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FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND DECISION
OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SEATTLE

In the matter of the Petition )
*of Co )
‘ ) C.F. 309287
Ken McBride ) " - DPD Project 3008747
- )
To rezone 34,472 square ) FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS
feet of land located at ) AND DECISION
11340 and 11334 Corliss ) ‘
Avenue North from SF )
7200 to SF 5000 )

Introduction

This matter involves a fequest by Ken McBride (McBride) to rezone approximately
34,472 square feet of property locéted at 11340 and 11334 Corliss Avenue Noﬁh from
Single Family 7200 (SF 7200) to Single Family 5000 (SF 5000). Attachment A shows the
area to be rezoned.

On Novémbér 13, 2008, the Director of the Department of Pianning and
Development (DPD) recomrﬁended approval of the rezone. After holding an .open-'record
hearing on January 6; 2009, the Hearing Examiner issued Findings and Recommendations‘
recommending approval. The éomcil received no appeals of the Hearing Examiner’s - -
reéommendation.

The matter came beforé the Plénning, Land Use, and Neighborhood Committée
(Committee) on March 25, 2009. At that meeting, the Committee considered the rherits of
the applicatioh and voted to recommend approval to the full Council.

The full Council considered the matter on April 6, 2009, and voted 5 to 4 to deny the

proposed rezone on the grounds that it conflicted with Land Use Goal 9 in Seattle’s '
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vComprehensive Plan, which emphasizes maintaining the character of single family zones.
The Council also concluded the rezone could set a preéedent and compromise the single-
family character of the Surrounding ﬁeighborhood by encouraging other homeowners to
pursue rezones of their properties.

| McBride subsequently filed a Land Use Petition in King County Superior Cdurt
challenging the Council’s decision. OnJ anuary 27, 2010, the Court found that the Céuncil
erred in denying the rezone and issued an order granting McBride’s petition, vacating the
Council’s decision, and remanding the rezone to the Council fo"r further action consistent
with the Court’s order. |

In response to the Courtvo'rder, the full Council referred C.F. 309287 to the |

Committee on the Built Environment on March 8, 2010. At its March 10, 2010, meeting,
the .Built Environment Committee discussed th'e Court order and voted to recommend

approval of the rezone to the full Council.

Findings of Fact and Conclusions
The Council adopts the Heaﬁng Examiner's Findings of Fact, Conclusions and

Recommendations for C.F. 309287 dated January 14, 2009.

Decision
The Council GRANTS a rezone of the property from SF 7200 to SF 5000 as

described above and fdund in Attachment A.

Dated this ggl‘«é' day of Manch ,2010.

7 - City Council President
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City of Seattle
Legislative Department

Office of the City Clerk | | @Iﬁ
Carol Shenk, City Clerk : ' .

‘March 23, 2010

PARTIES OF RECORD
Petition to Rezone - Clerk File No. 309287
Dear Sir-o'r Madam:

The City Council at its meeting on March 22, 201 0, adopted the recommendation of its
Committee on the Built Environment on Clerk File No. 309287, entitled:

Petition of Ken McBride to rezone 34,472 sq.ft. of land at 11340 Corliss Avenue North E
from Single Family 7,200 to Single Family 5,000 (PrOJect No. 3008747 (Type IV).

The Comm1ttee recommendation was as follows:
That the Rezone be granted.

Judicial review of this decision may be sought in King County Superior Court under the Land
Use Petition Act (RCW 36.70C). To be timely, an appeal must be filed with the court and served
on all parties of record within 21 days of the date the decision is issued. The date of issuance is -
the date the City Council passed the rezone ordinance, March 22, 2010. For further information
please see RCW 36.70C.040 :

Sincerely, = .
Carol Shenk
City Clerk

Enclosure

cc:  Sally Clark, Councilmember
Ketil Freeman, Council Central Staff
Sara Belz, Council Central Staff
Rebecca Herzfeld
Sue Putnam, DPD
Hearing Examiner
Parties of Record

600 Fourth Avenue, Floor 3, PO Box 94728, Seattle, Washington 98124-4728
(206) 684-8344  Fax: (206) 386-9025 TTY: (206) 233-0025
Internet Address: www.seattle.gov/leg/clerk
An EEO employer Accommodations for people with disabilities provided upon request
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March 8, 2010
Via Hand Delivery

Seattle City Council - _
Committee on the Built Environment
PO Box 34025

Seattle, WA 98124-4025

Re:  Clerk File 309287 and Council Bill 116808: Petition of Ken McBride to rezone
34,472 square feet of land at 11340 Corliss Avenue North and 11334 Corliss
Avenue North from Single Family 7200 to Single Family 5000 (Project No.
3008747, Type IV)

Dear Councilmembers:

We represent Ken McBride and present this letter in support of McBride’s above-referenced
rezone petition. The purpose of this letter is to provide written argument based on the existing
record, which is specifically allowed by the City code in quasi-judicial maters such as this.
Seattle Municipal Code (SMC) 23.76.050(F). This letter does not add new facts, but simply
discusses the issues based on the already established facts. We urge the Committee to give a
strong recommendation of approval for the rezone application, and thus correct the errors made
in the prior proceedings.

We have reviewed the Council Central Staff memo regarding the petition, and while it is largely
correct as far as it goes, certain points bear some elaboration and emphasis.

e First, the Superior Court did not simply vacate the Council’s prior denial of McBride’s
petition and remand without any guidance. Rather, it held that the Council’s formerly
stated reasons for the denial were both legally untenable and unsupported by the record,
and that further consideration of the rezone petition must be guided by the “existing
legislative standards” set forth in the City Code — not anyone’s individual policy
preferences.

¢ Second, and perhaps more importantly, the “existing legislative standards” in the City
Code overwhelmingly support the approval of the rezone — a fact that is supported by
both the documentary record and the expert testimony in this matter.

Both of these points are discussed in greater detail below.
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Summary of the petition and previous proceedings before the Council. As noted in the staff
memo, McBride’s rezone petition originally came before this committee early last year. The two
lots subject to the petition encompass 34,472 square feet and are located on Corliss Avenue
North between North 113th Place and North 115th Street — about five blocks northwest of
Northgate Mall and less than two blocks from Interstate 5. Immediately to the south and
southwest of the subject properties, several parcels are zoned Multifamily Lowrise 1 and
Multifamily Lowrise 2. McBride’s rezone petition requests that the properties be rezoned from
Single Family 7200 to Single Family 5000. The practical result is to allow construction of two
additional houses than would be allowed under the current zoning, with the two existing houses
to remain.

McBride submitted his application in March 2008. Thereafter, the City received public comment
and extensive expert testimony from Robert Thorpe of R.W. Thorpe and Associations and others.
After considering all of this information, the Planning Director, Hearing Examiner, and this
committee all recommended that McBride’s rezone petition be approved.

Nonetheless, the full Council denied the petition by a five to four vote, with discussion at the
meeting touching irrelevant matters and not really looking at the expert testimony by Bob Thorpe
and others in support of the rezone. In its Findings, Conclusions and Decision, the Council
based its denial on the grounds that McBride’s rezone purportedly “conflicts with Land Use Goal
9 in Seattle’s Comprehensive Plan,” and that “it would be inconsistent with the character of
single family zones and could set a precedent in the neighborhood and encourage other
homeowners to pursue rezones of their single family zoned properties.” Findings, Conclusions
& Decision, Seattle City Council File No. 309287, at 2 (Apr. 13, 2009).

The Superior Court reversed the Council’s decision. McBride appealed the Council’s
decision under the Land Use Petition Act, chapter 36.70C RCW. After extensive briefing and
two hearings, the Court held that the City’s decision was both legally flawed and unsupported by
the record.

o Improper reliance on the Comprehensive Plan. First, the Court noted that, under the City
Code and Supreme Court case law, the City is barred from using the provisions of the
City’s Comprehensive Plan as a basis for denying a rezone application. See Findings,
Conclusions, & Order Granting Land Use Petition (Order), McBride v. City of Seattle,
King Co. Super. Ct. No. 09-2-17965-4, at 5 (Jan. 27, 2010). The Comprehensive Plan is
a general guide — a goals and policies document — which is implemented through the
specific provisions of the City Code. The Comprehensive Plan is too general to be used
to judge a site-specific project such as the rezone at issue here. Instead, the City must
apply its existing zoning and other development regulations to the record before it, see
Order at 5, which strongly supports approving McBride’s rezone petition.

o The facts in the record did not support the denial. The Court also held that “{t]he Council
erred by concluding that McBride’s proposed rezone ‘would be inconsistent with
maintaining the character of single family zones.””” Id. The Court noted that this
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conclusion was not supported by substantial evidence in the record, and was in fact
contradicted by the record the Council’s other findings and conclusions. /d. at 5-6.
Moreover, the Court held that the “Council erred by determining that the rezone ‘could
set a precedent in the neighborhood and encourage other homeowners to pursue rezones
of their single family rezoned properties.”” Id. at 6. The Court again noted that this
determination was not supported by substantial evidence, and was contradicted by the
record and the Council’s other findings and conclusions. /d. at 6-7.

Given all of this, the Court granted McBride’s Land Use Petition, vacated the Council’s decision,
and remanded McBride’s rezone petition to the City for further proceedings consistent with the
Court’s order. Id. at 7.

The record and applicable criteria in the City Code support approving the rezone. As just
noted, the Court held that the City must apply its relevant zoning and other development
regulations to the record in making its decision on McBride’s rezone petition. The applicable
criteria are set forth in SMC 23.34.007 and .008. These provisions state that the criteria must be
weighed and balanced together, and that no single criterion may be applied as an absolute
requirement. See SMC 23.34.007(A) and (B). Thus, in assessing the rezone petition, one must
review the relevant criteria and the record as a whole. Doing so strongly supports the conclusion
that the rezone petition should be approved, as found by the planning staff, the expert testimony
of Bob Thorpe, and the Hearing Examiner.

e For example, SMC 23.34.008(D) states that neighborhood plans that apply to the area
should be taken into consideration. Here, both the Northgate Area Comprehensive Plan .
and the Broadview-Bitter Lake-Haller Lake Neighborhood Plan apply. And, in keeping
with the provisions of those plans, McBride’s rezone would retain single-family zoning
designations on the subject properties and thus would maintain the single-family
character of the neighborhood.

e SMC 23.34.008(C) states that previous and potential zoning changes both in and around
the area proposed for rezone shall be examined. After reviewing the record, both the
Planning Director and the Hearing Examiner concluded that McBride’s rezone would
have no direct precedential effects.

o SMC 23.34.008(E)(1) provides that a gradual transition between zoning categories is
preferred. Currently, the zoning shifts sharply from Northgate’s Multifamily Lowrise
designations immediately to the south to the Single Family 7200 designation currently
carried by the subject properties and other properties to the north. The McBride rezone,
as noted by the Planning Director, would provide a modest transition or buffer between
the more intense multifamily uses to the south and the SF 7200 zones to the north.

e SMC 23.34.008(F) provides that environmental impacts must be considered. The record
demonstrates that the rezone would not produce any adverse environmental impacts.
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e SMC 23.34.008(F)(1)(a) provides that positive impacts on housing, and particularly low-
income housing, should be considered. The record demonstrates that the McBride rezone
would create new opportunities for affordable, single-family housing in the area, given
the smaller parcels that could be created under the new zoning designation.

Other criteria set forth in SMC 23.34.008 are either inapplicable or applicable only indirectly.

In short, the law and facts overwhelmingly support approval of McBride’s rezone petition. The
Superior Court found that the prior decision denying the rezone was flawed, and the record -

which is now closed under the terms of the City Code - strongly supports approving the rezone.
McBride respectfully requests the Council to correct its earlier mistake and approve the rezone.

Very truly yours,

GROEN STEPHENS & KLINGE LLP
Charles A. Klinge
Brian D. Amsbary

e (3N

Brian D. AmsbaryS
Attorneys for Ken McBride




R.W. THORPE & ASSOCIATES, INC.

Seattle ® Anchorage ® Denver ® Winthrop
o Planning . Landscape ¢ Environmental . Economics o

PRINCIPALS: ASSOCIATES:

Robert W. Thorpe, AICP, President Barbara Baker, AICP

Stephen Speidel, ASLA, Of Counsel Lindsay Diallo, RLA ~ Landscape Architect
Lee A. Michaelis, AICP

Date: March 8, 2010 ) via Hand Delivery

To:  City of Seattle
Committee on Built Environment: Sally Bagshaw, Tim Burgess, & Sally Clark,

P.O. Box 34025
Seattle, WA 98124-4025

From: R.W. Thorpe & Assoc, Inc — Agent for the Applicant

Subject: DPD Project 3008747 — Summary of Key Points in McBride Rezone Record:

Please note that no new information is being added to the record in the follwing
discussion. ,
]
The applicant, Ken McBride, applied for a modest rezone of two parcels, (located at 11340 and
11334 Corliss Avenue N, Seattle, Washington) on March 24, 2008. The request was for a rezone

from Single Family 7,200 square feet per lot, to Single Family 5,000 square feet per lot. Please
note that this was not a rezone request for multifamily zoning.

The site location is west of I-5, one block off the freeway near Northgate, at the north boundary of
the Northgate Urban Village. The rezone would accommodate the creation of two additional single
family lots for a total of six rather than four single family parcels.

The RWT/A Staff, with 3 AICP members and 33 years of practice in Seattle prov1ded the record of
application for approval. In summary it was determined that:

The Functional & Locational Criteria of the Single Family Zone fits and remains the same for the
site. (SMC 23.34.011)

The rezone is consistent with the Broadview-Bitter Lake-Haller Lake Neighborhood Plan and the
Northgate Area Comprehensive Plan. The rezone will not change the character of the single family
zone and does not conflict with any of the policies

" A SEPA Determination of Nonsignificance was granted and was not appealed.

The service capacities for the area (SMC23.34.008 f) e.g. public services, pvedestrian safety, would
not suffer a significant adverse impact from the addition of two single family lots.

® 705 Second Avenue Suite 710 ® Seattle WA 98104 ¢ Telephone: 206/624-6239 ® Fax: 206/625-0930 ® E-Mail: rwta@rwta.com ®
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Centered on these facts and those presented by the staff in their report of November 13, 2008, the
Director of the Department of Planning and Development Diane M. Sugimura, recommended
APPROVAL of the Rezone from SF 7200 to SF 5000.

On January 6™ 2009 the Hearing Examiner held an open record hearing on McBride’s application
and issued finding and conclusions, recommending that the application be approved. The
recommended APPROVAL of the Rezone was based on the SMC 23.34.008 which sets out the
general criteria for a rezone.

On March 25™ 2009 after no appeals of the Hearing Examiner’s decision the subject went before the
“Planning Land Use and Neighborhood Committee.” In a vote of two to one the rezone was.
recommended for approval by the Council committee, one year after the application was made.

The full City Council at its meeting(s) on April 6" , & 13, 2009 entered its Findings, Conclusions
and Decision that adopted the entirety of the Examiners recommendation as its own decision with
two exceptions.

The Councils Decision hereby substitutes the following conclusion: The proposed rezone
conflicts with Land Use Goal 9 in Seattle, Comprehensive Plan which emphasizes maintaining
the character of single family zones including “use, development, and density characteristic.”

In addition, the Council substitutes the following Conclusion of Law as Conclusion of law 12:
12. Although the proposed rezone would be consistent with some of the applicable criteria, it
would be inconsistent with maintaining the character of single family zones and could set a
president in the neighborhood for encourage other home owners to pursue; rezone of their
single family zone properties. Therfore the rezone should be denied.

Upon denial of the Rezone, the applicant filed an appeal of the decision to King County
Superior Court under Land Use Petition Act.

In the Superior Court of Washington for King County Case no. 09-2-17965-4, the Court found
that the City Council was in_error by identifying the inconsistency with Land Use Goal 9,
because site specific land use proposals are governed by zoning and development regulations,
not the Comprehensive Plan, Further the Court found that the City Council was in error by
determining that the rezone “could set a precedent in the neighborhood & encourage other
homeowners to pursue rezones of their single family zoned properties” because it was
speculative, and that each application like McBride’s should be decided on_its own merits
under the relevant standards.

® 705 Second Avenue Suite 710 ® Seattle WA 98104 ¢ Telephone: 206/624-6239 * Fax: 206/625-0930 ® E-Mail: rwta@rwta.com ®
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By adopting the entire Hearing Examiner’s Findings, Conclusions and Decisions in its entirety but
for the two exceptions, the Council set up a contradiction that McBride’s proposed rezone would be
inconsistent with maintaining the character of a single family zone, when in fact the rezone was to
still be a single family designation. SMC 23.34.011 identifies the function and locational criteria for
single family zone but does not address the minimum lot size within the single family zone. Both
7,200 sq. ft. and 5000 sq. ft. lots exist in single family zoning classification.

In addition to the internal conflict and error of the City Council cited by the Court,.it is our opinion
that there was also a misapplied objection to lowrise development which was ascribed to this
property. During the City Council discussion on April 6™ among council members, letter(s) were
cited from persons who were against multifamily zoning. We believe that their discussion led to
confusion as their opposition was taken out of context; the neighbors were not opposed to the
single family zoning change, they were opposed to multifamily.

After review of the conclusions and findings of the Court, we remain as we were at first, convinced
that the rezone should be granted.

~

Respectfully Submitted, ' Respectfully Submitted,

R.W. Thorpe & Associates, Inc R.W. Thorpe & Associates, Inc
Fidut 2! T g

Robert Thorpe, AICP Barbara Baker, AICP

President Associate

CC: Charles Klinge, LLP
Ken McBride

@ 705 Second Avenue Suite 710 ¢ Seattle WA 98104 ¢ Telephone: 206/624-6239 » Fax: 206/625-0930 ¢ E-Mail: rwta@rwta.com @
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BRIAN D. AMSBARY
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BELLEVUE, WASHINGTON 98004

March 8, 2010
Via Hand Delivery -

Seattle City Council :
Committee on the Built Environment
PO Box 34025 :

Seattle, WA 98124-4025

Re:  Clerk File 309287 and Council Bill 116808: Petition of Ken McBride to rezone
34,472 square feet of land at 11340 Corliss Avenue North and 11334 Corliss
Avenue North from Single Family 7200 to Single Family 5000 (Project No.
3008747, Type 1V)

Dear Councilmembers: -

We represent Ken McBride and present this letter in support of McBride’s above-referenced

~ rezone petition. The purpose of this letter is to provide written argument based on the existing -
record, which is specifically allowed by the City code in quasi-judicial maters such as this.
Seattle Municipal Code (SMC) 23.76.050(F). This letter does not add new facts, but simply
discusses the issues based on the already established facts. We urge the Committee to give a
strong recommendation of approval for the rezone application, and thus correct the errors made
in the prior proceedings.

We have reviewed the Council Central Staff memo regarding the petition, and while it is largely
correct as far as it goes, certain points bear some elaboration and emphasis. -

o First, the Superior Court did not simply vacate the Council’s prior denial of McBride’s
petition and remand without any guidance. Rather, it held that the Council’s formerly
stated reasons for the denial were both legally untenable and unsupported by the record,
and that further consideration of the rezone petition must be guided by the “existing ,
legislative standards” set forth in the City Code — not anyone’s individual policy
preferences. : )

e Second, and perhaps more importantly, the “exisfing legislative standards” in the City
Code overwhelmingly support the approval of the rezone — a fact that is supported by

both the documentary record and the expert testimony in this matter.

Both of these points are discussed in greater detail below.
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Summary of the petition and previous proceedings before the Council. As noted in the staff
memo, McBride’s rezone petition originally came before this committee early last year. The two -
lots subject to the petition encompass 34,472 square feet and are located on Corliss Avenue

North between North 113th Place and North 115th Street — about five blocks northwest of
Northgate Mall and less than two blocks from Interstate 5. Immediately to the south and
southwest of the subject properties, several parcels are zoned Multifamily Lowrise 1 and

- Multifamily Lowrise 2. McBride’s rezone petition requests that the properties be rezoned from
Single Family 7200 to Single Family 5000. The practical result is to allow construction of two
additional houses than would be allowed under the current zoning, with the two existing houses

to remain.

~ McBride submitted his application in March 2008. Thereafter, the City received public comment

- and extensive expert testimony from Robert Thorpe of R.W. Thorpe and Associations and others.

After considering all of this information, the Planning Director, Hearing Examiner, and this
committee all recommended that McBride’s rezone petition be approved.

Nonetheless, the full Council denied the petition by a five to four vote, with discussion at the
meeting touching irrelevant matters and not really looking at the expert testimony by Bob Thorpe
and others in support of the rezone. In its Findings, Conclusions and Decision, the Council
based its denial on the grounds that McBride’s rezone purportedly “conflicts with Land Use Goal
9 in Seattle’s Comprehensive Plan,” and that “it would be inconsistent with the character of
single family zones and could set a precedent in the neighborhood and encourage other
homeowners to pursue rezones of their single family zoned properties.” Findings, Conclusions
& Decision, Seattle City Council File No. 309287, at 2 (Apr. 13, 2009).

