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Memorandum 

DATE:  February 16, 2011 
  
TO: Shoreline Planning Commission 
 
FROM:  Joseph W Tovar, FAICP 
 Director, Planning and Development Services 
 
RE:  Supplemental Information for the February 17 Public Hearing  
 
 
Since the staff report was delivered to the Planning Commission last week, a number of 
citizen comments have come in to the City, and passed along to the Commissioners via 
PLANCOM.    At the hearing, we will present you with an updated “List of Exhibits” 
which will reflect all the emails we receive through 4 pm tomorrow afternoon. 
 
This memorandum presents some supplemental information, partially in response to 
questions and concerns in the PLANCOM comments.    This supplemental staff 
information is organized below topically: 
 

1.  Future Park Uses 
 
A number of people expressed their support for the creation of a park use at the 
Aldercrest site, some of them suggested specific park uses like pea-patches, and others 
asked about the process for making final decisions about the park uses.    To clarify, the 
specific future uses of the park will be determined at a future date through a very public 
and inclusive process.    This will include notice to the neighborhood and a series of 
public meetings involving the Park Board and City Council.     
 
In addition, once a specific set of proposed park improvements emerges from that 
process, Special Regulation 8 of the proposed Planned Area 3 zoning would require a 
special use permit for any park project, which would involve additional notice, 
environmental review including analysis of traffic, parking, lighting and other potential 
impacts, a public hearing on the permit, and a subsequent decision by the City Council. 
 

2.  Alternative densities and the Range of Institutional Uses 
 
Several people have suggested lower densities than are proposed with the PLA 3 
zoning, with particular concern expressed about the 48 units per acre density with 
building heights up to 60 feet.  Another commenter was concerned that the range of  
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institutional uses not be overly broad, with specific concerns that “methadone clinics”, 
“jails” or ”housing for sex offenders” not be permitted as institutional uses. 
 
During the preparation of the proposed plan and zoning amendments, the City’s 
Economic Development Manager, Dan Eernissee, did an assessment of the market 
demand for different types of residential and other uses for a property of this size and 
location.   In his expert opinion, the most viable land use for the site would be for the 28 
unit per acre residential density option which would be limited to the 45 foot building 
height.   However, in the staff’s opinion, the site’s topography, access points, existing 
high density residential to the west, and significant existing vegetation to the east, do 
not make even the 60 foot option an unreasonable fit as a site development option.    
We hope to have Mr. Eernissee at the hearing to answer questions that the 
Commissioners may have about real estate economics. 
 
As to the range of allowed “institutional uses”, Special Regulation 10 explicitly states 
that “For purposes of the PLA 3 zone, “institutional uses” are all educational facilities, 
places of worship, and conference centers.    Retail or restaurant uses are not 
considered institutional uses but may be included as accessory uses to the primary 
residential use.”   Therefore, methadone clinics, correctional facilities and housing for 
sex offenders (or even group homes) are not explicitly permitted by the proposed 
zoning.   However, both “correctional facilities” and “group homes” are listed under state 
law as “essential public facilities” which may not be excluded by local zoning.    This 
pre-emption applies to all zones in all jurisdictions, regardless of whether these uses are 
named as permitted or prohibited by the local code.   We think it is highly unlikely that 
such uses would be proposed for the Aldercrest site, however, by it is probably wise to 
not list them among the permitted uses in the PLA 3 zone to convey that the City 
believes that this property is not well suited for those uses. 
 

3.  Traffic from a future development of the Aldercrest site 
 
Several citizens expressed concerns about future traffic generated by developments  
built under the proposed zoning.   As noted in the staff report, any future project would 
be subject to an environmental review which would calculate expected traffic behaviors 
for the specific use mix and site configuration of that future project.    Here, with a “non-
project” action, our discussion of likely traffic impacts is more general and abstract. 
 
Working with our Public Works staff, we have done calculations using traffic generation 
estimates generated by the ITE (Institute of Transportation Engineers)  in 2008.  Those 
studies show the following traffic generation characteristics during the PM peak hour: 

• Single Family: 1.01 trips per unit 
• Apartments/Condos: .62 trips per unit 
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For traffic generation estimates, we can multiply the number of units by the PM Peak 
Trip Generation to gauge the expected impact we will see on nearby streets when a 
development is built and occupied. 
 
