issued would be returned to CRISTA. 

 
Upon Council approval, CRISTA shall modify its MDPP proposal to reflect the 
amendments set forth above. 
 
Date:        
 
By:        
      Planning Commission Chair 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
Attachment 1 -Vicinity Map of Comprehensive Plan Land Use Designations  
Attachment 2 - Vicinity Map of Zoning Designations  
Attachment 3 – CRISTA’S MDPP Proposal 
Attachment 4 – CRISTA’S Traffic Mitigation Plan  
Attachment 5 – CRISTA’S Sign Standards 
Attachment 6 – Comment Letters 
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CRISTA Ministries Shoreline Campus Master Plan  

Sign Regulations 
 

Design Standards 

E. Sign standards. 

1.    No sign shall be located or designed to interfere with visibility required by the City of 
Shoreline for the safe movement of pedestrians, bicycles, and vehicles. 

2.    Table –    Standards for Signs 

  CRISTA Campus (CCZ) Zone 

FREESTANDING SIGNS: 

Maximum Area Per Sign 
Face 

50 sq. ft.  

Maximum Height  8 feet 

Maximum Number 
Permitted 

Two per street frontage if the frontage is greater than 250 ft. 
and each sign is minimally 150 ft. apart from other signs. 

Illumination Permitted 

BUILDING-MOUNTED SIGNS: 

Maximum Sign Area  Same as for Freestanding Signs 

Canopy or Awning Sign shall be maximum 25% of the canopy vertical surface. 
Note: Counts toward total allowable signage. 

Maximum Height Not to extend above the building parapet, eave line of the 
roof, or the windowsill of the second floor, whichever is less 

Number Permitted 1 per street frontage 

Illumination Permitted 

PROJECTING SIGNS FROM A BUILDING: 

Maximum Sign Area 12 sq. ft. 

Minimum Clearance from 
Grade 

9 feet 

Maximum Height (ft.) Not to extend above the building parapet, eave line of the 
roof, or the windowsill of the second floor, whichever is less 

Number Permitted 1 per building located on street frontage. 

DRIVEWAY ENTRANCE/EXIT: 
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Maximum Sign Area  4 sq. ft 

Maximum Height 42 inches 

Number Permitted 1 per driveway 

Exception 20.50.540(B)(1): If the applicant demonstrates that signs are an integral part of 
the architecture and site design, the Director may waive the above restrictions. 

3.    All signs, except temporary signs, must be constructed of durable, maintainable 
materials. Signs that are made of materials that deteriorate quickly or that feature 
impermanent construction are not permitted. For example, plywood or plastic sheets 
without a sign face overlay or without a frame to protect exposed edges are not permitted. 

4.    Window signs are permitted to occupy maximum 25 percent of the total window area. 

5.    Street numbers should be installed on all buildings and will not be counted towards the 
permitted sign area. 

6.    Freestanding signs under six feet in height can be at the property line without 
overhanging sidewalks or blocking sight distance requirements. All other signs must meet 
building setback requirements. 

7..    All externally illuminated signs shall shield adjacent properties from direct lighting or 
be internally lit. (Ord. 352 § 1, 2004; Ord. 299 § 1, 2002; Ord. 238 Ch. V § 8(B), 2000). 
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