The Superior Court reversed the Council’s decision. McBride appealed the Council’s

decision under the Land Use Petition Act, chapter 36.70C RCW. After extensive briefing and

~ two hearings, the Court held that the City’s decision was both legally flawed and unsupported by
the record. ~

e Improper reliance on the Comprehensive Plan. First, the Court noted that, under the City
~ Code and Supreme Court case law, the City is barred from using the provisions of the

City’s Comprehensive Plan as a basis for denying a rezone application. See Findings,
Conclusions, & Order Granting Land Use Petition (Order), McBride v. City of Seattle,
King Co. Super. Ct. No.09-2-17965-4, at 5 (Jan. 27, 2010). The Comprehensive Plan is
a general guide — a goals and policies document — which is implemented through the
specific provisions of the City Code. The Comprehensive Plan is too general to be used
to judge a site-specific project such as the rezone at issue here. Instead, the City must
apply its existing zoning and other development regulations to the record before it, see
Order at 5, which strongly supports approving McBride's rezone petition.

‘e The facts in the record d1d not support the denial. The Court also held that “[t]he Council
erred by concluding that McBride’s proposed rezone ‘would be inconsistent with
maintaining the character of single family zones.”” /d. The Court noted that this
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conclusion was not supported by substantial evidence in the record, and was in fact
contradicted by the record the Council’s other findings and conclusions. /d. at 5-6.
Moreover, the Court held that the “Council erred by determining that the rezone ‘could
set a precedent in the neighborhood and encourage other homeowners to pursue rezones .
“of their single family rezoned properties.”” Id. at 6. The Court again noted that this

determination was not supported by substantial evidence, and was contradicted by the
record and the Council’s other ﬁndmgs and conclusxons 1d. at 6-7.

Given all of this, the Court granted McBride’s Land Use Petmon vacated the Council’s decision,

and remanded McBride’s rezone petition to the City for further proceedings consistent with the

Court’s order. Id. at 7.

The record and applicable criteria in the City Code support approving the rezone. As just
noted, the Court held that the City must apply its relevant zoning and other development
regulations to the record in making its decision on McBride’s rezone petition. The applicable

* criteria are set forth in SMC 23.34.007 and .008. These provisions state that the criteria must be
weighed and balanced together, and that no single criterion may be applied as an absolute
requirement. See SMC 23.34.007(A) and (B). Thus, in assessing the rezone petition, one must.
review the relevant criteria and the record as a whole. Doing so strongly supports the conclusion
that the rezone petition should be approved, as found by the planning staff, the expert testxmony
of Bob Thorpe, and the Hearing Examiner.

e For example, SMC 23.34.008(D) states that neighborhood plans that apply to the area
should be taken into consideration. Here, both the Northgate Area Comprehensive Plan
and the Broadview-Bitter Lake-Haller Lake Neighborhood Plan apply. And, in keeping
with the provisions of those plans, McBride’s rezone would retain single-family zoning
designations on the subject properties and thus would maintain the single-family
character of the neighborhood.

e SMC 23.34.008(C) states that previous and potential zoning changes both in and around
the area proposed for rezone shall be examined. After reviewing the record, both the
Planning Director and the Hearing Examiner concluded that McBride’s rezone would
have no direct precedential effects.

e SMC 23.34.008(E)(1) provides that a gradual transition between zoning categories is
preferred. Currently, the zoning shifts sharply from Northgate’s Multifamily Lowrise
designations immediately to the south to the Single Family 7200 designation currently
carried by the subject properties and other properties to the north. The McBride rezone,
as noted by the Planning Director, would provide a modest transition or buffer between
the more intense multifamily uses to the south and the SF 7200 zones to the north.

e SMC 23.34.008(F) prdvides that environmental impacts must be considered. The record
demonstrates that the rezone would not produce any adverse environmental impacts.
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e SMC 23.34.008(F)(1)(a) provides that positive impacts on housing, and particularly low-
income housing, should be.considered. The record demonstrates that the McBride rezone
would create new opportunities for affordable, single-family housing in the area, given
the smaller parcels that could be created under the new zoning designation.

Other criteria set forth in SMC 23.34.008 are either inapplicable or applicable only indirectly.

In short, the law and facts overwhelmingly support approval of McBride’s rezone petition. The
Superior Court found that the prior decision denying the rezone was flawed, and the record —

which is now closed under the terms of the City Code — strongly supports approving the rezone.
McBride respectfully requests the Council to correct its earlier mistake and approve the rezone.

Very truly yours, -

GROEN STEPHENS & KLINGE LLP
Charles A. Klinge
Brian D. Amsbary

(V™

Brian D. AmsbaryS
‘Attorneys for Ken McBride
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Robert W. Thorpe, AICP, President Barbara Baker, AICP
Stephen Speidel, ASLA, Of Counsel Lindsay Diallo, RLA ~ Landscape Architect

Lée A. Michaelis, AICP
Date: March 8, 2010 | via Hand Delivery

To: Cityof Seattle
Committee on Built Environment: Sally Bagshaw, T1m Burgess, & Sally Clark,

P.O. Box 34025
Seattle, WA 98124-4025

From: R.W. Thorpe & Assoc, Inc — Agent for the Applicant
~ Subject: DPD Project 3008747 — Summary of Key Points in McBride Rezone Record:
Please note that no new information is being added to the record in the follwing -

discussion.

The applicant, Ken McBride, applied for a'modest rezone of two parcels, (located at 11340 and -
11334 Corliss Avenue N, Seattle, Washington) on March 24, 2008. The request was for a rezone

from Single Family 7,200 square feet per lot, to Single Family 5,000 square feet per lot. Please
note that this was not a rezone request for multifamily zoning.

The‘ site location is west of I-5, one block off the freeway near Northgate, at the north boundary of
the Northgate Urban Vlllage The rezone would accommodate the creation of two additional smgle
family lots for a total of six rather than four single family parcels.

The RWT/AStaff, with 3 AICP members and 33 years of practice in Seattle provided the record of
application for approval. In summary it was determined that:

The Functional & Locational Criteria of the Single Family Zone fits and remains the same for the
site. (SMC 23.34.011)

The rezone is consistent with the Broadview-Bitter Lake-Haller Lake Neighborhood Plan and the
Northgate Area Comprehensive Plan. The rezone will not chanQe the character of the single family
zone and does not conflict with any of the policies

" A SEPA Determination of Nonsigniﬁcance was granted and was not appealed.

The service capacities for. the area (SMC23.34.008 f) e.g. public services, pvedest'rian safety, would
not suffer a significant adverse impact from the addition of two single family lots.
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Centered on these facts and those presented by the staff in their report of November 13, 2008, the
Director of the Department of Planning and Development Diane M. Sugimura, recommended
- APPROVAL of the Rezone from SF 7200 to SF 5000.

On January 6™ 2009 the Hearing Examiner held an open record hearing on McBride’s application
and issued finding and conclusions, recommending that the application be approved. The
recommended APPROVAL of the Rezone was based on the SMC 23.34.008 which sets out the
general criteria for a rezone.

On March 25" 2009 after no appeals of fhe Hearing Examiner’s decision the subject went before the
“Planning Land Use and Neighborhood Committee.” In a vote of two to one the rezone was
recommended for approval by the Council committee, one year after the application was made.

The full City Council at its meeting(s) on April 6™ , & 13, 2009 entered its Findings, Conclusions
and Decision that adopted the entirety of the Examiners recommendation as its own decision with
two exceptlons

The Councils Decision hereby. substitutes the following conclusion: The proposed rezone
conflicts with Land Use Goal 9 in Seattle, Comprehensive Plan which emphasizes maintaining
the character of single family zones including “use, development, and density characteristic.”

In addition, the Council substztutes the following Conclusion of Law as Conclusion of law 12:
12. Although the proposed rezone would be consistént with some of the applicable criteria, it
would be inconsistent with maintaining the character of single family zones and could set a
president in the neighborhood for encourage other home owners to pursue; rezone of their
single family zone properties. Therfore the rezone should be denied.

Upon denial of the Rezone, the applicant filed an appeal of the decision to King County
Superior Court under Land Use Petition Act.

In the Superior Court of Washington for King County Case no. 09-2-17965-4, the Court found
that the City Council was in error by identifying the inconsistency with Land Use Goal 9,
because site specific land use proposals are governed by zoning and development regulations,
not the Comprehensive Plan. Further the Court found that the City Council was in error by
determining that the rezone “could set a precedent in the neighborhood & encourage other
homeowners to pursue rezones of their single family zoned properties” because it was

speculative, and that each application like McBride’s should be decided on its own merits

under the relevant standards.
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By adopting the entire Hearing Examiner’s Findings, Conclusions and Decisions in its entirety but
for the two exceptions, the Council set up a contradiction that McBride’s proposed rezone would be
inconsistent with maintaining the character of a single family zone, when in fact the rezone was to
still be a single family designation. SMC 23.34.011 identifies the function and locational criteria for
single family zone.but does not address the minimum lot size within the single family zone. Both
7,200 sq. ft. and 5000 sq. ft. lots exist in single family zoning classification..

In addition to the internal conflict and error of the City Council cited by the Court, it is our opinion

that there was also a misapplied objection to lowrise development which was ascribed to this

property. During the City Council discussion on April 6" among council members, letter(s) were

cited from persons who were against multifamily zoning. We believe that their discussion led to -
confusion as their opposition was taken out of context; the neighbors were not opposed to the

single family zoning change, they were opposed to multifamily.

After review of the conclusions and findings of the Court we remam as we were at first, convinced
that the rezone should be granted.

~

Respectfully Submitted, ' Respectfully Submitted,

R.W. Thorpe & Associates, Inc R.W. Thorpe & Associates, Inc |
o 2 T .
Robert Thorpe, AICP ' Barbara Baker, AICP
- President o Associate

CC: Charles Klinge, LLP
Ken McBride

® 705 Second Avenue Suite 710 * Seattle WA 98104 Telephone: 206/624-6239 * Fax: 206/625-0930 * E-Mail: rwta@rwta.com ®
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FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND DECISION
OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SEATTLE

C.F. 309287

In the matter of the Petition )
of ‘ ) DPD Project 3008747
)
Ken McBride ) FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS
) AND DECISION '
To rezone 34,472 square )y '
feet of land located at )
11340 and 11334 Corliss )
Avenue North from SF )
7200 to SF 5000 )
| )

Introduction

This matter involves the petition of Ken McBride (the “Proponent”) to rezone
approximately 34,472 square feet of pfoperty located at 11340 and 11334 Corliss Avenue |
North from Single Family 7200 (SF 7200) to Single Family 5000 (SF 5000). Attachment
A shows the area to be rezoned. }

On November 13, 2008, the Director of the Department of Planning and
Development (DPD) recommended approval of the proposed rezone. After holding an epen
record hearing on J anuary 6, 2009, the Hearing Examiner issued Findings and
Recommendations recommending approval. The Council received no appeals of the |
Hearing Examiner’s recomﬁendation.

' The matter came before the Planning, Lnnd Use and Neighborhoo‘d Committee
(PLUNC) on March 25, 2009. At that meeting, PLUNC took up the merits of the petition.

On that date, PLUNC discussed the proposed rezone and voted 2-1 to recommend approval

to the full Council.



Findings, Conclusions and Decision
C.F. 309287 \ :
Page 2 . : : \

Findings of Fact'and Conclusions
The Council hereby adopts tlie Hearing Ex.amjner's Findings of Fact and

Conclusions of Law 1-11 for C.F. 309287 dated January 14, 2009, except for the last
sentence of Conclusion of Law 6. )For the last sentence of Conclusion of Law 6, the Council
hereby substitutes the following conclusion: The proposed rezone conflicts w1th Land Use
Goal 9in Seattle S Comprehenswe Plan, which emphas1zes maintaining the character of
single family zones including “use, development, and density characteristics.” In addition,
the Council substitutes the following Ccnclusiori of Law as Conclusion of Law 12:

12. Although the proposed rezone would be consistent with some of the applicable
| criteria, it would be inconsistent with maintaining the character of single family

zones and could set a precedent in the neighborhood and encourage other

homeowners to pursue rezones of their single family zoned properties.. Therefore,

the rezone should be denied.

Decision
The Council hereby DENIES a rezone of the property described above and found in

Attachment A, from SF 7200 to SF 5000.

Dated this \’b* day of Apm‘\ 2000,

/ City Council President’
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City of Seattle | 109 0PR 14 M 13 g (. .
Legislative Department o , | ' qm
Office of the City Clerk  CITY CLERK J )

Judith E. Pippin, City Clerk

April 14, 2009

PARTIES OF RECORD
Petition to Rezone - Clerk File No. 309287

Dear Sir or Madam: - -

The City Council at its meeting on April 6, 2009, voted not to adopt the recommendation
of its Planning, Land Use and Neighborhoods Committee on Clerk File No. 309287,
entitled: ' '

Petition of Ken McBride to rezone 34,472 sq.ft. of land at 11340 Corliss Avenue North

from Single Family 7,200 to Single Family 5,000 (Project No. 3008747 (Type IV).

At its meeting on April 13, 2009, the City Council voted to adopt findings, conclusions

_and a decision to deny the rezone. The City Council decision was as follows:

That the rezone be denied.

- Judicial review of this decision may be sought in King County Superior Court under the

Land Use Petition Act (RCW 36.70C). To be timely, an appeal must be filed with the
court and served on all parties of record within 21 days of the date the decision is issued.
The date of issuance is three days after the written decision is mailed; the mailing date is
April 14, 2009. For further information please see RCW 36.70C.040.

Sincerely, _ -

Carol Shenk

| Acting City Clerk

Enclosure

-cc: Sally Clark, Councilmember
Sara Belz, Council Central Staff
Sue Putnam, DPD ‘
Hearing Examiner
Parties of Record

600 Fourth Avenue, Floor 3, PO Box 94728, Seattle, Washington 98124-4728
(206) 684-8344  Fax: (206) 386-9025 TTY: (206) 233-0025
-Internet Address: http://www.seattle.gov/leg/clerk - )
An EEO employer. Accommodations for people with disabilities provided upon request.



FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND DECISION
OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SEATTLE

C.F. 309287

7200 to SF 5000

In the matter of the Pet1t10n ) :

of ) DPD Project 3008747
)

Keén McBride ) - FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS
) AND DECISION

To rezone 34,472 square )

feet of land located at )

11340 and 11334 Corliss )

Avenue North from SF )
)
)

Introduction
This matter involves the petition of Ken.McBride (the “Proponent”) to rezone
approximately 34,472 square feet of pfope‘rty located at 11340 and 11334 Corliss Avenue |
North from Single Family 7200 (SF 7200) to-Single Family 5000 (SF 5000). Attachment
A shows the area to be rezoned. |

On November 13, 2008, the Dlrector of the Department of Plannmg and

‘Development (DPD) reeommended approval of the proposed rezone. Aﬂer holding an open

record hearing on January 6, 2009, the Hearing Exammer issued Findings and
Recommendations recommending approval. The Council received no appeals of the |
Hearing Examiner’s feeorntnendation.

The matter came before the Planning, Land Use and' Neighborhood Committee
(PLUNC) on March 25, 2009. At that meeting, PLUNC took up the merits of the petition.

On that date PLUNC dlscussed the proposed rezone and voted 2-1 to recommend approval

. to the full Council.
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Findrngs of Fact and Conclusions |
The Council hereby adopts tlre Hearing E)renﬁner's Findings of Fact and
Conclusions of Lav'v 1-11 for C.F. 309287 deted‘ January 14, 2009, except for the last
sentence of Conclnsion of Law 6. ._For the last sentence of Conclusion of Law 6, the Council
hereby subetimtes the following conclusion: The proposed rezone conflicts with Land Use
Goal 9 in' Seattle’s Comnrehensive Plan, which emphesizes‘ maintaining the character of
single family zones 1nclud1ng “use development and density characteristics.” In addition,

the Counc1l substltutes the following Conclusron of Law as Conclusion of Law 12:

12. Although t}re proposed rezone \_yould be coneistent with some of the applicable
| criteria, it would be inconsistent with ‘mainterining the character of single family

zones and coulri seta precedent in the neighborhood and encourage other

homeowners to pursue rezones of their smgle famrly zoned propertles Therefore,

 the rezone should be demed

Decision
The Council hereby DENIES a rezone of the property described above and found in

Attachment A, from SF 7200 to SF 5000

Dated this \?)* day of j-\\{)ri'\ ,., , 2009.-

-

/  City Council President
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City of Seattle

_ \ \ Department of Plahhing and Development . FILED
I ‘\ - Applicant Services Center . CITY OF SEATTLE
~ | | 03 APR -2 P} 2: 27
: ‘Land Use Referrals CITY CLERK
Type of Approvals o ' Project Number 500 g7¢/ 7 .
Major Inst. Master Plan Council Conditional Use Unit Lot Sub L
Full Subdivision Public Projects - » Short Plat .
Planned Comm. Dev. Rezone LBA
Sidewalk Café ' Shoreline Permit OTHER
~ Site Address: ___ [[BYD ér)/& //if /41/& /[/
Environmental Review Required? Yes No [ ]
’ |- [ Please Review the attached
1wl application and send your response
Q -E within fourteen (14) days to:
2 = . \
-g' _g : PermitTech(LU)
G| & . _
81918 e 8 | | E-Mail
e /S8 <|E|we § | Fax Number _ :
ARSI = 3 2| [or Mail Stop SMT-21-00
sle /8| o |
2|8 % 2l & § = B | | Assigned
alE|S|s5le|8 3|5 B.[ | Planner
=8| 8= 8|8|3]|s% 3 | | Email_"
T|e|g|ZS|n|B|n|0 0 :

SDOT - Street Use (SMT - 3900)

Fire  (FM 02-04) :

Water. (KT 40-00)

. ' ' City Light-North Engr - SMT-28-22 (N8)

: ' ) City Light-South Engr - SMT-28-22-(S7)
City Light — Environmental Section '
Parks & Recreation (PK 01-01)

, . Health (WFC-PH-0700)

‘ - ; ' Metro — Environmental Planning

Department of Natural Resources
| [ CityClerk (CH03-10)
‘ Zoning Review o
Sign Inspector
Addressing
Building Plans Examiner
" Geo-technical Engineer -
Drainage Review ‘
| ‘ : Other: Office of Housing —-SMT-57-00
] ‘ Other :

Application Date: _ 3/:2 (’—// di __ Date Referred: _ S// / / ﬂgy
Due Date: 2 WK Zoning;‘4WK - LURS/SCL:6WK_ Rev-06/06, 03/07
*SENT TO ADDRESSING: :
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Client Assistance Memo #228—Application Requirements for Rezones and Contract Rezones page 2

Rezone Information Form

Please provide complete and accurate information as requested below. Use additional paper if necessary.

1. Project number 3008747  Ken McBride

(This number will be assigned at your pre-submittal conference)

2. Subject property address ___ 11340 Corliss Ave North

. Existing zoning classification Proposed change to___ oo ¢
SF 7,200 SF-5;000
4. Approximate size of property/area to be rezoned 0893’ x 3516 ¢ square feet___34 472 sqfi

5. Legal description of property to be rezoned (attach additional sheet if necessary)

SEE ATTACHED — TWO PARCEL NO. 2926049175 & 2926049188

6. Present use of property The two parcels are both oversized lots with one single family unit ea.

7. What structures, if any, will be demolished or removed? None at this time — ultimately 2 garages may be removed

The existing homes (2) will remain, be remodeled, and or improved at some time in the future.

8. Reason for the requested change in zoning classification andfor new use _The density increase to SF 5000 will
allow the two oversized parcels to be divided in a manner that retains their single family criteria; while allowing the once residual
land to contribute to parcels available for new residential construction. The two parcels abut the Northgate Urban Village. The
rezone to SF 5000 will allow a transition between L-3 & SF 7200 where one does not exist now.

9. Anticipated benefits the proposal will provide An increase of density will meet Seattle UGA goals of 4 to 8 units per acre.
More Single Family lots will be added to the buildable lands inventory without sprawl. Implementation of the City of Seattle “Northgate Traffic
Improvement Plan” will support development within the area. Helping Northgate meets it 's housing and employment targets for 2010. Infill
development requires new investment in the neighborhood which will improve the quality of the City.