In the case of development of the Aldercrest site, we might expect the following range of 
impacts: 
 

1. If developed as single family, likely development would be from 70-80 units with 
an equal number of trips during the PM peak. 
 

2. If developed as garden apartments, a likely development would be 220-280 units 
that would result in 135-175 PM peak hour trips. 
 

3. If developed at an R-48 density, the “worst-case” would result in 432 units and 
268 PM peak hour trips. 
 

What might be the impacts to the nearby streets? 
 
A cursory look at the street system led public works staff to suggest that as traffic exists 
in the morning,70-80% of the trips would probably head south towards Ballinger Way, 
with the balance would head north. In the evening though (as people are coming home 
from work), it is more difficult to predict how people will come in.  Probably a worst case 
scenario would have 50% of the people coming in from 205th, with the balance coming 
in from Ballinger Way.  However, for residential development, during the PM peak, 
studies have shown that approximately 2/3 of the trips will be heading in and 1/3 
heading out.  
 
Putting all this information together, during the PM peak hour, this would translate to: 

• For single family development, between 29-39 trips traveling to or from the north 
and 43-58 trips travelling to or from the south. 

• For garden apartments, between 55 and 70 trips travelling to or from the north 
and 136-174 trips travelling to or from the south. 

• For the worst case (R-48 density), approximately 108 trips traveling to or from the 
north and 160 trips to or from the south.  This would translate to between 2-3 
new trips a minute over the peak hour period. 

 
In terms of current traffic, if we assume that the PM peak is 10% of total traffic the total 
traffic impact of trips heading north on 25th  would range from 390 additional trips to 
1080 additional trips. The mid-range of garden apartments would result in about 620 
new trips heading north on 25th. 
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In comparison, the existing traffic on 25th is 1122 ADT, on 205th, approximately 11,000 
and on Ballinger, about 21,500. 

 
These are meant to be used as estimates to provide the Commission with a general 
sense of the magnitude of potential traffic impacts.  If you have additional questions 
about the methodology or the results, please contact me or Senior Planner Steve Cohn 
at scohn@shorelinewa.gov or call him at 206-801-2511. 
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Jessica Simulcik Smith

From: Roland Guerrero [rolo1123@yahoo.com]
Sent: Thursday, February 17, 2011 2:29 PM
To: Plancom
Subject: Aldercrest

Shoreline needs more parks! I would like to see that the Aldercrest area NOT be developed. The park setting 
there is nice for the neighborhood and the community. Sure you can say we have parks. However, if you look at 
the geography of Shoreline, that particular area (north/northwest), Ballinger area does not have a sizable park. 
Most of your large parks are, central and west of the city. The nearest sizable park would be Hamlin. 
 
Please reconsider the city, neighborhood and families and keep Aldercrest a place where we have open space. 
 
 
Thank you. 
Roland Guerrero 
p: 206 365 6823 
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Jessica Simulcik Smith

From: PianoSr@aol.com
Sent: Thursday, February 17, 2011 2:46 PM
To: Plancom
Subject: Aldercrest Annex Zoning and Land Use Comments

Dear Shoreline Planning Commission 
  
We would like to express our appreciation to the Shoreline Planning Commission for your efforts in developing a plan 
to create a Community Park and preserving much need open space in our neighborhood at the Aldercrest Annex. There is 
an urgent need for parks in the NE part of Shoreline. 
  
Therefore, we wish to express our support for the rezoning proposal for the Aldercrest Annex. We urge you to pass this 
plan and move forward with the park development. 
  
We also urge you to direct the same energy and enthusiasm towards the development of of the Cedarbrook property as 
this is the last available open space and potential park land in our neighborhood. 
  
Thank you again, 
  
Sincerely, 
  
George Piano 
Chairman, The Coalition for the Preservation of Cedarbrook 
Vice-Chairman, Lake Forest Park Planning Commission 
  
Betsy Piano 
Board Member, The Coalition for the Preservation of Cedarbrook 
Co-Chairperson, Lake Forest Park Community Services Commission 
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