10. Summary of potential negative impacts of the proposal on the surrounding area

A portion of the growth could be diverted to other neighborhoods within the City, or to other cities in the iegton affecting the need for

transportationimproverments-within-those areas—Greaterdevelopment pressure-contd-also-occnronrorat-furds.
11. List other permits or approvals being requested in conjunction with this proposal (e.g., street vacation)

Owner/Applicant(s) 4
(S/gnature)
(signature)
Name(s) (printed) Ken McBride
Address cloR W Thnrnp & Assoc. Inc 206-624-6239 fax 206-625-0930
705 2" Ave Suite 710
City/State ve Suite Zip
Searrie A 9810

LEGAL DISCLAIMER: This Client Assistance Memo (CAM) should not be used as a substitute for codes and regulations. The applicant is
responsible for compliance with all code and rule requirements, whether or not described in this CAM.
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ELIZABETH KING
23423 BRIER ROAD
BRIER, WA 98036
(425) 398-1917 / (206) 992-7977

elizabeth.king(@vahoo.com

March 18, 2008

TO:

R.W. Thorpe & Associates, Inc.
705 2™ Ave. Ste 710

Seattle, WA 98104-1717

ATTN: Barbara Baker

Dear Barbara,

This letter is to confirm my interest and support of the rezone that you are pursuing with
the City of Seattle which involves my property, at 11334 Corliss Ave. N., and Mr.
McBride’s property, at 11340 Corliss Ave. N. I agree to include my property in the
rezone that Mr. McBride has initiated with you, and authorize you to convey information
about my property to the City of Seattle and Mr. McBride to obtain the rezone.

Please feel free to contact me if you need any additional information. Thank you for your
assistance in this matter.

Sincerely,

Elizabeth King



CURRENT ZONING: SINGLE FAMILY 7,200

REZONE REQUEST/ CHANGE TO: SINGLE FAMILY 5,000

City of Seattle
ADDRESS PARCEL Project | _ SA::.E?F% t
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McBride | 11340 Corliss Ave North | 2926049-175 3008747 17,229
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Figure 1: Zone Designations:
Northgate Urban Center SF 5000 (Single Family), LDT (Lowrise, Duplex, Triplex), L1, L2, L3 (Lowrise 1,2 and 3),

MR (Midrise), RC (Residential Commercial), NC2, NC3 (Neighborhood Commercial 2, 3),

C1 (Commercial 1), MVO (Major Institution Overlay)

Design Review * Northgate Urban Center and Overlay District Design Guidelines
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Title 23 - LAND USE CODE
Subtitle III Land Use Regulations
Division 1 Land Use Zones

Chapter 23.34 - Amendments to Official Land Use Map (Rezones)

Subchapter II Rezone Criteria

SMC 23.34.008 General rezone criteria. |

A. To be approved a rezone shall meet the
following standards:

1. In urban centers and urban villages the
zoned capacity for the center or village
taken as a whole shall be no less than one
hundred twenty-five percent (125%) of the
growth targets adopted in the Comprehensive
Plan for that center or village.

The site adjoins the Northgate Urban Village but
in outside the boundary. It is in the Northgate
neighborhood planning area

2. For the area within the urban village
boundary of hub urban villages and for
residential urban villages taken as a whole
the zoned capacity shall not be less than the
densities established in the Urban Village
Element of the Comprehensive Plan.

NA - The sites abut the boundary of the urban
village but do not qualify for Small Lot, L-/,2 or 3
due to the Location criteria and the Northgate
Neighborhood Plan does not have areas
designated for Residential Small Lot such as
RSL, - RSL/T Tandem Housing or RSL/C Cottage
Housing. Therefore rezone for density is allowed
to occur only from SF 7200 to SF 5,000.

B. Match Between Zone Criteria and Area
Characteristics. The most appropriate zone
designation shall be that for which the
provisions for designation of the zone type
and the locational criteria for the specific
zone match the characteristics of the area to
be rezoned better than any other zone
designation. :

The site meets the Single Family Zone
Classification.

The current Zone is Single Family 7200

The request is to change the 7200
minimum lot area to 5,000

C. Zoning History and Precedential Effect.
Previous and potential zoning changes both in
and around the area proposed for rezone shall
be examined.

The 1993 Northgate Neighborhood Plan Ord.
116770 appendix C & F

SMC 23.71.030

“Transition”

Implementation Guideline 5.1: The intent is to
promote a compatible physical relationship
between uses on both sides of a zoning
boundary, while permitting different scales and
intensities of development. This will provide
light, air, and solar access and privacy to
properties in abutting residential areas.

D. Neighborhood Plans.

The Northgate Neighborhood Plan does not
have areas designated for Residential Small Lot
such as RSL, - RSL/T Tandem Housing or RSL/C
Cottage Housing. Therefore rezone for density is
allowed to occur only from SF 7200 to SF 5,000.

1. For the purposes of this title, the effect
of a neighborhood plan, adopted or amended by
the City Council after January 1, 1995, shall
be as expressly established by the City
Council for each such neighborhood plan.

This rezone application does not modify the
requirements in the main body of the land use
code in relationship to location criteria for
Single Family Zones with the Northgate
Neighborhood Plan.

2. Council adopted neighborhood plans that
apply to the area proposed for rezone shall
be taken into consideration.

“Demographic Snapshots by City of Seattle
Department of Design, Construction and Land
Use - Monitoring Our Progress page5 & 6
state that 25% of the Comprehensive Plan Share
of Housing is to occur outside of Urban Centers




and Villages. ¢ .n the age of the surrounding
neighborhoods there is little if any large lots
with the ability to accommodate growth at this
percentage. Rezone to SF 5,000 will work.

When and where it can occur the Northgate
Neighborhood is ready for new investment.
Examples: Library, Community Center and Park
Construction Underway - Mayor Nickels leads
Northgate groundbreaking ceremony 03/19/05

The Northgate Stakeholders Group was formed as a
result of the agreement reached in December 2003
by Mayor Nickels, the Seattle City Council, and
members of the Northgate community, and
represents a wide range of interests in the
revitalization of Northgate.

The first charges for the group are to advise the
City on a plan for open space and pedestrian
connections, the Coordinated Transportation
Investment Plan, the Fifth Avenue NE Streetscape
Design, and planning for large developments. Large
developments for the Northgate area include the
Lorig development, the City's project for open space
and a storm water feature to benefit Thornton
Creek, King County's transit-oriented project, and
expansion of Northgate Mall.

3. Where a neighborhood plan adopted or
amended by the City Council after January 1,
1995 establishes policies expressly adopted
for the purpose of guiding future rezones,
but does not provide for rezones of
particular sites or areas, rezones shall be
in conformance with the rezone policies of
such neighborhood plan.

SMC 23.24.040 The subject properties would
provide adequate buildable area to meet
applicable yard, lot coverage requirements and
other applicable Land Use Code development
standard within the Northgate Area at SF5,000.

This rezone process would increase
opportunities for new housing development to
ensure adequate capacity for future housing
needs. The proposed rezone would create
capacity in the Single Family Zone which is
diminishing due to lack of parcels undeveloped.

4. If it is intended that rezones of
particular sites or areas identified in a
Council adopted neighborhood plan are to be
required, then the rezones shall be approved
simultaneously with the approval of the
pertinent parts of the neighborhood plan.

NA This is not part of a Council adopted
required rezone.

E. Zoning Principles. The following zoning
principles shall be considered:

1. The impact of more intensive zones on less
intensive zones or industrial and commercial
zones on other zones shall be minimized by
the use of transitions or buffers, if
possible. A gradual transition between zoning
categories, including height limits, is
preferred.

Currently there is no transition between Lowrise
2 and the Single Family 7200 zone.

A transition to SF 5,000 on this ¥z block would
cause new Single Family development and re-
investment to occur. NG-P7 and NG-P8

Ord 116770 Ord, 116795 SMC 23.71.030

2. Physical buffers may provide an effective
separation between different uses and

The use remains the same, the density would
allow the one oversized lot to be subdivided into




intensities of development. 2 following
elements may be considered as buffers:

3 (5,000 sq foo. [s) which are adjacent to the
urban village L2. This would allow a transition
between levels of intensity, while remaining
single family.

a. Natural features such as topographic
breaks, lakes, rivers, streams, ravines and
shorelines; .

There are no natural features which act as a
physical buffer.

b. Freeways, expressways, other major traffic
arterials, and railroad tracks;

Interstate 5 is east of this single family
neighborhood. And is currently a buffer between
the Commercial development at Northgate and
the west side of the freeway.

c. Distinct change in street layout and block
orientation;

The subject property is one of only two
properties which fronts on the 113th block of
Corliss Ave North. Both parcels are oversized
lots, both lots are asking for an increase in
density from SF 7200 to SF 5,000 in this action.

d. Open space and green spaces.

3. Zone Boundaries.

The area is urban in natural and the lots adjoin
the Northgate Urban Village. .

a. In establishing boundaries the following
elements shall be considered:

(1) Physical buffers as described in
subsection E2 above;

Addressed above

(2) Platted lot lines.

b. Boundaries between commercial and
residential areas shall generally be
established so that commercial uses face each
other across the street on which they are
located, and face away from adjacent
residential areas. An exception may be made
when physical buffers can provide a more
effective separation between uses.

NA This is a density change only. Not a change
of land use classifications

4. In general, height limits greater than
forty (40) feet should be limited to urban
villages. Height limits greater than forty
(40) feet may be considered outside of urban
villages where higher height limits would be
consistent with an adopted neighborhood plan,
a major institution's adopted master plan, or
where the designation would be consistent
with the existing built character of the
area.

There is no change of height requirements in the
Single Family zone requested in this action.

F. Impact Evaluation. The evaluation of a
proposed rezone shall consider the possible
negative and positive impacts on the area
proposed for rezone and its surroundings.

The cumulative Impacts of Planned growth have
been evaluated previously and considered in the
EIS for the City’s Comprehensive Plan and are
not evaluated again for this request. Adopted
regulations for noise, air quality, stormwater and
circulation are addressed in the adopted
regulations within the Development Standards
for Single Family zones. No change of these
standards is being requested. If implemented
the possible negative impacts would be those
attributed to traffic and circulation generated by
the addition of two lots above the number now
allowed. New and reinvestment to this pocket
area of the Northgate Neighborhood will have a
positive impact on the visual inventory and
diversity of housing options.

1. Factors to be examined include, but are
not limited to, the following:

a. Housing, particularly low-income housing:;

Buildable land will be added which in Single




Family by infili  selopment. This is consistent
with the Goals and Policies of GMA. Limiting the
size of the home which can be constructed on a
5000 square foot lot vs. a lot of 7200, will result
in an opportunity for lower priced home.

b. Public services;

The area is served by all Public Services. Water,
sanitary sewer, and storm drain facilities by the
City of Seattle are available. Standard
conditions for utility extension can be achieved.

c¢. Environmental factors, such as noise, air
and water quality, terrestrial and aquatic
flora and fauna, glare, odor, shadows, and
energy conservation;

Their will be no action needed to mitigate the
change of density. The minimal degree of
change will not affect air, noise, or water quality.
The increase of density will not change any
environmental condition adversely. Reduction of
sprawl is a benefit,

d. Pedestrian safety;

Pedestrian Safety will not be adversely affected
above a non action alternative. The addition of
side walks to the ¥z block will increase safety.

e. Manufacturing activity;

NA - no manufacturing activity

f. Employment activity;

NA — not a job related action

g. Character of areas recognized for
architectural or historic value;

The character of the area is not recognized for
any architectural or historic features or value.
The “Northgate Elementary” school 2 blocks
away at 11725 1°' Ave North will remain as an
anchorage for the single family zone; weather
SF5000 or SF 7200

h. Shoreline view, public access and recreation.

This is not view property with a shoreline nor
does it have any area where public recreational
opportunity is desirable. The street (113") ends
where it meets the freeway

2. Service Capacities. Development which can
reasonably be anticipated based on the
proposed development potential shall not
exceed the service capacities which can
reasonably be anticipated in the area,
including:

The Northgate Coordinated Transportation
Investment Plan proposes 68 improvements that
address all components of the transportation
system. It is anticipated that there will be no
change in LOS by allowing a density change of
this limited magnitude

a. Street access to the area;

There is no change to access

b. Street capacity in the area;

LOS will not be affected. There is considerably
less than 25 vehicle trips in any one pm peak
hour period generated by this proposal.

c. Transit service;

The Northgate Neighborhood is anticipating the
Sound Transit Link Light Rail station on 1°' Ave
NE and NE 103" . Transit service /center For
King County Northgate Park and Ride
Facility located at the intersection of 5th
Avenue NE and NE 112th Street

d. Parking capacity;

SMC is 2 parking units per household / this is
achievable. The City of Seattle is currently
allowing reduction in minimum parking
requirements for residential uses to reduce the
impact of development on access and parking

requirements.
e. Utility and sewer capacity; Available
f. Shoreline navigation. NA

G. Changed Circumstances. Evidence of changed

circumstances shall be taken into
consideration in reviewing proposed rezones,
but is not required to demonstrate the
appropriateness of a proposed rezone.
Consideration of changed circumstances shall

The zoning in the area was adopted prior to
1985. The 1993 Northgate Area Comprehensive
Plan Policies and the Jan 2005 Neighborhood
planning element remain active and still
applicable. The opportunity to leverage
oversized parcels to generate new capacities for
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be limited to elements or cc .tions included an existing ne,_ ,orhood without changing its

in the criteria for the relevant zone and/or character is desirable.
overlay designations in this chapter.
H. Overlay Districts. If the area is located Northgate

in an overlay district, the purpose and
boundaries of the overlay district shall be
considered.

I. Critical Areas. If the area is located in There is no effect on critical areas.
or adjacent to a critical area (SMC Chapter
25.09), the effect of the rezone on the
critical area shall be considered.
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Title 23 - LAND USE CODE

Subtitle III Land Use Regulations
Division 1 Land Use Zones

Chapter 23.34 - Amendments to Official Land Use Map (Rezones)

Subchapter II Rezone Criteria

SMC 23.34.011 Single-family zones, function and locational criteria.

A. Function. An area that provides predominantly
detached single-family structures on lot sizes
compatible with the existing pattern of development
and the character of single-family neighborhoods.

This is the same function and location criteria.
The Ilot size of 7200 is compatible with 5,000 and
the character does not change

B. Locational Criteria. A single-family zone
designation is most appropriate in areas meeting
the following criteria:

1. Areas that consist of blocks with at least
seventy (70) percent of the existing
structures, not including detached accessory

dwelling units, in single-family residential use; or

Any new structures would be single family.

2. Areas that are designated by an adopted
neighborhood plan as appropriate for single-family
residential use; or

This is a area of adopted single family use

3. Areas that consist of blocks with less than seventy
(70) percent of the existing structures, not including
detached accessory dwelling units, in single-family
residential use but in which an increasing trend toward
single-family residential use can be demonstrated; for
example:

The proximity to the Urban Village Boundary
results in the adjoining properties being at a
density of 16 units per acre. At 7200 the density
is 6 units per acre. At SF 5000 the density would
be 8 units per acre; which is still consistent with
single family goals of the Northgate
Neighborhood Plan.

a. The construction of single-family
structures, not including detached accessory
dwelling units, in the last five (5) years
has been increasing proportionately to the
total number of constructions for new uses in

the area, or

The use in the area remain single family

b. The area shows an increasing number of
improvements and rehabilitation efforts to
single-family structures, not including

detached accessory dwelling units, or

Rehabilitation efforts are to singlg family

c. The number of existing single-family
structures, not including detached accessory
dwelling units, has been very stable orx
increasing in the last five (5) years, or

The neighborhood is stable. The homes on
these sites were constructed in 1940-1941

d. The area's location is topographically and
environmentally suitable for single-family
residential developments.

The site is suitable for single-family at 5,000

C. An area that meets at least one (1) of the
locational criteria in subsection B above
should also satisfy the following size
criteria in order to be designated as a
single-family zone:

1. The area proposed for rezone should
comprise fifteen (15) contiguous acres or
more, or should abut an existing single-

The site is and will remain single family zone
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family zone

2. If the area proposed for rezone contains
less than fifteen (15) contiguous acres, and
does not abut an existing single-family zone,
then it should demonstrate strong or stable
single-family residential use trends or
potentials such as:

Compatible ++

a. That the construction of single-family
structures, not including detached accessory
dwelling units, in the last five (5) years
has been increasing proportionately to the
total number of constructions for new uses in
the area, or

Compatible ++

b. That the number of existing single-family
structures, not including detached accessory
dwelling units, has been very stable or
increasing in the last five (5) years, or

Compatible ++

c. That the area's location is
topographically and environmentally suitable
for single-~-family structures, or

Compatible ++

d. That the area shows an increasing number
of improvements or rehabilitation efforts to
single-family structures, not including
detached accessory dwelling units.

Rehabilitation efforts will increase if 5,000 is
granted. The existing home are 67 years with
minimal re-investment

D. Half-blocks at the edges of single-family
zones which have more than fifty (50) percent
single-family structures, not including
detached accessory dwelling units, or
portions of blocks on an arterial which have
a majority of single-family structures, not
including detached accessory dwelling units,
shall generally be included. This shall be
decided on a case-by-case basis, but the
policy is to favor including them.

Compatible ++

These two sites make up the total ¥z block of
this block of Corliss

(Ord. 122190 , Section 3, 2006; Ord. 117430
Section 9, 1994: Ord. 112522 Section 6(part),
1985; Ord. 110381 Section 1l(part), 1982.)
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LEFT COLUMN TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT.
RIGHT COLUMN FOR DPD USE ONLY.

A. BACKGROUND
1. Name of proposed project, if applicable:

2. Name of applicant:
Kenneth W. Mcbride

3. Address and phone number of applicant and contact person:
224 Nickerson St.
Seattle, WA 98109
206-283-7121

Representing Agent:

R.W. Thorpe & Associates, Inc.
705 Second Ave. Suite 710
Seattle, WA 98104
206-624-6239

4. Date checklist prepared:
February 2008

5. Agency requesting checklist:
City of Seattle Department of Planning and Development
700 Fifth Ave. Suite 2000
P.O. Box 34019
Seattle, WA 98124-4019

6. Proposed timing or schedule (including phasing, if applicable):
N/A

2 ENVIRONMENTAL (SEPA) CHECKLIST
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7. Do you have any plans for future additions, expansion, or further
activity related to or connected with this proposal? If yes, explain.

A Subdivision application may follow within one to two years.

8. List any environmental information you know about that has been
prepared, or will be prepared, directly related to this proposal.

A critical area expedition was filed for a localized depression
created by previous easement construction. The limited size
results in a 15’ setback buffer, as the area occurs off the site
on the neighboring property to the south. See Figure A.

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

None.

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

None.

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

Rezone properties from SF7200-R to SF 5000.

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

3 ENVIRONMENTAL (SEPA) CHECKLIST
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This site is located within Section SW29 Township 26 Range
04. A site map that is attached represents the site. The site is
located at 11340 & 11334 Corliss Ave N Seattle, WA 98133.
Parcel #2926049175 & #2926049188.

B. ENVIRONMENTAL ELEMENTS
1. Earth

General description of the site (circle one):
Elat, rolling, hilly, steep slopes, mountainous,
other:

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

There are no steep slopes on the properties.

What general types of soils are found on the site (for example,
clay, sand, gravel, peat, muck)? If you know the classification of
agricultural soils, specify them and note any prime farmland.

According to the ‘Geologic Map of Seattle’, Vashon till (Vt)
is the soil type found on the site.

Are there surface indications or history of unstable soils in the
immediate vicinity? If so, describe.

No.

Describe the purpose, type, and approximate quantities of any
filling or grading proposed. Indicate source of fill.

None.

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

No.

About what percent of the site will be covered with impervious
surfaces after project construction (for example, asphalt or
buildings)?

4 ENVIRONMENTAL (SEPA) CHECKLIST
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LEFT COLUMN TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT.
RIGHT COLUMN FOR DPD USE ONLY.

Impervious surface will not exceed code requirements for
the site in accordance with the City of Seattle and King
County codes.

h. Proposed measures to reduce or control erosion, or other
impacts to the earth, if any:

None.

2. Air

a. What type of emissions to the air would result from the proposal
(i.e., dust, automobile, odors, industrial wood smoke) during
construction and when the project is completed? If any,
generally describe and give approximate quantities if known.

No emissions at this time. Minimum amounts of emissions
from automobiles can be expected at project phase of
single-family home. '

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

No.

c. Proposed measures to reduce or control emissions or other
impacts to air, if any:

None.

3. Water
a. Surface:

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

No.

5 ENVIRONMENTAL (SEPA) CHECKLIST




LEFT COLUMN TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT.
RIGHT COLUMN FOR DPD USE ONLY.

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

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

No, the project will not require work in or adjacent to
any surface water body.

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

None.

Will the proposal require surface water withdrawals or
diversions? Give general description, purpose, and
approximate quantities if known.

No.

Does the proposal lie within a 100-year floodplain? If so,
note location on the site plan.

The subject properties do not lie within a 100-year
floodplain.

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

No.

b. Ground:

1)

Will ground water be withdrawn, or will water be discharged
to ground water? Give general description, purpose, and
approximate quantities if known.

No.

6 ENVIRONMENTAL (SEPA) CHECKLIST



LEFT COLUMN TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT.
RIGHT COLUMN FOR DPD USE ONLY.

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

None.

c. Water Runoff (including storm water):

1) Describe the source of runoff (including storm water) and
method of collection and disposal, if any (include quantities,
if known). Where will this water flow? Will this water flow
into other waters? If so, describe.

‘Storm water runoff’ will be the source of water flow. It
will be retained per code requirements in detention for
measured infiltration, when construction of single-family
home occurs.

2) Could waste materials enter ground or surface waters? If
so, generally describe.

No.

d. Proposed measures to reduce or control surface, ground, and
runoff water impacts, if any:

N/A

4. Plants

a. Check or circle types of vegetation found on the site:

X deciduous tree: alder, maple, aspen, other

X evergreen tree: fir, cedar, pine, other

___shrubs

X grass

___pasture

___crop or grain

___wet soil plants: cattail, buttercup, bullrush, skunk cabbage,
other

7 ENVIRONMENTAL (SEPA) CHECKLIST




J

LEFT COLUMN TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT.
RIGHT COLUMN FOR DPD USE ONLY.

__ water plants: water lily, eelgrass, milfoil, other
X other types of vegetation

b. What kind and amount of vegetation will be removed or altered?
None at this time.

c. List threatened or endangered species known to be on or near
the site.

None.

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

Native vegetation will be retained wherever possible and
practical. This is an urban environment..

5. Animals

a. Circle any birds and animals that have been observed on or
near the site or are known to be on or near the site:

birds: hawk, heron, eagle, songbirds, other: None. Typical
types only — Robins & Sparrows.

mammals: deer, bear, elk, beaver,
other: None

fish: bass, salmon, trout, herring, shellfish,
other.___None

b. List any threatened or endangered species known to be on or
near the site.

None.

c. Is the site part of a migration route? If so, explain.
No.

8 ENVIRONMENTAL (SEPA) CHECKLIST
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LEFT COLUMN TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT.
RIGHT COLUMN FOR DPD USE ONLY.

d. Proposed measures to preserve or enhance wildlife, if any:
None at this time.

6. Energy and Natural Resources

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

Will be decided at the project phase of development. The
energy needs will be met with electric and/or gas.

b. Would your project affect the potential use of solar energy by
adjacent properties? If so, generally describe.

No.

c. What kinds of energy conservation features are included in the
plans of this proposal? List other proposed measures to
reduce or control energy impacts, if any:

None considered at this phase.

7. Environmental Health

a. Are there any environmental health hazards, including exposure
to toxic chemicals, risk of fire and explosion, spill, or hazardous
waste, that could occur as a result of this proposal? If so,
describe.

No.

1) Describe special emergency services that might be required.
None.

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

None.

9 ENVIRONMENTAL (SEPA) CHECKLIST




LEFT COLUMN TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT.
RIGHT COLUMN FOR DPD USE ONLY.

b. Noise

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

Interstate 5 is the current source of most all traffic noise
in the area. It is not expected to affect the proposal.

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

Minor levels of noise would be created by residence of
new homes coming and going from the site.

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

None.

8. Land and Shoreline Use
a. What is the current use of the site and adjacent properties?

The current use of the site is Single Family (Res Use/Zone).
The current use of adjacent properties are also Single
Family (Res Use/Zone).

b. Has the site been used for agriculturé? If so, describe.
Not to the applicant’s knowledge.

c. Describe any structures on the site.

Currently, there is a one-story residence on each parcel
(1,770 living sq. ft. & 1,830 living sq. ft.).

d. Will any structures be demolished? If so, what?

Each parcel has two small garden sheds/garages that may
need to be removed at the project phase to meet
requirements for backyard setbacks.

10 ENVIRONMENTAL (SEPA) CHECKLIST
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RIGHT COLUMN FOR DPD USE ONLY.

e. What is the current zoning classification of the site?
SF 7200-R

f. What is the current comprehensive plan designation of the site?

The current comprehensive plan designation of the site is
Single-Family.

g. If applicable, what is the current shoreline master program
designation of the site?

Not Applicable.

h. Has any part of the site been classified as an “environmentally
critical” area? If so, specify.

No.

i. Approximately how many people would reside or work in the
completed project?

At project phase, three homes would be able to be built on
each parcel (+/- 6 persons per parcel).

j- Approximately how many people would the completed project
displace?

None.

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

None.

I. Proposed measures to ensure the proposal is compatible with
existing and projected land uses and plans, if any:

None. The proposal is currently compatible.

11 ENVIRONMENTAL (SEPA) CHECKLIST




LEFT COLUMN TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT.
RIGHT COLUMN FOR DPD USE ONLY.

9. Housing

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

At most, each parcel will be able to create two new single
family lots. Currently the SF 7,200 zoning will allow the
creation of only one new lot per parcel.

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

None anticipated.

c. Proposed measures to reduce or control housing impacts, if
any:

None proposed.

10. Aesthetics

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

None proposed at this time. Project phase would be per
code requirements.

b. What views in the immediate vicinity would be altered or
obstructed?

None.

c. Proposed measures to reduce or control aesthetic impacts, if
any:

11.Light and Glare

a. What 'type of light or glare will the proposal produce? What time
of day would it mainly occur?

12 ENVIRONMENTAL (SEPA) CHECKLIST
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RIGHT COLUMN FOR DPD USE ONLY.

b. Could light or glare from the finished project be a safety hazard
or interfere with views?

No.

¢. What existing off-site sources of light or glare may affect your
proposal?

None. Spillover freeway lighting from Interstate 5 now
affects the neighborhood.

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

None.

12.Recreation

a. What designated and informal recreational opportunities are in
the immediate vicinity?

City parks and bike paths are within the immediate vicinity
of the site.

b. Would the proposed project displace any existing recreational
uses? If so, describe.

No, the proposed project would not displace any existing
recreational uses.

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

None.

13.Historic and Cultural Preservation

a. Are there any places or objects listed on, or proposed for,
national, state, or local preservation registers known to be on or
next to the site? If so, generally describe.

Not applicable.

13 ENVIRONMENTAL (SEPA) CHECKLIST




LEFT COLUMN TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT.
RIGHT COLUMN FOR DPD USE ONLY.

b. Generally describe any landmarks or evidence of historic,
archaeological, scientific, or cultural importance known to be on
or next to the site.

Not applicable.

c. Proposed measures to reduce or control impacts, if any:
None.

14. Transportation

a. ldentify public streets and highways serving the site, and
describe the proposed access to the existing street system.
Show on site plans, if any.

Current access to the site is at Corliss Ave North.
The important nearby public streets are:

o Corliss Ave North

o North 105" st.

o NE92™st.

¢ Interstate 5

b. Is site currently served by public transit? If not, what is the
approximate distance to the nearest transit stop?

Yes. There are bus stops located one block west of the site.

c. How many parking spaces would the completed project have?

Each parcel would have 6 spaces total (3 lots @ 2 spaces
each).

How many would the project eliminate? None.

d. Will the proposal require any new roads or streets, or
improvements to existing roads or streets, not including
driveways? If so, generally describe (indicate whether public or
private).

No.

14 ENVIRONMENTAL (SEPA) CHECKLIST
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RIGHT COLUMN FOR DPD USE ONLY.

e. Will the project use (or occur in the immediate vicinity of) water,
rail, or air transportation? If so, generally describe.

No.

f. How many vehicular trips per day would be generated by the
completed project? If known, indicate when peak volumes
would occur.

At project phase, the amount of vehicular trips per day
would be typical of single family homes.

g. Proposed measures to reduce or control transportation impacts,
if any.

None.

15.Public Services

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

No.

b. Proposed measures to reduce or control direct impacts on
public services, if any.

No.

16. Utilities

a. Circle utilities currently available at the site: electricity, natural

gas, water, refuse service, teleghon sanitary sewer, septic
system, m, other.

b. Describe the utilities that are proposed for the project, the utility
providing the service, and the general construction activities on
the site or in immediate vicinity which might be needed.

No new service is needed. Connection to City Light, City
water and sewer systems will be required at the project
phase.

15 ENVIRONMENTAL (SEPA) CHECKLIST
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C. SIGNATURE

The above answers are true and complete to the best of myknowledge.
| understand the lead agency is relying on them to make its decision.

Signature: @ W @ @ U7

Date submitted: S 2L

This checklist was reviewed by:

Land Use Planner, Department of Planning and Development

Any comments or changes made by the Department are entered in the
body of the checklist and contain the initials of the reviewer.

16 ENVIRONMENTAL (SEPA) CHECKLIST
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D. SUPPLEMENTAL SHEET FOR NONPROJECT

ACTIONS
(Do not use this sheet for project actions)

Because these questions are very general, it may be helpful to read
them in conjunction with the list of the elements of the environment.

When answering these questions, be aware of the extent the proposal,

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

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

The nonproject proposal would have none of these impacts.

Proposed measures to avoid or reduce such increases are:

None.

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

The proposal would not affect animals, fish or marine life at all.

Minimal affects on plants may occur.

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

Replanting of native vegetation will be promoted.

3. How would the proposal be likely to deplete energy or natural
resources?

The proposal is not expected to deplete energy or natural
resources any faster than at the current rate.

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

None anticipated at nonproject stage.

17 ENVIRONMENTAL (SEPA) CHECKLIST
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4. How would the proposal be likely to use or affect environmentally
critical areas or areas designated (or eligible or under study) for
governmental protection; such as parks, wilderness, wild and
scenic rivers, threatened or endangered species habitat, historic or
cultural sites, wetlands, floodplains, or prime farmlands?

No impact.

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

None.

5. How would the proposal be likely to affect land and shoreline use,
including whether it would allow or encourage land or shoreline
uses incompatible with existing plans?

The proposal is currently compatible.

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

None.

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

Increased demand on transportation and utilities would be
minimal. There will not be an increased demand on public
services.

Proposed measures to reduce or respond to such demand(s) are:
None.

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

No conflicts are foreseen.

18 ENVIRONMENTAL (SEPA) CHECKLIST



City of Seattle
Department of Planning & Development
700 Fifth Avenue, Suite 2000, P.O. Box 34019, Seattle, WA 98124-4019

®

Application Form for Environmentally Critical Areas

ECA EXEMPTION & MODIFICATIONS
TO SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS REQUESTS

TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT
- Dept. of Planning & Development

Pu!zlic Resaurco Canter |
-~ - = °  TYPEOFAPPLICATION - T FEBOG2008
Proposed development is outside the ECA and its buffers and RECEIVED

imposes no additional impact to the ECA [Section 25.09.045.D]
Steep Slope Exemption [Section 25.09.180.B]

Choose any that apply: m W‘m M Lm &. rl$0>

DDevelopment is located on a slope less than 20 in vertical rise, 30' or more
away from other steep slopes and no adverse impacts on the ECA will occur. [B2¢])

DSteep slope is the result of legal grading activities. [Béb]

Proposed development is on an aiready developed site, with no increase in
impact on the ECA. [B2a]

DAppl_ication of development standards would prevent necessary stabilization
of a landslide-prone area. [B2d] :

[:l Request is for modification to submittal requirements (per DPD Director's Rule 3-2007).

SITE AND PROJECT INFORMATION

ste acaress: ({240 COR) 55 Mg N |
Description of proposed project: Mﬁlﬁh’

Please describe the reasons for your request: ’%AL‘:_

F IS B0k Ueaies e

Exemption requests must R a specific development proposal. Please enter the assigned DPD project
number here: ’




TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT
PHOPERTY OWNER/AGENT INFORMATION

Property Owner's Name: @ MCEE_PG Dept. of Planning £ Development
Public Resourca Center
Residence Address: Jlﬁﬂ_ccw

City/State/Zip Code: %\% FEB 0 6 2008
Telephone: i ' : R—EC—EI—V—E..D

Agent's Name: M mr

Address: e
City/State/Zip Code:

Telephone: "za 24

Applicant’s Signature:

Date of Application:

TO BE COMPLETED BY DPD STAFF

Intake Staff: : Fee:
Analyst Date:
Zone: Land Use Map number:
Type of Critical Area: ) . |
o ot PR 22 /o0 [ A f ﬂ;: o
0] Denied:




ECA EXEMPTION DECISION

3008747; 11340 Corliss Avenue North; No ECA review is required: Based on the
submitted topographic survey, no Steep Slope Critical Area exists on or adjacent to
this property. DBG; February 21, 2008.




City of Seattle
Department of Planning & Development
700 Fifth Avenue, Suite 2000, P.O. Box 34019, Seattle, WA 98124-4019

D

Application Form for Environmentally Critical Areas

ECA EXEMPTION & MODIFICATIONS
TO SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS REQUESTS

TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT

Lo . -

TYPE OF APPLICATION
Proposed development is outside the ECA and its buffers and
imposes no additional impact to the ECA [Section 25.09.045.D]

ESteep Slope Exemption [Section 25.09.180.B]
Choose any that apply:

DDevelopment is located on a slope less than 20' in verticalirise. 30" or more
away from other steep slopes and no adverse impacts on the ECA will occur. [B2c]

. . o Oept. of p:- .- .
&teep slope is the result of legal grading activities. [B2b] Public ~any
Proposed development is on an already developed site, with no increase in FEB v 8 sap |
impact on the ECA. [B2a] . U S e

Applicatioh of development standards would prevent necessary stabilization R EC Elv ED
of a landslide-prone area. [B2d]

E] Request is for modification to submittal requirements (per DPD Director's Rule 3-2007).

SITE AND PROJECT INFORMATION

. ) — . |
stoaaaress: 11224 (LoR11o5 pve N
A Description of proposed project: MM@I

Please describe the reasons for your request: WMED

Exemption requesis of a specific development proposal. Please enter the assigned DPD proiect
number here:




Residence Address:
City/State/Zip Code:
Telephone: i

City/State/Zip Code:
Telephone:

Agent's Name: __ »
Address: QM N

TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT
PROPERTY OWNER/AGENT INFORMATION

Applicant’'s Signature:

. Date of Application:

Dept. of Planning & Dsvelopment
Public Resource Canter

FEB 0 6 2008
RECEIVED
TO BE COMPLETED BY DPD STAFF
Intake Staff: ' Fee:
Analyst: Date:
Zone: Land Use Map number: :
Typeof Critical Area: ______ . -z -~ - . o~ - : -
Result of review: %:/'z‘uvg -
B Approved: _3t-22p Lof ‘722':?\ Apriprad. No M&M
[ penied:

o Do Shat
Abeies |




®

EXEMPTION DECISION

3003467; 11334 Corliss Avenue North; ECA review is required. ECA Steep Slope
Development Standards are waived because the Steep Slope Critical Area is at the
south property line, immediately adjacent to the subject property, and was created by
previous grading activities. This exemption can be applied to a short plat. No ECA
Steep Slope Variance is required in order to develop the buffer area of this Steep
Slope feature, which is currently developed with a garage structure. DBG. February
21, 2008.
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ELIZABETH KING
23423 BRIER ROAD
BRIER, WA 98036
(425) 398-1917 / (206) 992-7977

elizabeth king(@vyahoo.com

March 18, 2008

TO:

R.W. Thorpe & Associates, Inc.
705 2™ Ave. Ste 710

Seattle, WA 98104-1717

ATTN: Barbara Baker

Dear Barbara,

This letter is to confirm my interest and support of the rezone that you are pursuing with
the City of Seattle which involves my property, at 11334 Corliss Ave. N., and Mr.
McBride’s property, at 11340 Corliss Ave. N. I agree to include my property in the
rezone that Mr. McBride has initiated with you, and authorize you to convey information
about my property to the City of Seattle and Mr. McBride to obtain the rezone.

Please feel free to contact me if you need any additional information. Thank you for your
assistance in this matter.

Sincerely,

ool Ly —

Elizabeth King



" DATE:

RE: LANGUAGE FOR ENVIRONMENTAL SIGN

NOTICE OF PROPOSED LAND USE ACTION

* Master Use Project # 3008747
Address: 11340 Corliss Ave N
Appllcant Contact: _Barbara Baker Phone #: (206)624 6239
DPD IS CONDUCTING AN ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW OF THE )
. .FOLLOWING PROJECT SPACE FOR
Council Land Use Action to rezone two parcels, 11340 COl‘llSS Ave N (17,229 PROJEC;II;(;CATIQN
sq. ft) & 11334 Corliss Ave N (17,243 5q. ft.) from SF 7200 to SF.-5000. : :
The comment periodends _____ but may be extended to_____ by written request To submit wrltten comments or to obtain-

additional information, contact ntact Seattle's Department of Planmng and Development (DPD), 700 5th Av Ste 2000, PO Box 34019,
Seattle, WA 98124 -4019 Contact by phone (206) 684-8467 or email PRC@seattle gov Be sure to refer to Project # 3008747 -
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\;)
Findings, Conclusions and Liecision
C.F. 309287 .
Page 3

ATTACHMENT A

—

11340 & 11334
Corliss Ave N
‘Rezone

" &) Zoning o utiinés

5, .4 Streets

N/ Arterials

/\/Imerstate Fréeway’

[} Parcels

60 07 50 100 Feet

No warranties.of ahy ‘soft
inoluding aooufay;ziilpess :

acoompany thi;prbdi.iot.

Copyright 2008:,

Al .Rights, Reservad.:
City of Seattie: - )
Prepared Mar, 18,2009
By.C.MeCoy-



FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND DECISION
OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SEATTLE

In the matter of the Petition C.F. 309287 _
of ' DPD Project 300874
Ken McBride "FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS
‘To rezone 34,472 square
feet of land located at
11340 and 11334 Corliss

Avenue North from SF
7200 to SF 5000

-






-

Findings, Conclusions and Decision
- C.F. 309287
Page 2

Findings of Fact and Conclusions

The Council hereby adopts the Hearing Examiner's Findingé of Faét, Con

and Recommendations for C.F. 309287 dated January 14, 2009.

Decision
The Council hereby GRANTS a rezone of the propérty frofh SF 7200 to SF 5000, as

described above and found in Attachment A.

~,2009.

Dated this (Q n day of A (\)wrl \

City Council President




'FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATION

OF THE HEARING EXAMINER FOR THE CITY OF SEATTLE S
: , <
In the Matter of the Appllcatlon of ' _ : e
CF 309287 i
KEN MCBRIDE o . 3
‘ DPD Project No: Sy
for a.rezone of property addressed as

: 3008747 .
11340 and 11334 Corliss Avenue North :

Infrodilction

pres

£€ 4 K bl NI 6T

The applicant, Ken McBride, seeks a rezone of two parcels of land, from Single Family .

7200 (SF 7200) to Single Family- 5000 (SF 5000).

The public hearing on this application was held on January 6, 2009, before the
undersigned Deputy Hearirig Examiner.” No member of the public appeared or offered
testimony. The Director’s SEPA determination on the proposal was not appealed.

Represented at the hearing were the Director, Department of Planning and Development

(DPD), by Catherine McCoy, Land Use Planner, and the applxcant Ken McBride, by |

Barbara Baker and Robert Thorpe .

For purposes of this recommendatlon all section numbers refer to the Seattle Mun1c1pal

Code (“SMC” or “Code”), as amended, . unless otherwise indicated. After due

_consideration of the evidence elicited during the hearing, the following shall constitute

the findings of fact, conclusions and recommendatlon of the Hearing Examiner on thls
appllcatlon :

Findings of Fact
~ Site and Vicinity

1. The subject site is comprised of two parcels, which are addresséd as 11340 and

11334 Corliss Avenue North. The site is on the east side of Corliss Avenue North, mid-
block between North 113% Place and North 115" Street.

The two parcels total 34,472
square feet in size. : c

2. - The property is zoned Single Family with a minimum lot size of 7200 square feet
(SF 7200). Immediately south of the property, the. zoning is Multifamily Lowrise 2 (L2),

and west of this L2 zone is property zoned L1.  Property to the north, east and west of
the site is zoned SF 7200. The zonmg in the v1c1n1ty is shown in the exhibits on file.
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3. The property lies immediately outside the boundary line of the Nofthgate .Urb’an'

Center/Village (the site’s southern property line is the northern boundary of the Northgate
Urban Center)., The site is located within the boundaries of two neighborhood planning

areas: the Broadview-Bitter Lake;-Hal}er Lake Neighborhood Plan and the Northgate

Area Comprehensive Plan.

4. Development ih the SF 7200-zoned propetties to the \'zvest; north and east of the

site consists of single family structures, primarily older one- and two-story residences
with large yards. Parcel sizes in the surrounding area range from 1,655 square feet to
over 35,000 square feet. According to DPD, of 1,424 SF-zoned parcels located north and
northeast of the rezone site (within the area depicted in Figures 3-5, Director’s Report at
page 4), 31 percent of the parcels are less than 7200 square feet in area. Figures 6-8 also
show the sizes of parcels closer to the site.

5.  -South of the subject property, withini the "N(orthgate‘ Urban Center area,
. development within the L2 zone is a mixture of single- and multifamily residential and

commercial development. Further to the west are Northwest Hospital and Medical

Center, and the Evergreen Washelli Memorial Park. Haller Lake is located to the north.

6. - A steep slope environmentally'critical area (ECA) is located on the southernmost |

" parcel, running along the south property line. This steep slope area has been deemed by
DPD to have been created during the construction of an adjacent 14-foot wide
unimproved private driveway which.runs from Corliss Avenue North to Sunnyside
Avenue North.. DPD granted ECA Limited Exemption approval for the site on February

21, 2008. Thus, no steep slope variance would be required to develop the buffer area for -

* the steep slope.

Proposal
7. The proposal is to rezone the two parcels from SF 7200 to SF 5000. The rezone

would accommodate the creation of two additional parcels on the site, or a total of six

parcels (rather than the four that can be created under the existing zoning). The applicant
intends to retain the two existing houses. o '

Site history
8. The site and the larger Haller Lake area have been designated residential since

being annexed to the City in 1954. The. subject property was designated as “First
Residence District, Area District A” until 1957, when it was zoned RS 7200 (single

family res_idence, medium density). In 1982, the zoning designation was changed to SF

7200.

9. According to DPD’s permit records, the folloWing devélopmént activities have
occurred in the nearby area: two demolition permits for single family residences; two

'
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new construction permits for smgle fam1ly structures; one plat appllcatlon and two
rezone applications (1nclud1ng this: proposal) Exhibit 1 page 11. o

Director’s Review

10.  The Diréctor reviewed the proposed rézone pursuant to the appllcable critéria of
Chapter 23.34. The Director recommends approval of the rezone. The Director also
reviewed the proposal pursuant to SEPA, and issued a Determination of 'Nonsignificance,
which was not appealed. - N

Publiq Comments

11.-  DPD received five written comments on the proposed rezone. The comments
raised questions and concerns about demolition of the existing houses, creation of -
apartments or condominiums at the site, increased density and impacts from
development.  No other public comments or publlc testimony was recelved by ‘the
Hearing Examiner. :

12 SMC23.34.007 provides in part:

A The provisions of this chapter apply to all rezones except -
correctzon of mapping errors. In evaluating proposed rezones, the
provisions of this chapter shall be weighed and balanced together to
-determine which zone or height designation best meets those provisions.’
In addition,” the zone function statements, which describe the intended

" function of each zone designation, shall bé used to assess the likelihobd_
that the area proposed to be rezoned would function as intended. -

B. ' No single criterion or group of criteria shall be applied as an
absolute requirement or test of the appropriateness of a zone designation, -
‘nor- is there a hierarchy or priority of rezone. considerations, unless a
provision indicates the intent to constitute a requirement or sole criterion.

13. . SMC23.34.008 sets out the general criteria for a rezone.

Conclusions

1. The Hearing Examiner ' has jurisdiction to make a recommendation on the
proposed contract rezone to City Council, pursuant to SMC 23.76.052.

2. . Under SMC 23.34.007, the rezoﬁe provisions are to be weighed and balanced to
determine the appropriate zone designation, and none of: the criteria are to be applied as
absolute requirements. The general rezone criteria are set forth in SMC 23.34.008. The
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site is not located within an urban center or urban vi.llage,v so SMC 23.34.008.A does not
apply. ' | ' ' '

3. Match between zone criteria and area characteristics. Under this criterion, the
most appropriate zone designation is that for which the provisions for designation of the
zone type and the locational criteria for the specific zone match the characteristics of the
area to be rezoned better than any other zone designation. ' h

4. SMC 23.34.011 identifies the function andlocational criteria for single family
zones; the criteria do not address the minimum lot size within a single family zone. The
proposed rezone would allow the retention and creation of single family structures,
including the detached dwellings on the site, on lot sizes that are within the range of lot
sizes that currently exist in this area. The area would thus continue to match the criteria
for a single family zone. ‘ ' o

5. Zoning history and precedential effect. The site has been designated with a

minimum lot size of 7200 since 1957 No direct precedential effects from the proposed

rezone have been identified, but it is possible that other property owners would wish to
pursue rezoning to create 5000-square foot lots. '

6. Neighborhood plans. The site is within the boundaries of the Broadview-Bitter

Lake-Haller Lake Neighborhood Plan and the Northgate Area Comprehensive Plan. The

adopted portions of these plans do not specifically address rezoning of this site. The '
Director’s report references policies from these plans which may be relevant to the

rezone; the policies generally address maintaining the character of existing single family

~ areas and. preserving:single family zones. The proposed .rezone does not conflict with

- any of these policies. ' ' B

7. The general zoning principles enumerated in SMC 23.34.008.E include the need
for transition between zones, the presence of physical buffers, and the setting of zone
boundaries. The rezone would create the potential for two additional single family
dwelling units at the property and does not change the use at the property from single
family residential. Thus, physical buffers or transition zones would not be needed in this
case.

A\

8. Impact evaluation. In its SEPA review, DPD determined that the proposal would
have no significant adverse impacts. None of the factors listed in SMC 23.34.008.F -
" (e.g., public services, pedestrian safety, views) or the service capacities for the area,
would seem to be affected by the rezone of this property and the potential addition of two
single family dwellings at this site. - In'the event that the property is subdivided, further
. consideration would be given to any impacts related to the need for street or sidewalk
improvements. '
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9. - Changed circumstancés. Under SMC 23.34.008.G, changed circumstances are not
a requirement for a rezone, but relevant changes in circumstance are to be considered.
There are no changed circumstances that apply to this proposal

10. Overlay Districts. The property is within the Northgate Overlay DlStI‘lCt The
District boundaries and policies support intense-uses in the District’s commercial core’
- while protecting the character of existing residential neighborhoods. The proposed
rezone would be consistent with the District purposes and boundaries, and would
preserve the property as single famrly resrdentlal :

11.  Critical areas. The steep slope env1ronmentally critical area on the south parcel is
subject to the City’s existing Codes, and the rezone action does not have any direct

~ impacts relative to the ECA. A limited ECA exemption already granted by DPD would -

allow the buffer area to be developed without-an ECA varlance

12. The proposed rezone would be consistent with the appllcable criteria, and should .
be approved. No condltlons are recommended. : '

Recommendation

The Hearing Examiner recommends APPROVAL of the requested rezone from SF 7200 to -
. SF 5000. No conditions are recommended.

Entered this 14th day of January, 2009. - o

| Qe [ttt
Anne Watanabe

Deputy Hearing Examiner
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CONCERNING FURTHER REVIEW

NOTE: - It is the responsibility of the person seeking further review to .
consult appropriate Code sections to determine applicable rights and
responsibilities. ' ' '

Pursuant to SMC 23.76.054, any person substantially affected by or interested in the
Hearing Examiner’s recommendation may submit in writing an appeal of the
recommendation to City Council and, if desired, a request to supplement the record. No
~ appeals of a DNS, or the determination that an EIS-is adequate, will be accepted. The
appeal shall clearly identify specific objections to the Hearing Examiner's
‘recommendation and the relief sought., .~ '

Appeals of the Hearing Examiner's recommendation shall be filed with the City Clerk by
five (5:00) p.m. of the fourteenth (14th) calendar day following the date of issuance of the
'Hearing Examiner's recommendation. When the last day of. the request period so
computed is a Saturday, Sunday or federal or City holiday, the request period runs until -
five (5:00) p.m. on the next business day. .
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R.W. Thorpe & Associate, Inc.
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Suite 710 '

Seattle WA 98104

Barbara Baker

R.W. Thorpe & Associate, Inc.
705 Second Avenue '
Suite 710 o
Seattle WA 98104

Kenneth McBride
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Seattle WA 98109

Fritzie Gibbons
224 Nickerson Street
Seattle WA 98109 .

John Nugent
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2303 N. 115" Street
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City Council
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Law Department
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BEFORE THE HEARING EXAMINER
- CITY OF SEATTLE -

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
BY MAILING

I, Alvia N. Williams, certify that on the14'™ day of January, 2009, I deposited in the
mail of the United States (with postage prepaid) and in the City’s Mall/Messenger

Service (used for City petsonnel only) a sealed envelope contammg the attached

FINQINGS AND RECOMMENDATION addressed to each person listed on the back of this

affidavit or on the attached mailing list, in the matter of KEN MCBR!DE Hearing

‘Examiner file: CF #309287, 3008747,

I further certlfy under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of Washmgton that
“the foregoing is true and correct and that this certificate of service was executed this 14"

' ~»day of January, 2009, at Seattle, Washington.
/@{/m /. acwww

Name Alvia N.. Williams
Title: Paralegal '
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DL IMINUTES

Tuesday, January 6, 2009 .
Kenneth McBride

CF #309287, Project No. 3008747
11340 and 11334 Corliss Avenue
Time: 9:00a.m.

Hearing Examiner: Anne Watanabe
Assistant: Alvia Williams '

Party 'Represen@atives:

Applicant Representative:
Robert Thorpe and

Barbara Baker

RW Thorpe & Associate, Inc
705 Second Avenue

Suite 710 -

Seattle WA 98104

Kenneth McBride; applicant
McBride Construction Resources Inc.
224 Nickerson Street

Seattle WA 98109-1622 -

Catherlne McCoy, representnng Dlrector
DPD -
SMT-18-00

17612008 Location [l [




MINUTES

LARGE HR

Time NOTE Additional Info
9:01:57 AM |Introduction of hearing by the Hearing Examiner
9:04:06 AM Hearmg Examiner indicates that no one from the pl.lbllC

- |ispresentto testify
9:05:11 AM |ldentification of party representatlves
9:05:12 AM |Hearing Examiner states that Catherine McCoy, BFD
' Planner, submitted Department's exhibit to the Hearing
Examiner office earlier, they were labeled as: Exhibit 1,
Director's Recommendation Report - MUP 3008747,
Exhibit 2, Development Proposal Plan Set - March 24,
2008, Exhibit 3, SEPA Checklist - Annotated by the
Project Planner, Exhibit 4, Applicant Rezone
- {Information Form, Exhibit 5, Applicant Response to
General Rezone Criteria (SMC 23.34.008), Exhibit 6,
Supplemental Maps - Prepared by the Project Planner,
Exhibit 7, Geotechnical Report - ECA Exemption
Decision for 11340 and 11334 Corliss Avenue North,
Exhibit 8, Public Comment, Exhibit 9, Timeline
Document - DPD Document Prepared by the Pro;ect
Planner
9:06:02 AM {Oath administered to Catherine McCoy, Land Use
Planner, DPD. She gives.presentation and testifies
9:18:33 AM |Hearing Examiner question McCoy .
9:19:25 AM |Oath administered to Barbara Baker, RW Thorpe, 705
2nd Avenue, Suite 710, Seattle WA 98104. She
Testifies and offers Exhibit 10, Resume and Areas of
Expertise of R. W. Thorpe & Associates, Inc.
9:22:41 AM {Oath admlnlstered to Robert Thorpe R. W. Thorpe,
- 705 2nd Avenue, Sunte 710, Seattle WA 98104. He
testifies ‘ o
9:28:56 AM {Comment by McCoy ,
9:29:51 AM Questlon by Robert Thorpe of the Hearlng Examiner

9:30:15 AM

Hearing adjourned

1/6/2009

20f2
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Exhibit List-

8.

9.

A Bl

Director’s Recommendation Report — MUP 3008747

Development Proposal Plan Set — March 24, 2008

SEPA Checklist — Arnnotated by the Project Planner

Applicant Rezone Information Form

Applicant Response to General Rezone Criteria (SMC 23. 34, 008)
Supplemental Maps — Prepared by the Project Planner

Geotechnical Report — ECA Exemptlon Decision for 11340 and 11334 Corliss
Avenue North :

"Public Comment

Timeline Document — DPD Document Prepared by the PI’Q]CCt Planner

10. Summary of Services and Area of Expertlse of R'W. Thorpe & Assomates Inc.
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( City of Seattle : v , N WE,D:BY
) Gregory J. Nickels, Mayor = 1 | » COUED 3T gy ENR-
Department of Planning and Development o _ e _ OFFIeE OF

Diane M. Sugimura, Director S o A ’f” EX*M NER

’

' CITY OF SEATTLE : '
"~ ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATION OF THE DIRECTOR
OF THE DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

Application Number: 3008747

Applicant Name: o .Barbara Baker for Ken McBride
Address of Proposal: ' 11340 Corliss Avenue North |

11334 Corliss Avenue North
'SUMMARY OF PROPOSED ACTIONS 7

Council Land Use Action to rezone two parcels of land from Single Family 7, 200 to Slngle F amlly 5,000
(SF 7200 to SF 5000) The total land area to be rezoned is 34,472 sq. ft. :

The followmg approvals are required:
Rezone - To rezone two parcels of land from Slngle Family with a minimum lot area of 7,200
square feet (SF7200) to Single Family with a minimum lot area of. 5,000 square feet (SF5000) -
Seattle Municipal Code 23.34, .

SEPA - Environmental Determination - Seattle Municipal Code Chapter 25.05.

SEPA DETERMINATION: [ ] Exempt [X] DNS [ ] MDNS [ | EIS
[ ] DNS with conditions

\

[ ] DNS involving non-exempt grading, or demohtlon
~or another agency with Junsdlctlon :

City of Seattle Hearing Examiner

\ _ . - i ‘~  EXHIBIT

' . : . Appellant _-_ .
Respondent ___ DMITTED ___
Department _v” DEN!ED

o CF#309287, Project No. 3008747
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BACKGROUND DATA .

Site and Vicinit_y_' Description

- The subject site is located in North Seattle -

immediately north of the Northgate Urban
Center/Village and west of Interstate 5 (I-5), in
Seattle’s Haller Lake community.

Surrounding keystones include. the Northwest
Hospital and Medical Center and the Evergreen-
Washelli Cemetery to the west, Haller Lake and
Northacres Park north of the site, and Northgate
Urban Center/Village south of the subject site.

The proposed rezone site consists of two
_ adjoining parcels .comprising 34,472 sq. ft. in
land area. The lots are located on the east side
of Corliss Avenue North, midblock between
North 113™ Place and North 115" Street. Each
. lot is developed with one single family structure
with accessory structures, and is held in separate
private  ownership. @A  steep  slope
environmentally critical area (ECA) exists for a
- short distance  along the south property line of
the southern-most property under review (11334
Corliss Ave N). Also adjacent to the southern-

most property, and related to the above- ||

mentioned ECA, is a 14 foot wide ummproved
private driveway extendlng from Corliss
Avenue North to Sunnyside Avenue North. The
_identified steep slope conditions are a.result of

‘the private driveway construction, and a limited -
ECA exemption was granted for the property,

dated Feb. 21, 2008.

The two parcels are zoned single family with a
minimum lot area of 7,200 square feet (SF

2 sirel
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Figure 2 Site Map

7200). This single family zone classification covers a broad area north and_ east of the subject site to
North 145" Street (Seattle city limits). But for two smaller sections of land between the subject site and
North 145™ Street, and east to Lake Washmgton, all single family propertles north and due east of the

subject site are.zoned SF 7200.

\

L Immedlately south of the two parcels, along the southem property line of 11334 Corliss Avenue North,
the zoning increases in intensity ranging from multifamily lowrise to commercial zoning (L1 to NC3-

. 125).. Although the subject parcels lie outside the Northgate Urban Center/Village boundary area (the
southern property line of 11334 Corliss Avenue North is also the northern boundary of the Northgate -
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;

Urban Center/\{ill‘age), the parcels. are within the Northgate Overlay District, and are within two
planning area boundaries: The Northgate Area Comprehensive Plan, and the Broadview-Bitter Lake-
Haller Lake Neighborhood Plan Areas (Figures 9 and 10). o '

. The existing pattern of development corresponds with established zoning insofar as properties to the.
‘west, north, and east of the subject rezone site are developed with single family residential structures -
large lots, large yards, mature vegetation, and older one and two-story single family homes. Properties
‘south of the site in the Northgate Urban Core are more intensely developed with single-and multifamily
residences, and commercial development. A Lowrise 2 multifamily residential zone (L-2) is situated
* between the single family zones to the north and the commercial and highrise zones south within the
Northgate Urban Center. B ' ’ ‘ :

The north and northeast areas of Seattle, formerly known as the Greenwood District, the Pinehurst
District and the Lake City District, were among the last areas to be annexed to the City (1952 to 1954).
~According to HistoryLink.org, a community-based encyclopedia of history, the lands were originally
- platted into large one to 10 acre lots, primarily for farmland and summer cabins, beginning in the late
1860s. Orchards, dairy farms, chicken farms and grazing land were scattered across the landscape until
the 1950s when the region saw a significant increase in growth and development (and out-migration of
the center-city), such as when the Northgate Mall opened in 1950. The subject parcels, and those within
~ the broad Haller Lake community, have been designated residential since the Greenwood District was
-annexed to the City in 1954, initial'ly designated as First Residence District, District A (RI-A).

Based on a survey of 1,424 single family zoned parcels (SF 7200) no_rth.and northeast of the proposed
rezone parcels, parcel sizes within the broader Haller Lake community currently range in size from 1,655
square feet to over 35,000 square feet in. At present, 31% of the properties zoned single family in this

- northeast quadrant of the City are less than 7,200 square feet in land area (Figures 3-5). A closer look at - - ‘

properties surrounding the subject parcels indicates that 26% of the properties are less than 7,200 square
feet in land area (Figures 6-8). These figures illustrate the wide range of parcel sizes that currently exist
- in this expansive SF 7200 zone, all of which support the strong residential character of the area.

Proposal Description

The applicant has submitted an application, with supporting documentation ‘per SMC 23.76.040 D, for an
~amendment to the Official Land Use Map. The proposal is to rezone two parcels of land from Single
Family with a minimum lot area of 7,200 sq.. ft. to Single Family with a minimum lot area of 5,000 sq. ft.
(SF 7200 to SF 5000). Parcel sizes are as follows: 1) North parcel, 11340 Corliss Avenue North, 17,229
square feet; 2) South parcel, 11334 Corliss Avenue North, 17,243 square feet. The applicant has indicated
that the owners of the two subject parcels are in support of the rezone application, and anticipate future
subdivision of the parcels. Both existing single family residences are to remain. -

The Land Use Code, section SMC 23.34, “Athendm_ents to Ofﬁcial Land Use Map (Rezones),” allows the

City Council to approve a map amendment (rezone) according to procedures as provided in Chapter 23.76,
Procedures for Master Use Permits and Council Land Use Decisions. - ' ‘
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Parcels within the Broader Single Famiiy 7200 Zone (seleéted parcels in yellow)

Figure 3 Less than 7,200 sf-31% ' Figure 4 7,200 to 10,000 sf—21% Figure 5 More than 10,000 sf— 48%

- Parcels in Closer Proximity to the Subject Rezone Site (selected parcels in yellow)
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"Figure 6 Less than 7,200 sf— 26% Figure 7 7,200 to 10,000 sf— 52% Figure 8 More than 10,000 sf—22%

Public Comments

Notice of the proposed action was pubhshed on Aprll 10 2008. The pubhc comment period ended April
.24, 2008. During the comment period the Department received five comment letters. Comments

' centered on potentlal negative impacts of future constructlon, and on prohlbltlng other than single fam1ly
residential development in the neighborhood. \
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Comment letters, application documents, and associated maferials may be found in the ‘L.and Use
Application file, which is available for review at DPD’s Public Resource Center (PRC), 700 Fifth Ave, -
Suite 2000 (PRC). :

ANALYSIS - REZONE
Seattle Municipal Code section 23.34.007 and the following sections set forth the criteria for rezone
application evaluation. The provisions shall be weighed and balanced together to determine which zone
or height designation best meets those provisions. Zone fiinction statements shall be used to assess the
* likelihood that the area proposed to be rezoned would function as intended. No single criterion or group
of criteria shall be applied as an absolute requirement or test of appropriateness of a zone designation,
nor is there a “hierarchy of priorities” for rezone considerations, unless a provision indicates the intent to
constitute a requirement or sole criterion. ' ' ' ‘

The two parcels are currently zoned single family (SF 7200), and as such, fhc Depanménf of Planning -
and Development (DPD) concludes that Seattle ‘Municipal Code (SMC) Sections 23.34.007 and
23.34.008 apply to this land use proposal. :

General Rezone Criteria (SMC 23.34.008)

- General rezone criteria are set forth in Seattle Municipal Code (SMC) 23.34.008. Subsection SMC

23.34.008.B states as follows: “The most appropriate zone designation shall be that for which the
provisions for designation of the zone type and locational criteria for the specific zone match the
characteristics of the area to be rezoned better than any other zone designation.”

A. To be approved a rezone shall meet the following standards: g ‘

1. In urban centers. and urban villages the zoned capacity for the center or village taken as a
whole shall be no less than one hundred twenty-five percent (125%) of the growth targets
adopted in the Comprehensive Plan for that center or village. : :

2. For the area within the urban village boundary of hub urban villages ‘and for residential

- urban villages taken as a whole the zoned capacity shall not be less .than the densities
established in the Urban Village Element of the Comprehensive Plan. '

' ‘ . . [

The subject site is not within an Urban Center or Urban Village identified in the Seattle Comprehensive

Plan, or as amended by subsequent ordinances. This criterion does not apply to the proposed rezone

-application. . ' , :

B. Match Between Zone Criteria and Area Characteristics. The most appropriate zone.designation
- shall be that for which the provisions for designation of the zone type and the locational criteria for the
specific zone match the characteristics of the area to be rezoned better than any other zone designation.

- The Clty of Seattle has three residential single family zone designations: Single Family 9600, Single
Family 7200, and Single Family 5000. The proposal-is to rezone two parcels of land currently
designated single family to a single family zone of slightly greater intensity — SF 7200 to SF 5000.
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- The function of single fam1ly zones is to provide predominantly detached s1ngle-fam1ly structures on lot
sizes compatible with the existing pattern of development and the character of the single- -family
_ nelghborhood (SMC 23.34.011). The rezone proposal meets this criterion. SMC Section 23.34 does not
provide locational criteria for different single family minimum lot sizes. The zone designation will
remain the same, as will the potential number of dwelling units per lot, and the development standards
for the new zone, though the minimum lot area per site is proposed to decrease from 7,200 square feet to
5,000 square feet. The parcels will continue to provide detached single-family structures on lots
compatible with the existing pattern of development and character of the single-family neighborhood.

C. Zoning History and Presidential Ejfect - Previous and potenttal zomng changes both in and around
. the area proposed for rezone shall be exammed :

The two parcels associated with the subject rezone have been designated residential since before the Clty
of Seattle annexed the Greenwood District, 7.87 square miles of land area, in January, 1954. Zoning
‘maps- dating from 1947 indicate the two parcels were zoned First Residence District, Area District A
(RI-A) until 1957 when the zone was updated to single family residence medium density zone (RS
7200), and again in 1982 to single family with a minimum lot area of 7,200 sq: ft. (SF7200). This
- pattern of single family residential zonlng extends north and east covering the majority of single family

land area to Lake ‘Washington on the east, and to the City hmlts north of the site. '

~ Zoning changes, prev1ous and potent1al since July, 2000:

e Previous: SF-7200 to L-1, 2140 N 113" Street Ordinance 122206, August of 2006 Petltlon of
Howland Homes, LLC, Council File 307285, Project No. 2500126; .approximately 250 feet
southwest of the subject rezone site and outside of the Northgate Urban Center/Village. The
Department determined that this site did not meet the single family locational criteria.

e Potential: SF 7200 to L-3, 13726 15" Avenue Northeast; MUP No. 3003300; approx1mately 1.5
miles northeast of the subject rezone site in a small mlxed residential-commercial node close to

, the northern border of the Seattle city limits. ‘ ‘

e Potential: The Northgate Area Rezone Proposal — In conjunction with the Northgate community
and in alignment with the Northgate Area Comprehensive Plan, the City is proposing to change
the zoning .on up to 98 acres of land in the Northgate Urban Center. Notice of the Northgate
Urban Center Rezone Draft EIS was published May 1, 2008, Northgate Revitalization. The
rezone proposal is intended to accelerate lagging development in the commercial core area of the
Northgate Urban Center, generally along Northgate Way. ; (

The rezone proposal, in and of itself, does not have a presidential effect However, other similar
properties may opt to submit similar land development proposals

.

'D. Neighborhood Plans

1. For the purposes. of thzs title, the effect of a nelghborhood plan, adopted or amended by the
Ctty ‘Council after January 1, 1995, shall be as expressly established by the Czty Counczl for
each such neighborhood plan.

2. Council adopted neighborhood plans that apply to the area proposed Jor rezones shall be
taken into consideration.
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3. Where a neighborhood plan adopted or amended by the City Council after January 1, 1995
establishes policies expressly adopted Jor the purpose of guiding future rezones, but does not
provide for rezones of particular sites or areas, rezones shall be in conformance with the .
rezone policies of such neighborhood plan.

4. If it is intended that rezones of particular sites or areas identifi ed in a Council adopted
neighborhood plan are to be required, then the rezones shall be approved simultaneously
with the approval of the pertinent parts of the neighborhood plan.

The subject rezone site falls within two neighborhood planning areas:
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Figure 10 Northgate Area Comprehensive Plan

The Department, as a function of the analysis of this rezone proposal, found each of the 'following
neighborhood and comprehensive plan goals and policies pertinent to the current proposal (enumerated '
“items are from the Seattle Comprehensive Plan, Towards a Sustamable Seattle, 2006)

Northgate Area Comprehensive Plan (Plan Adopted 1993): ‘ '

e NG-G2: A thriving, vital, mixed-use center of concentrated development surrounded by healthy

- single-family neighborhoods transformed from an underutilized; auto-oriented office/retail area;

¢ NG-G3: The surrounding neighborhoods are buffered from intense development in the core, but
have ready access to the goods, services, and employment located in the core via a range of
transportation alternatives including walking, bicycling, transit, and automobiie; ‘

 NG-G4: The most intense and dense development activity is concentrated within the core;

o - NG-P6: Promote additional multifamily housing opportunities for households of all income
levels to the extent that a compatible scale and intensity of development can be maintained with
adjacent single-family areas; :

e NG-P7: Reduce conflict between act1v1t1es and. promote a compatible relatlonshlp between

- different scales of development by maintaining a transition between zones where s1gmﬁcantly
different. lntensmes of development are allowed; : ( :
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e NG-P8: Maintain the character and integrity of the existing singfe-family zoned areas by
maintaining current single fam1ly-zon1ng on properties meeting the locational criteria for single-
family zones ' . o - ,

Broadview-Bitter Lake-Haller Lake Neighborhood Plan (Adopted 1999): -
» Areas zoned for single family residential use shall be protected from the impacts of nearby
commercial and higher density residential uses;
- o New single family homes will be des1gned and sited to fit in with the surrounding
neighborhoods; ~ / :
e BL-P14: Seek to minimize the impacts of commercial and higher density residential uses on
s1ngle family res1dent1al areas.

Seattle Comprehensive Plan, Towards a Sustainable Seattle (J anuary, 2006):
- o UVG29: Support and maintain the positive qualltles of areas outside of urban centers;

e UV35: Provide that the area of the city outside urban centers and villages remain primarily as

" residential and commercial areas with allowable densities similar to existing condltlons or as
industrial areas, or major 1nst1tut10ns, oo ! .

e UV36: Protect single-family areas, both inside and outside of urban villages. Allow hmlted
multifamily, commercial, and industrial uses outside of villages to support the surrounding area
or to permit the existing character to remain;

e LUS: Consider, through neighborhood planning processes, recommendations for the revision of
zoning to better reflect co’r‘nmunity preferences for the development of an area, provided that
cons1stency between the zoning and this Plan is maintained. Consider relevant goals and policies
in adopted neighborhood plans when evaluatmg a rezone proposal;

¢ LUGY9: Preserve and protect low-density, single-family neighborhoods, ~that provrde
opportunities for home-ownership, that.are attractive .to households with children and other

_residents, that provide residents with privacy.and open spaces 1mmed1ately accesmble to
residents, and where the amount of impervious surface can be limited, :

e LUGY: Preserve the character of single-family res1dent1al areas and discourage the demolition of.
single-family residences and displacement of residents, in a way that encourages rehabilitation
and provides housing opportunities throughout the city. The character of smgle-famﬂy area
includes use, development, and density characteristics; . _

- o LUGIO: Provide for differént intensities of single-family areas fo reflect differences in the
existing and desired character of single-family areas across the city. Allow development that is
generally consistent with the levels of infrastructure development and environmental conditions
in each area. Include opportunities for low-cost subsidized housing single-family areas;

* LUS57: Designate as single-family residential areas, those areas that are predominantly developed
with single-family structures and area large enough to maintain a low-densrty development
pattern.

P

The adopted portlons of the two neighborhood plans do not provide drrectlon as to the rezonmg of this
particular site. However, they speak clearly to malntalnmg the existing single family character of the site .
and surrounding area, and to protecting and preserving properties currently zoned as single family. The
proposed rezone responds to the goals and policies stated in the above plans.

! Comprehensive plan language amended by Ordinance 121701, 2005.
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- E. Zonmg Prmczples The followzng zoning prlnczples shall be considered: .
1. The impact of more intensive zones on less intensive zones or industrial and commercial
zones on other zones shall be minimized by the use of transitions or buffers, if possible. A
. gradual transition between zoning categories, including height limits, is preferred..

2. Physical buffers may provide an effective separation between different uses and intensities of
development. The following elements'may be considered as buffers:

a. Natural features such as topographic breaks, lakes, rivers, streams ravines and
shorelines;

b. Freeways, expressways, other major traﬁ" ic arterzals and railroad tracks;

c. Distinct change in street layout and block orientation;

- d. Open space and greenspaces. ‘

. 3. Zone Boundaries; ' S
a. In establishing boundaries the followmg elements shall be conszdered
i. Physical buffers as described in subsection E2 above;
ii. Platted lot lines.

b. Boundaries between commercial and residential areas shall generally be established so
that commercial uses face each other across the street on which they are located, and
face away from adjacent residential areas. An exception may be made when physzcal
© bufffers can provide a more effective separation between uses.

4. In general, height limits greater than forty (40) feet should be limited to urban villages.
Height limits greater than forty (40) feet may be considered outside of urban village where
higher height limits would be consistent. with an adopted neighborhood plan, a major
institution’s adopted master plan, or where the designation would be consistent with the
existing buzlt character of the area.

The impact of a more intensive single family zone. on the existing single family zone is based on the
potential for subdividing to create two additional parcels of land, for a combined total of six parcels of
land; three parcels, each with a minimum of 5,000 square feet, subdivided from one of the two existing
lots (Table 1). Along with the potential of creating six parcels of 5,000 square feet each, comes the
- potential for developing four, rather than two, single family housing units (as stated earlier, the two
existing single family residences are proposed to remain). The proposed rezone would provide ample
developable area for potential homes, per the Land Use Code’s Single Family development standards
(SMC 23.44). Additionally, the proposed rezone offers a modest zone transition and buffer from the
intense zones extending from the urban center boundary south of the subJect as does I-5 provide a buffer .
to the more intensive development east of I-5. '

loxisting SE 7200 Rezone SE 5000

o gzrrffsls AveN 17,229/7200 = 2.4 17,229/5000 = 3.4
_ 2 lots with a min. area of 7,200 sq. ft. | 3 lots with a min. area of 5, 000 sq fi.
17229sq. & | ) R
T e weN | 17,243/7200 = 2.4 ‘ 17,243/5000 = 3.4
» 2 lots with a min. area of 7,200 sq. ft. | 3 lots w1th a min. area of 5,000 sq. ft.
17,243 sq. ft. :
Total Parcels N & S A S 6
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Table 1 Existing and Potential Parcels/Dwelli'ng'Units

F. Impact Evaluation. The evaluation of a proposed rezone shall consider the possible negatzve and
positive zmpacts on the area proposed Jfor rezone and its surroundings.

1. Factors to be examined include, but are not Itmzted to, the following:
a. . Housing, particularly low-income housmg, :
b. Public services;
c. Environmental factors, such as noise, air and water quality, terrestrtal and aquatic flora

. and fauna, glare, odor, shadows, and energy conservation; - .

Pedestrian safety;

Manufacturing activity;

Employment activity; -
‘Character of areas recognized for architectural or historic value;
Shoreline view, public access and recreation.

2. Service Capacities. Development which can reasonably be antzczpated based on the proposed
development potential shall not exceed the service capacities whtch can reasonably be
anticipated in the area, including: ‘

Street access to the area;

Street capacity in the area;

Transit service; . : .

Parking capacity; : . o -

Utility and sewer capacity; v ' ' '

Shoreline navzgatzon

P@*w&

e AN >R

!

The increase in development potent1a1 from the proposed rezone from SF 5000 to SF 7200 may result in
perhaps two additional dwelling units. The level of traffic on the surrounding streets would increase,
though not in a manner that would have a substantial impact -on existing infrastructure resources or
services. The level of noise generated in the neighborhood would: increase, though not to a level that
~would exceed standard noise levels in single family neighborhoods, or exceed levels related to the
spillover from Interstate 5. . . o

~ G. Changed Circumstances Evidence of changed circumsiances-shall be taken into consideration in
reviewing proposed rezones, but is not required to demonstrate the appropriateness of a proposed
- rezone. Consideration of changed circumstances shall be limited to elements or condztlons included in
the criteria for the relevant zone and/or overlay deszgnatzon in this chapter

Based on an analys1s of several 1ndlcators, listed below, single family residential development is the
primary form of land use development that continues to occur in the immediate vicinity of the subject
parcels, and throughout the broader Haller-Lake community. The trend of single family residential uses

and development has changed little in the zone over the past 8 years. - "

Between the years 2000 and 2008, covermg an area of 1 ,424 SF 7200 single fam1ly owned properties
- north and northeast of the subject site (including the subject site), and using DPD’s permit tracking
. Act1v1ty Locator (Activity Locator), the followmg development actions have occurred
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e Demolition permits issued: 2 — both to demolish a single family residence and construct new
single family residences; A : :
e (New) Construction permits issued:
o Single Family - 2 new single family structures  per plan
o Multifamily — @ (none)
e Land Use Platting Actions: Issued — @ (none)
o Applications accepted — 1
. Councnl Actions: 2 apphcatlons for rezone (includes the current proposal under rev1ew)

H. Owverlay Districts. If the area is located in_an overlay district, the purpose and boundaries of the
overlay dzstrtct shall be considered.

The subject site is within the Northgate Overlay District (SMC 23.71), the purpose of whlch is to
implement the Northgate Area Comprehensive Plan (Ordinance 116795). Development standards
established in the district are geared to channel the highest intensity uses to the commercial core area and

protect the character of the existing residential nelghborhoods Unless specifically - modified by SMC .

23.71, land area within the. Northgate Overlay District is subject to the regulations of the -underlying
zone. The proposed rezone maintains the s1ng1e family des1gnat10n and'in this way supports the intent
. of the overlay district. : '

L Crttzcal Areas. If the area is located in or adjacent to a crmcal area (SMC Chapter 25. 09) the
effect of the rezone on the crtttcal area shall be considered.

A steep slope environmentally cntlcal area (ECA) has been identified on the south pa.rcel 11334 Corliss
Avenue North, due to previous grading activities. An ECA Limited Exemption application was
submitted to DPD and granted, February 21, 2008. ECA review will be required concurrent with (any) -

future building permit applications. As a result of the limited ECA exemption, no ECA steep slope

 variance is required in order to develop the buffer area of the steep slope feature. The exemption may be -
applied to (any) future short plat development applications.

Rezone Evaluation (SMC 23.34. 007)

~A. The provzszons of this chapter shall apply to all rezones except correction of mappmg errors. In
evaluating proposed rezones, the provisions.of this chapter shall be weighed and balanced together
to determine which zone or height designation best meets those provisions. In addition, the zone
function statements, which describe the intended Junction of each zone designation, shall be used to
assess the likelihood that the area proposed to be rezoned would function as zntended

B. No smgle crtterton or group of criteria shall be applied as an ‘absolute requtrement or test of the

appropriateness of a zone designation, nor is there a hterarchy or priority of rezone considerations,
unless a provision indicates the intent to constttute a requzrement or sole criterion.
- C Complzance with the provisions of this chapter shall constitute consistency with the Comprehenswe '
- Plan for the Purpose of reviewing proposed rezones, except that Comprehensive Plan Shoreline
"Area Objectives shall be used in shoreline environment re-designations as provided in SMC
Subsection 23.60.060 B3.
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- D. Provisions of this chapter that pertain to areas ms1de of urban centers or villages shall be effective
only when a boundary for the subject center or village has been established in the Comprehensive
Plan. Provisions of this chapter that pertain to areas outside of urban villages or outside of urban
centers shall apply to all areas that are not within an adopted urban village or urban center
boundary. This subsection does not apply to the provisions of other chapters including, but not
limited to, those which establish regulations, policies, or other requirements for commercial/mixed
use areas inside or outside of urban centers/wllages as shown on the Future Land Use Map.

E. The procedures and locattonal criteria for shoreline enwronment re-deStgnattons are located. in
' Secttons 23.60.060 and 23.60.220 respectively. o

F. Mappmg errors due to cartographtc or clerical mistakes may be corrected through process required
for Type V Council land use decisions in SMC Chapter 23.76 and do not require the evaluation
contemplated by the provisions of this chapter. E : i :

"The above analysis considered the foregoing criteria. Given the mrcumstances of the subject propertles,
the history of zoning, and the goals and policies of - neighborhood -and comprehenswe planning, the
Single Family 5000 zone (SF 5000) appears to be as suitable a zoning desxgnatlon for the property as'is
the existing Single Fam11y 7200 zone (SF 7200). ,

The zone desngnatlon of SF 5000 would support and protect the predommant character of the
neighborhood north of the Northgate Urban Center/Village boundary. The zone designation of SF 5000
would provide new opportunities for single family home ownership, and encourage reinvestment in the
residential quality of the neighborhood. The SF 5000 designation would add further value to the vicinity
by providing a modest buffer between the less intense single family zone to the north and the
multifamily and commercial zones south of the urban center boundary. The compatible scale of
development would persist with the rezone, and the SF 5000 zone designation is not expected to burden
- the existing mfrastructure or serv1ces currently offered in the area. :

ANALYSIS - SEPA

s

The initial dlsclosure of the potent1a1 1mpacts from this project was made in the env1ronmental checkhst
submitted by the applicant, dated March 24, 2008, and annotated by the Department. The information in
the checklist, supplemental information provided by the applicant, project plans, and the experience of -
the lead agency with review of same project form the basis for this analysis and decision.

The SEPA Overview Policy clarifies the relationship between eodes policies, and environmental review
(SMC 25.05.665 D). Specific policies for each element of the environment, certain neighborhood plans,
and other policies exphcltly referenced may serve as the basis for exercising substantive SEPA authonty

The Overv1ew Pohcy states in part: "Where City regulatlons have been adopted to address. an
environmental impact, it shall be presumed that such regulations are adequate to achieve sufficient
mitigation" subject to some limitations. Under certain limitations and/or circumstances mitigation may
be considered (SMC 25.05.665 D 1-7). Thus, a more detailed d1scussxon of some of the impacts is
approprlate 4 .
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Short-term Impacts

Although no development of the site is proposed the rezone would potent1ally allow construction of two
additional dwelling units on the subject parcels.. Based on the potential addition of two parcels and
possibly two additional housing units, the following temporary or construction-related impacts would be
expected with future development: decreased air quality due to suspended particulates from building
activities; increased traffic and demand for- parking from construction equipment and personnel;
increased noise; and consumption of renewable and nonrenewable resources.

Further, construction activities including construction worker commutes, truck trips, the operation of
construction eqmpment and machinery, and the manufacture of the construction materials themselves
result in increases in carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gas emissions which adversely impact air
quality and contribute to climate change and global warming. While these impacts are adverse, they are
not expected to be significant due to the relatively minor contribution of greenhouse gas emissions that
+ might result from development of single family housing umts in these two parcels of land. Therefore, no

conditioning pursuant to SEPA policies is warranted. :

- Long-term Imgacts

. ! . .

" Long-term or use-related impacts are also anticipated as a result of approval of this proposal, similar in
type and level of impacts stated above (Short-term Impacts). Increasing the potential density of the
* rezone area from 4 to 6 dwélhng units may result in increased height, bulk and scale, increased
pedestrian and vehicular traffic in the area, increased demand for parking, increased light, glare and
noise, and increased demand for publlc services and utilities. The 1mpacts are antlmpated to be minor in
scope, however, and do not warrant SEPA mltlgatlon

. DECISION - SEPA

This decision was made after review by the responsible official on behalf of the lead agency of a
completed environmental checklist and other information on file with the responsible department. This
constitutes the Threshold Determination and form. The intent of this declaration is to satisfy the
requirements of the State Environmental Policy Act (RCW 43.21C), 1nclud1ng the requirement to mform
the publlc agency dec1s10ns pursuant to SEPA.

[X] Determination of Non-Significance. This proposal has been determined to ntit have a significant
adverse impact upon the environment.' An EIS is not required under RCW 43.21C.030 2c.

] Determination of Slgnlﬁcance This proposal has or may have a significant adverse impact upon
the env1ronment An EIS is required under RCW 43.21C.030 2c.
| RECOMMENDATION — REZONE

. The Director of the Department of Planmng and Development 1 recommends that the proposed rezone to .
SF 5000 be APPROVED. :
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CONDITIONS - SEPA

‘

None.

_Signature: ( si@ture on file)

Catherine McCoy, Land Use Planner
Department of Planning and Development
~ Land Use Services

CM:ga i

" HADOC\Decisions\Rezone\3008747-1 ‘1340Cor1issAveN\3068747_SF5000-SF7000.doc

Date: November 13, 2008
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CITY OF SEATTLE
ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATION OF THE DIRECTOR
OF THE DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

Applicaﬁon Number: . 3008747
Applicant Name: _ Barbara Baker for Ken McBride
Address of Proposal: 11340 Corliss Avenue North

11334 Corliss Avenue North
SUMMARY OF PROPOSED ACTIONS

- Council Land Use Action to rezone two parcels of land from Single Fainily 7,200 to Single Family 5,000
(SF 7200 to SF 5000). The total land area to.be rezoned is 34,472 sq. ft.

The following approvais are required:
Rezone - To rezone two parcels of land from Single Family with a minimum lot area of 7,200

square feet (SF7200) to Single Family with a minimum lot area of 5,000 square feet (SF5000) -
Seattle Municipal Code 23.34. -

7z

SEPA - Environmental Determination - Seattle_Municipal\CodeChapter 25.05.

SEPA DETERMINATION: [ ] Exempt [X] DNS [ ] MDNS ["] EIS
[ ] DNS with conditions

[ 1 DNS involving non-exempt grading, or demolition,
or another agency with jurisdiction.

e el L

: l( City of Seattle Hearing Examinel_' )
. EXHIBIT
i ' Appellam .
| ' . Respondent DMITTED ____
; . , Departmem DENIED

kCF #309287 Prolect No. 3008747

————— T — 3
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BACKGROUND DATA

Site and Vicinity Descrintion

The subject site is located in North Seattle
immediately north of the Northgate Urban
Center/Village and west of Interstate 5 (I-5), in:
Seattle’s Haller Lake community.

Surrounding keystones include the Northwest
- Hospital and Medical Center and the Evergreen-
Washelli Cemetery to the west, Haller Lake and
Northacres Park north of the site, and Northgate
Urban Center/Village south of the subject site.

The proposed rezone site consists of two
adjoining parcels comprising 34,472 sq. ft. in
land area. The lots are located on the east side
of Corliss Avenue North, midblock between
North 113" Place and North 115™ Street. Each
lot is developed with one single family structure
with accessory structures, and is held in separate
private  ownership. @A  steep  slope
environmentally critical area (ECA) exists for a
short distance along the south property line of
the southern-most property under review (11334
Corliss Ave N). Also adjacent to the southern-
most property, and related to the above-
mentioned ECA, is a 14 foot wide unimproved
private driveway extending from Corliss
Avenue North to Sunnyside Avenue North. The
identified steep slope conditions are a result of
the private driveway construction, and a limited

ECA exemption was granted for the property,

dated Feb. 21, 2008.

l
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Figure 1 Area Map
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The two parcels are zoned single family with a  Figure 2 Site Map

minimum- lot area of 7,200 square feet (SF

7200). This single family zone classification covers a broad area north and east of the subJect site to
North 145™ Street (Seattle city limits). But for two smaller sections of land between the subject site and
North 145™ Street, and east to Lake Washington, all single family properties north and due east of the

subject site are zoned SF 7200.

- Immediately south of the two parcels, along the southern property line of 11334 Corliss Avenue North,
the zoning increases in intensity ranging from multifamily lowrise to commercial zoning (L-1 to NC3-
125). Although the subject parcels lie outside the Northgate Urban Center/Village boundary area (the
southern property line of 11334 Corliss Avenue North is also the northern boundary of the Northgate
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Urban Center/Village), the parcels are within the Northgate Overlay District, and are within two
planning area boundaries: The Northgate Area Comprehensive Plan, and the Broadview-Bitter Lake-
Haller Lake Neighborhood Plan Areas (Figures 9 and 10).

The existing pattern of development corresponds with established zoning insofar as properties to the
west, north, and east of the subject rezone site are developed with single family residential structures -
large lots, large yards, mature vegetation, and older one and two-story single family homes. Properties
south of the site in the Northgate Urban Core are more intensely developed with single and mult1fam11y
residences, and commercial development. A Lowrise 2 multifamily residential zone (L-2) is situated
between the single family zones to the north and the commer01al and highrise zones south within the
Northgate Urban Center.

The north and northeast areas of Seattle, formerly known as the Greenwood District, the Pinehurst
District and the Lake Clty District, were among the last areas to be annexed to the City (1952 to 1954).
According to HistoryLink.org, a community-based encyclopedia of history, the lands were originally
platted into large one to 10 acre lots, primarily for farmland and summer cabins, beginning in the late
1860s. Orchards, dairy farms, chicken farms and grazing land were scattered across the landscape until
the 1950s when the region saw a significant increase in growth and development (and out-migration of
the center-city), such as when the Northgate Mall opened in 1950. The subject parcels, and those within
the broad Haller Lake community, have been designated residential since the Greenwood District was
annexed to the City in 1954, initially designated as First Residence District, District A (RI-A).

Based on a survey of 1,424 single family zoned parcels (SF 7200) north and northeast of the proposed
rezone parcels, parcel sizes within the broader Haller Lake community currently range in size from 1,655

~square feet to over 35,000 square feet-in. At present, 31% of the properties zoned single family in this
northeast quadrant of the City are less than 7,200 square feet in land area (Figures 3-5).- A closer look at
properties surrounding the subject parcels indicates that 26% of the properties are less than 7,200 square
feet in land area (Figures 6-8). These figures illustrate the wide range of parcel sizes that currently exist
in this expansive SF 7200 zone, all of which support the strong residential character of the area.

Proposal Description

The applicant has submitted an application, with supporting documentation 'per SMC 23.76.040 D, for an
amendment to the Official Land Use Map. The proposal is to rezone two parcels of land from Single
Family with a minimum lot area of 7,200 sq. ft. to Single Family with a minimum lot area of 5,000 sq. ft.
(SF 7200 to SF 5000). Parcel sizes are as follows: 1) North parcel, 11340 Corliss Avenue North, 17,229
square feet; 2) South parcel, 11334 Corliss Avenue North, 17,243 square feet. The applicant has indicated
that the owners of the two subject parcels are in support of the rezone application, and ant1c1pate future
subdivision of the parcels. Both existing smgle family residences are to remain.

The Land Use Code, section SMC 23.34, “Amendments to Official Land Use Map (Rezonés),” allows the
City Council to approve a map amendment (rezone) according to procedures as provided in Chapter 23.76,
Procedures for Master Use Permits and Council Land Use Decisions.
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Parcels within the Broader Single Family 7200 Zone (selected parcels in yellow)

Figure 3 Less than 7,200 sf-31% Figure 4 7,200 to 10,000 sf—21% Figure 5§ More than 10,000 sf — 48%

- Parcels in Closer Proximity to the Subject Rezone Site (selected parcels in yellow)

g

o - R

Figure 6 Less than 7,200 sf—26% Figure 7 7,200 to 10,000 sf-52% Figure 8 More than 10,000 sf - 22%

\

Public Comments

Notice of the proposed action was published on April 10, 2008. The public comment period ended April
24, 2008. During the comment period the Department received five comment letters. Comments
centered on potential negative impacts of future construction, and on prohibiting other than single family
residential development in the neighborhood. ‘ : ‘
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Comment létters application documents, and associated materials may be found in the Land Use
Application file, which is available for review at DPD s Public Resource Center (PRC), 700 Fifth Ave,
Suite 2000 (PRC)

ANALYSIS - REZONE

Seattle Municipal Code section 23.34.007 and the following sections set forth the criteria for rezone
application evaluation. The provisions shall be weighed and balanced together to determine which zone -
or height designation best meets those provisions. Zone function statements shall be used to assess the
likelihood that the area proposed to be rezoned would function as intended. No single criterion or group

of criteria shall be applied as an absolute requirement or test of appropriateness of a zone designation, '
nor is there a “hierarchy of priorities” for rezone considerations, unless a prov1s1on indicates the intent to
constitute a requirement or sole criterion. '

Thé two pé.rcels are currently zoned single family (SF 7200), and as such, the Department of Planning A
and Development (DPD) concludes that Seattle Municipal Code (SMC) Sections 23.34.007 and
23.34.008 apply to this land use proposal

General Rezone Criteria (SMC 23.34.008)

General rezone criteria are set forth in Seattle Municipal Code (SMC) 23.34.008. Subsection SMC -
23.34.008.B states as follows: “The most appropriate zone designation shall be that for which the
“provisions for designation of the zone type and locational criteria for the specific zone match the
characteristics of the area to be rezoned better than any other zone designation.” :

A. Tobe approved a rezone shall meet the following standards:

1. In urban centers and urban villages the zoned capacity for the center or village taken as a
whole shall be no less than one hundred twenty-five percent (125%) of the growth targets
adopted in the Comprehensive Plan for that center or village.

2. For the area within the urban village boundary of hub urban villages and for residential
urban villages taken as a whole the zoned capacity shall not be less than the densities
established in the Urban Village Element of the Comprehensive Plan.

- The subject site is not within an Urban Center or Urban Village identified in the Seattle Comprehenswe
Plan, or as amended by subsequent ordinances. This criterion does not apply to the proposed rezone
application. :

B. Match Between Zone Criteria and Area Characteristics. The most appropriate zone designation
shall be that for which the provisions for designation of the zone type and the locational criteria for the .
specific zone match the characteristics of the area to be rezoned better than any other zone designation.

The City of Seattle has three residential single family zone designations: Single Family 9600, Single
Family 7200, and Single Family 5000. The proposal is to rezone two parcels of land currently
designated single family to a single family zone of slightly greater intensity — SF 7200 to SF 5000.

~
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The function of single family zones is to provide predominantly detached single-family structures on lot
sizes compatible with the existing pattern of development and the character of the single-family
neighborhood (SMC 23.34.011). The rezone proposal meets this criterion. SMC Section 23.34 does not
provide locational criteria for different single family minimum lot sizes. The zone designation will
remain the same, as will the potential number of dwelling units per lot, and the development standards
for the new zone, though the minimum lot area per site is proposed to decrease from 7,200 square feet to
5,000 square feet. The parcels will continue to provide detached single-family structures on lots
compatible with the existing pattern of development and character of the single-family neighborhood.

C. Zoning History and Presidential Effect - Previous and potenttal zoning changes both in and around
the area proposed for rezone shall be examined.

The two parcels associated with the subject rezone have been designated residential since before the City
of Seattle annexed the Greenwood District, 7.87 square miles of land area, in January, 1954. Zoning
maps dating from 1947-indicate the two parcels were zoned First Residence District, Area District A
(RI-A) until 1957 when the zone was updated to single family residence medium density zone (RS
7200), and again in 1982 to single family with a minimum lot area of 7,200 sq. ft. (SF7200). This
pattern of single family residential zoning extends north and east covering the majority of single family
land area to Lake Washington on the east, and to the City limits north of the site.

Zoning changes, previous and potential, since July, 2000:

o Previous: SF 7200 to L-1, 2140 N 113" Street; Ordinance 122206, August of 2006. Petition of
Howland Homes, LLC, Council File 307285, Project No. 2500126; approximately 250 feet
southwest of the subject rezone site and outside of the Northgate Urban Center/Village. The
Department determined that this site did not meet the single family locational criteria.

e Potential: SF 7200 to L-3, 13726 15™ Avenue Northeast; MUP No. 3003300; approximately 1.5
miles northeast of the subject rezone site in a small mixed residential-commercial node close to
the northern border of the Seattle city limits. ‘ , .

¢ Potential: The Northgate Area Rezone Proposal — In conjunction with the Northgate community
and in alignment with the Northgate Area Comprehensive Plan, the City is proposing to change -
the zoning on up to 98 acres of land in the Northgate Urban Center. Notice of the Northgate
Urban Center Rezone Draft EIS was published May 1, 2008, Northgate Revitalization. The
rezone proposal is intended.to accelerate lagging development in the commercial core area of the
Northgate Urban Center, generally along Northgate Way.

The rezone proposal, in and of itself, does not have a presidential effect. However, other similar
properties may opt to submit similar land development proposals.

- D. Neighborhood Plans.

1. For the purposes of this title, the effect of a neighborhood plan, adopted or amended by the
City Council after January 1, 1995, shall be as expressly established by the City Council for
each such neighborhood plan.

2. Council adopted neighborhood plans that apply to the area proposed for rezones shall be
taken into consideration.
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3. Where a neighborhood plan adopted or amended by the City Council after January 1, 1995
establishes policies expressly adopted for the purpose of guiding future rezones, but does not
provide for rezones of particular sites or areas, rezones shall be in conformance with the
rezone policies of such neighborhood plan.

4. If it is intended that rezones of particular sites or areas identified in a Council adopted
neighborhood plan are to be required, then the rezones shall be approved simultaneously
with the approval of the pertinent parts of the neighborhood plan.

The subject rezone site falls within two neighborhood planning areas:
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Figure 10 Northgate Area Comprehensive Plan

The Department, as a function' of the analysis of this rezone proposal, found each of the following
neighborhood and comprehensive plan goals and policies pertinent to the current proposal (enumerated
items are from the Seattle Comprehensive Plan, Towards a Sustainable Seattle, 2006).

Northgate Area Comprehensive Plan (Plan Adopted 1993):

e NG-G2: A thriving, vital, mixed-use center of concentrated development surrounded by healthy
single-family neighborhoods transformed from an underutilized, auto-oriented office/retail area;

e NG-G3: The surrounding neighborhoods are buffered from intense development in the core, but
have ready access to the goods, services, and employment located in the core v1a a range of
transportation alternatives including walking, bicycling, transit, and automobile;

NG-G4: The most intense and dense development activity is concentrated within the core;

e - NG-P6: Promote additional multifamily housing opportunities for households of all income
levels to the extent that a compatible scale and 1nten51ty of development can be maintained with
adjacent single-family areas;

e NG-P7: Reduce conflict between activities and promote a compatible relationship between
different scales of development by maintaining a transition between zones where significantly
different intensities of development are allowed; :
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NG-P8: Maintain the character and integrity of the existing single-family zoned areas by
maintaining current single family-zoning on properties meeting the locational criteria for single-
family zones '

Broadview-Bitter Lake-Haller Lake Neighborhood Plan (Adopted 1999):

Areas zoned for single family residential use shall be protected from the impacts of nearby
commercial and higher density residential uses; -

New single family homes will be des1gned and sited to fit in with the surrounding
neighborhoods;

BL-P14: Seek to minimize the impacts of commercial and higher density res1dent1a1 uses on
single family residential areas.

Seattle Comprehensive Plan, Towards a Sustainable Seattle (January, 2006):

UVG29: Support and maintain the positive qualities of areas outside of urban centers;
UV35: Provide that the area of the city outside urban centers and villages remain primarily as -
residential and commercial areas with allowable densities similar to existing conditions, or as
industrial areas, or major institutions; .

UV36: Protect single-family areas, both inside and outside of urban villages. Allow limited
multifamily, commercial, and industrial uses outside of villages to support the surrounding area
or to permit the existing character to remain;

LUS: Consider, through neighborhood planning processes, recommendations for the revision of
zoning to better reflect community preferences for the development of an area, provided that
consistency between the zoning and this Plan is maintained. Consider relevant goals and policies
in adopted neighborhood plans when evaluating a rezone proposal;

LUGY: Preserve and protect low-density, single-family neighborhoods, that provide
opportunities for home-ownership, that are attractive to households with children and other
residents, that provide residents with privacy and open spaces immediately accessible to
residents, and where the amount of impervious surface can be limited,

LUGY: Preserve the character of single-family residential areas and discourage the demolition of
single-family residences and displacement of residents, in a way that encourages rehabilitation
and provides housing opportunities throughout the city. The character of s1ng1e family area
includes use, development, and density characteristics;

LUG10: Provide for different intensities of single-family areas to reflect differences in the
existing and desired character of single-family areas across the city. ‘Allow development that is
generally consistent with the levels of infrastructure development and environmental conditions
in each area. Include opportunities for low-cost subsidized housing single-family areas; —~
LUS57: Designate as single-family residential areas, those areas that are predominantly developed
with single-family structures and area large enough to maintain a low-density development
pattern.

The adopted portions of the two neighborhood plans do not provide direction as to the rezoning of this
particular site. However, they speak clearly to maintaining the existing single family character of the site -
and surrounding area, and to protecting and preserving properties currently zoned as single family. The
proposed rezone responds to the goals and policies stated in the above plans.

' Comprehensive plan language amended by Ordinance 121701, 2005.
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E. Zoning Principles. The following zoning principles shall be considered: .

1. The impact of more intensive zones on less- intensive zones or industrial and commercial
zones on other zones shall be minimized by the use of transitions or buffers, if possible. A
gradual transition between zoning categories, including height limits, is preferred.

2. Physical buffers may provide an effective separation between different uses and intensities of
development. The following elements may be considered as buffers: '

a. Natural features such as topographic breaks, lakes, rivers, streams, ravines and
shorelines;

b. Freeways, expressways, other major traffic arterials, and railroad tracks;

¢. Distinct change in street layout and block orzentatlon

d. Open space and greenspaces.

3. Zone Boundaries, A
a. In establishing boundaries the following elements shall be considered:

i. Physical buffers as described in subsection E2 above;
ii. Platted lot lines.

b. Boundaries between commercial and residential areas shall generally be established so
that commercial uses face each other -across the street on which they are located, and
face away from adjacent residential areas. An exception may be made when physical
buffers can provide a more effective separation between uses.

4. In general, height limits greater than forty (40) feet should be limited to urban villages.
Height limits greater than forty (40) feet may be considered outside of urban village where
higher height limits would be consistent with an adopted neighborhood plan, a major
institution’s adopted master plan, or where the designation would be consistent with the
existing built character of the area.

The impact of a more intensive single family zone on the existing single family zone is based on the
potential for subdividing to create two additional parcels of land, for a combined total of six parcels of -
land; three parcels, each with a minimum of 5,000 square feet, subdivided from one of the two existing
lots (Table 1). Along with the potential of creating six parcels of 5,000 square feet each, comes the
potential for developing four, rather than two, single family housing units (as stated earlier, the two
existing single family residences are proposed to remain). The proposed rezone would provide ample
developable area for potential homes, per the Land Use Code’s Single Family development standards
(SMC 23.44). Additionally, the proposed rezone offers a modest zone transition and buffer from the
intense zones extending from the urban center boundary south of the subject, as does I-5 provide a buffer
to the more intensive development east of I-5.

Existing S 7200 Rezone SF 5000
11“1"3';'5 girrjfsls AveN 17,220/7200 = 2.4 17,229/5000 = 3.4
2 lots with a min. area of 7,200 sq. ft. | 3 lots with a min. area of 5,000 sq. ft.
17,229 sq. ft _ : )
?;’;‘;g gfr‘;fss AveN 17,243/7200=2.4 17,243/5000 = 3.4
* 2 lots with a min. area of 7,200 sq. ft. | 3 lots with a min. area of 5,000 sq. fi.
17,243 sq. f. o
| Total Parcels N & S 4 , 6
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Table 1 Existing and Potential Parcels/Dwelling Units
F. Impact Evaluation. The evaluation of a proposed rezone shall consider the possible negative and
positive impacts on the area proposed for rezone and its surroundings.

1. Factors to be examined include, but are not limited to, the following:

a. Housing, particularly low-income housing;

b. Public services;

c. Environmental factors, such as noise, air and water quality, terrestrial and aquatic flora
and fauna, glare, odor, shadows, and energy conservation;

Pedestrian safety; : '

Manufacturing activity;

Employment activity; 5

Character of areas recognized for architectural or historic value;

Shoreline view, public access and recreation.

2. Service Capacities. Development which can reasonably be anticipated based on the proposed
development potential shall not exceed the service capacities which can reasonably be
anticipated in the area, including:

Street access to the area;

Street capacity in the area;

Transit service;

Parking capacity,

Utility and sewer capacity,

Shoreline navigation.

>0 TN R

N RN R

~

* The increase in development potential from the proposed rezone from SF 5000 to SF 7200 may result in
perhaps two additional dwelling units. The level of traffic on the surrounding streets would increase,
though not in a manner that would have a substantial impact on existing infrastructure resources or
services. The level of noise generated in the neighborhood would increase, though not to a level that

~would exceed standard noise levels in single family neighborhoods, or exceed levels related to the
spillover from Interstate S. '

G. Changed Circumstances. Evidence of changed circumstances shall be taken into consideration in
reviewing proposed rezones, but is not required to demonstrate the appropriateness of a proposed
rezone. Consideration of changed circumstances shall be limited to elements or conditions included in
the criteria for the relevant zone and/or overlay designation in this chapter.

Based on an analysis of several indicators, listed below, single family residential development is the

primary form of land use development that continues to occur in the immediate vicinity of the subject

parcels, and throughout the broader Haller-Lake community. The trend of single family residential uses
" and development has changed little in the zone over the past 8 years.

Between the years 2000 and 2008, covering an area of 1,424 SF 7200 single family owned properties
north and northeast of the subject site (including the subject site), and using DPD’s permit tracking
Activity Locator (Activity Locator), the following development actions have occurred:

'
I




Application No. 3008747
Page 11 of 14

e Demolition permits issued: 2 — both to demolish a single family residence and construct new
single family residences;
¢ (New) Construction permits issued:
o Single Family — 2 new single family structures per plan
o Multifamily — @ (none)
e Land Use Platting Actions: Issued — @ (none)
o Applications accepted — 1
o Council Actions: 2 applications for rezone (includes the current proposal under review)

H. Overlay Districts. If the area is located in an overlay district, the purpose and boundaries of the
overlay district shall be considered.

. The subject site is within the Northgate Overlay District (SMC 23.71), the purpose' of which is to
~ implement the Northgate Area Comprehensive Plan (Ordinance 116795). Development standards
. established in the district are geared to channel the highest intensity uses to the commercial core area and

protect the character of the existing residential neighborhoods. Unless specifically modified by SMC

23.71, land area within the Northgate Overlay District is subject to the regulations of the underlying

zone. The proposed rezone maintains the single family designation, and in this way supports the intent .

‘of the overlay district.

1. Critical Areas. If the area is located in or adjacent to a crmcal area (SMC Chapter 25.09), the
effect of the rezone on the critical area shall be considered.

A steep slope environmentally critical area (ECA) has been identified on the south parcel, 11334 Corliss -
Avenue North, due to previous grading activities. An ECA Limited Exemption. application was-
submitted to DPD and granted, February 21, 2008. ECA review will be required concurrent with (any)

future building permit applications. As a result of the limited ECA exemption, no ECA steep slope
variance is required in order to develop the buffer area of the steep slope feature. The exemption may be

applied to (any) future short plat development applications. :

Rezone Evaluation (SMC 23.34.007)

A. The provisions of this chapter shall apply to all rezones except correction of mapping errors. In
evaluating proposed rezones, the provisions of this chapter shall be weighed and balanced together
to determine which zone or height designation best meets those provisions. In addition, the zone
Junction statements, which describe the intended function of each zone designation, shall be used to
assess the likelihood that the area proposed to be rezoned would function as intended.

B. No single criterion or group of criteria shall be applied as an absolute requirement or test of the
appropriateness of a zone designation, nor is there a hierarchy or priority of rezone considerations,
unless a provision indicates the intent to constitute a requirement or sole criterion.

C. Compliance with the provisions of this chapter shall constitute consistency with the Comprehensive

- Plan for the Purpose of reviewing proposed rezones, except that Comprehensive Plan Shoreline

Area Objectives shall be used in shoreline environment re-designations as provided in SMC
Subsection 23.60.060 B3.
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D. Provisions of this chapter that pertain to areas inside of urban centers or villages shall be effective
only when a boundary for the subject center or village has been established in the Comprehensive
Plan. Provisions of this chapter that pertain to areas outside of urban villages or outside of urban
centers shall apply to all areas that are not within an adopted urban village or urban center
boundary. This subsection does not apply to the provisions of other chapters including, but not
limited to, those which establish regulations, policies, or other requirements for commercial/mixed
use areas inside or outside of urban centers/villages as shown on the Future Land Use Map.

E. The procedures and locational criteria for shoreline environment re-designatiohs are located in’
Sections 23.60.060 and 23.60.220respectively.

F. Mapping errors due to cartographic or clerical mistakes may be corrected through process required
for Type V Council land use decisions in SMC Chapter 23.76 and do not require the evaluation
contemplated by the provisions of this chapter.

The above analysis con31dered the foregoing criteria. leen the circumstances of the subject properties,
the history of zoning, and the goals and policies of neighborhood and comprehensive planning, the
Single Family 5000 zone (SF 5000) appears to be as suitable a zoning designation for the property as is
the existing Single Family 7200 zone (SF 7200). '

The zone designation of SF 5000 would support and protect the predominant character of the
neighborhood north of the Northgate Urban Center/Village boundary. The zone designation of SF 5000
would provide new opportunities for single family home ownership, and encourage reinvestment in the
residential quality of the neighborhood. The SF 5000 designation would add further value to the vicinity
by providing a modest buffer between the less intense single family zone to the north and the
multifamily and commercial zones south of the urban center boundary. The compatible scale of
development would persist with the rezone, and the SF 5000 zone designation is not expected to burden
the existing infrastructure or services currently offered in the area.

ANALYSIS - SEPA

The initial disclosure of the potential impacts from this project was made in the environmental checklist
submitted by the applicant, dated March 24, 2008, and annotated by the Department. The information in
the checklist, supplemental information provided by the applicant, project plans, and the experience of
the lead agency with review of same project form the basis for this analysis and decision.

The SEPA Overview Policy clarifies the relationship between codes, policies, and environmental review
(SMC 25.05.665 D). Specific policies for each element of the environment, certain neighborhood plans,
and other policies explicitly referenced may serve as the basis for exercising substantive SEPA authority.

The Overview Policy states in part: "Where City regulations have been adopted to address an
environmental impact, it shall be presumed that such regulations are adequate to achieve sufficient
mltlgatlon" subject to some limitations. Under certain limitations and/or circumstances mitigation may
be considered (SMC 25. 05 665 D 1-7). Thus, a more detailed discussion of some of the impacts is
appropriate.
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Short-term Impacts _
Although no development of the site is proposed, the rezone would potentially allow construction of two
additional dwelling units on the subject parcels. Based on the potential addition of two parcels and
possibly two additional housing units, the following temporary or construction-related impacts would be
expected with future development: decreased air quality due to suspended particulates from building
activities; increased traffic and demand for parking from construction equipment and personnel;
increased noise; and consumption of renewable and nonrenewable resources.

Further, construction activities including construction worker commutes, truck trips, the operation of
construction equipment and machinery, and the manufacture of the construction materials themselves
result in increases in carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gas emissions which adversely impact air
quality and contribute to climate change and global warming. While these impacts are adverse, they are
not expected to be significant due to the relatively minor contribution of greenhouse gas emissions that
might result from development of single family housing units in these two parcels of land. Therefore, no
conditioning pursuant to SEPA policies is warranted. - -

Long-term Impacts , ‘ L ,

- Long-term or use-related impacts are-also anticipated as a result of approval of this proposal, similar in

type and level of impacts stated above (Short-term Impacts). Increasing the potential density of the
rezone area from 4 to 6 dwelling units may result in increased height, bulk and scale, increased
pedestrian and vehicular traffic in the area, increased demand for parking, increased light, glare and
noise, and increased demand for public services and utilities. The impacts are anticipated to be minor in
scope, however, and do not warrant SEPA mitigation.

" DECISION - SEPA

This decision was made after review by the responsible official on behalf of the lead agency of a
completed environmental checklist and other information on file with the responsible department. This
constitutes the Threshold Determination and form. The intent of this declaration is to satisfy the
requirements of the State Environmental Policy Act (RCW 43.21C), including the requirement to inform
the public agency decisions pursuant to SEPA. '

[X] Determination of Non-Significance. This proposal has been determined to not have a significant
“adverse impact upon the environment. An EIS is not required under RCW 43.21C.030 2c.

[ ] Determmatlon of Significance. This proposal has or may have a significant adverse 1mpact upon
the environment. An EIS is required under RCW 43.21C.030 2c.
RECOMMENDATION REZONE

The Director of the Department of Planning and Development recommends that the proposed rezone to
SF 5000 be APPROVED. :
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CONDITIONS - SEPA

None.

Signature: (signature on file)

Catherine McCoy, Land Use Planner
Department of Planning and Development
Land Use Services

. CM:ga

HADOC\Decisions\Rezone\3008747-1 l340Cor1issAveN\3008747_-SIj‘5000-SF7000.doc

Date: November 13, 2008
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. uOMPLETED BY APPLICANT,
cverrs v —mee . « JRDPD USE ONLY

A. BACKGROUND |
1. Name of proposed project, if applicable:

2. Nams of applicant:
Kenneth W. Mcbride

3. Address and phone number of appllcant and contact person:
224 Nickerson St.
Seattle, WA 98109
206-283-7121

Representing Agent:
R.W Thorpe & Asseciates, Inc.
705 Second Ave. Suite 710

. Seattle, WA 98104
2066246239

4. Date checklist prepared:.
February 2008

5. Agency requesting checklist:
| City of Seattle Department of Plannlng and Development
700 Fifth Ave. Suite 2000
_P.O. Box 34019
Seattle, WA 98124-4019

6. Proposed timing or schedule (including phasing, if applicable):
N/A '

2 ENVIRONMENTAL (SEPA) CHECKLIST



LEFT COLUMN TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT.

RIGHT COLUMN FOR DPD USE ONLY.

7. Do you have any plans for future additions, ‘expans_ion, or further
activity related to or connected with this proposal? - If yes, explain.

A Subdivision application may follow within one to two years.

8. List any environmental information you know about that has been
~ prepared, or will be prepared, directly related to this proposal.

A critical area expedition was filed for a localized depression
created by previous easement construction. The limited size
results in a 15’ setback buffer, as the area occurs off the site
on the neighboring property to the south. See Figure A.

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

None.

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

None.

11.Give brief, complete description of your proposal, including the

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

Rezone properties from SF7200-R to SF 5000.

12.Location of the proposal. Give sufficient information for a person to
understand the precise location of your proposed project, including
a street address, if any, and section, township, and range, if known.

If a proposal would occur over a range of area, provide the range or

boundaries of the site(s). Provide a legal description, site plan,
vicinity map, and topographic map, if reasonably available. While
you should submit any plans required by the agency, you are not
required to duplicate maps or detailed plans submitted with any
permlt applications related to this checklist. :

3 ENVIRONMENTAL (SEPA) CHECKLIST



LEFT COLUMN TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT.
RIGHT COLUMN FOR DPD USE ONLY. '

This site is located within Section SW29 Township 26 Range
04. A site map that is attached represents the site. The site is
located at 11340 & 11334 Corliss Ave N Seattle, WA 98133.
Parcel #2926049175 & #2926049188. ‘

B. ENVIRONMENTAL ELEMENTS
1. Earth -

a. General description of the site (circle one):
Flat, rolling, hilly, steep. slopes mountamous
other:

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

There are no steep slopes on the properties.

c. What general types of soils are found on the site (for example,
clay, sand, gravel, peat, muck)? If you know the classification of
agricultural soils, specify them and note any prime farmland.

According to the ‘Geologlc Map of Seattle Vashon till (Vt)
is the soil type found on the site.

d. Are there surface indications or history of unstable soils in the
immediate vicinity? If so, describe.

No.

- e. Describe the purbose, type, and approximate quantities of any
filling or grading proposed. Indicate source of fill.

None.

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

No.

g. About what percent of the S|te ‘will be covered with impervious
* surfaces after project construction (for example, asphalt or
bunldmgs)’?

4 ENVIRONMENTAL (SEPA) CHECKL!ST
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LEFT COLUMN TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT.
RIGHT COLUMN FOR DPD USE ONLY.

Impervious surface will not exceed code requirements for
the site in accordance with the City of Seattle and King
County codes. .

h. Proposed measures to reduce or control erosion, or other -
impacts to the earth if any: :

None.

2. Air

a. What type of emissions to the air would result from the proposal
: (i.e., dust, automobile, odors, industrial wood smoke) during
construction and when the project is completed? If any,
generally describe and give approximate quantities if known.

No emissions at this time. Minimum amounts of emissions
from automobiles can be eéxpected at project phase of
single-family home.

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

No.

C. Proposed measures to reduce or control emissions or other
impacts to air, if any:

None.

3. Water
| a. Surface:

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

" No.

5 ENVIRONMENTAL (SEPA) CHECKLIST



LEFT COLUMN TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT.
RIGHT COLUMN FOR DPD USE ONLY. -

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

No, the prOject will not require work in or adjacent to
any surface water body. '

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

None.

4) Will the proposal require surface water withdrawals or
- diversions? Give general description, purpose, and
approximate quantities if known..

" "No.

5) Does the proposal lie within a 100-year ﬂoodplam7 If so,
note location on the site plan.

The subject propertles do not lie within a 100-year
floodplain.

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

No.

b. Ground:

1) Will ground water be withdrawn, or will water be dischérged
to ground water? Give general descnptlon purpose, and
approximate quantities if known. :

No.

6 ENVIRONMENTAL (SEPA) CHECKLIST




LEFT COLUMN TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLlCANT
RIGHT COLUMN FOR DPD USE ONLY.

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

None.

c. Water Runoff (including storm water):

1) Descrlbe the source of runoff (including storm water) and
method of collection and disposal, if any (include quantities,
if known). Where will this water flow? Will this water flow
into other waters? If so, describe.

‘Storm water runoff will be the source of water flow. It
will be retained per code requirements in detention for

- measured infiltration, when constructlon of single-family
home occurs. ‘

2) Could waste materials enter ground or surface waters? If
SO, generally describe. :

No.

~ d. Proposed measures to reduce or control surface ground, and
runoff water |mpacts if any: :

N/A

4. Plants

a. Check or circle types of vegetation found on the site:

X deciduous tree: alder, maple, aspen, other

X evergreen tree: fir, cedar, pine, other

___shrubs , :

X grass
___pasture.
___crop or grain ‘
__ wet soil plants: cattail, buttercup, buIIrush skunk cabbage
- other

7 ENVIRONMENTAL (SEPA) CHECKLIST



LEFT COLUMN TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT.
RIGHT COLUMN FOR DPD USE ONLY.

__ water plants: water lily, eelgrass, milfoil, other .
X_other types of vegetation

b. What kind and amount of vegetation will be removed or altered?
None at this time.

_c. List threatened or endangered species known to be on or near
- the site.

None.

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

Native vegetation will be retained wherever possible and
practical. This is an urban enwronment

5. Animals

a. Circle any birds and anlmals that have been observed on or
near the site or are known to be on or near the site: -

birds: hawk, heron, eagle, songbirds, other: None. Tygical
types only — Robins & Sparrows.

mammals: deer, bear, elk, beaver,
other: __. None

fish: bass, salmon, trout, herring, shellfish,
other:____None _

b. List any threatened or endangered species known to beon or
near the site.

None.
c. Is the site part of a migration route? If so, explain.
. No. ' ‘

8 ENVIRONMENTAL (SEPA) CHECKLIST



LEFT COLUMN TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT.
RIGHT COLUMN FOR DPD USE ONLY.

d. Proposed measures to preserve or enhance wildlife, if any:
~ None at this time.

6. Energy and Natural Resources

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

Will be decided at the project phase of devéelopment. The
energy needs will be met with electric and/or gas.

b. Would your project affect the potential use of solar energy by
adjacent properties? If so, generally describe.

No.

c. What kinds of energy conservatlon features are included in the :
plans of this proposal? List other proposed measures to
reduce or control energy impacts, if any:

None considered at this phase.

7. Envirenmental Health

‘a. Are there any environmental health hazards, including exposure
to toxic chemicals, risk of fire and explosion, spill, or hazardous
waste, that could occur as a result of th|s proposal? If so,
describe.

No.

1) Describe special emergency services that mught be required.
~ None. '

. 2) Proposed measures to reduce or control enwronmental
health hazards, if any:

None.

9 ENVIRONMENTAL (SEPA) CHECKLIST



LEFT COLUMN TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT.
RIGHT COLUMN FOR DPD USE ONLY.

b. Noise

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

Interstate 5 is the current source of most all traffic noise
in the area. It is not expected to affect the proposal.

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

Minor levels of noise would be created by residence of
new homes coming and going from the site.

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

" None.

8. Land and Shbreline Use
a. What is the current use of the site and adjacent properties?

The current use of the site is Single Family ('Res Use/Zone).
The current use of adjacent propertles are also Single
- Family (Res UseIZone)

b. Has the site been used for agriculture? If so, describe.
Not to the applicant’s knowledge.

c. Describe any structures on the site.

Currently, there is a one-story residence on each parcel
(1,770 living sq. ft. & 1,830 living sq. ft.). -

d. Will any structures be demolished? If so, what?

Each parcel has two small garden sheds/garages that may
need to be removed at the project phase to meet
requirements for backyard setbacks.

"~ 10 ENVIRONMENTAL (SEPA) CHECKLIST



LEFT COLUMN TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT.

RIGHT COLUMN FOR DPD USE ONLY.

~ e. Whatisthe ‘c‘urrent zoning classification of the site?
SF 7200-R ’

f. What is the current comprehensive plan designation of the site?

- The current comprehensive plan desngnatlon of the site is
Smgle-Famlly

g. If applicable, what is the current shoreline master program
- designation of the site?

Not Appllcable._

h. Has any part of the site been cIassnﬁed as an “envnronmentally
~ critical” area” If so, specify.

‘No.

. Approximately how many people would reside or work in the
completed project?

At project phase, three homes would be able to be buult on
each parcel (+/- 6 persons per parcel).

~ .

j- Approximately how many people would the completed pro;ect
- displace?

None.

k. Proposed measures to avoid or reduce dlsplacement impacts, |f
any:

None.

|. Proposed measures to ensure the proposal is compatible with
existing and projected land uses and plans, if any:

None. The proposal is currently compatible.

‘11 ENVIRONMENTAL (SEPA) CHECKLIST
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LEFT COLUMN TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT.
RIGHT COLUMN FOR DPD USE ONLY.

9. Housmg

a. Approx:mately how many units would be prowded if any?
Indicate whether high, middle, or low-income housing.

At most, each parcel will be able to create two new single
family lots. Currently the SF 7,200 zoning will allow the
creation of only one new lot per parcel. ‘

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

‘None anticipated.

c. Proposed measures to reduce or control housing impacts, if
any:

" None proposed.

10. Aesthetics

‘a. What is the tallest height of any proposed structure(s), not
including antennas; what is the pnnc1pal exterlor building
material(s) proposed?

None proposed at this time Prolect phase would be per
‘code requirements. '

b. What views in the immediate V|cm|ty would be altered or
obstructed? :

None.

c. Proposed mieasures to reduce or control aesthetic impacts, if
any: -

None.

1. nght and Glare

a. What type of Ilght or glare will the proposal produce7 What tlme
of day would it malnly occur? ¢

None. .

12 ENVIRONMENTAL (SEPA) CHECKLIST'




LEFT COLUMN TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT.
RIGHT COLUMN FOR DPD USE ONLY.

b. Could light or glare from the finished prolect be a safety hazard
or interfere with views?

No.

c. What existing off-site sources of light or glare may affect your |
proposal?

None. Spillover freeway llghtmg from |nterstate 5 now
affects the nerghborhood

o d. Proposed measures to reduce or control light and glare |mpacts
' if any:

None.

12. Recreatlon' -

a. What-designated and mformal recreational opportunltles are in
the immediate vicinity? -

City parks and bike paths are wuthm the immediate vicinity -'
of the site. A ‘

b. Would the proposed pro;ect dlsplace any exnstlng recreatronal
uses? If so, describe.

No, the proposed prolect would not dlsplace any emstmg
recreational uses.

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

None.

13. Historic and Cuitural Preservation

a. Are there any places or objects listed on, or proposed for,
national, state, or local preservation registers known to be on or
‘next to the site? If S0, generally describe.

~Not appllcable

13 ENVIRONMENTAL (SEPA) CHECKLIST



" LEFT COLUMN TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT.
RIGHT COLUMN FOR DPD USE ONLY.

b. Generally describe any landmarks or evidence of historic,

archaeological, scientific, or cultural |mportance known to be on
or next to the site. :

Not applicable.

Proposed measures to reduce or control impacts, if any:
None.

14. Transportation

a.

Identify public streets and hlghways serving the S|te and
describe the proposed access to the existing street system.

~ Show on site plans, if any.

Current access to the site is at Corliss Ave North.
The important nearby public streets are:

o Corliss Ave North
.. North 105" St.-

o NE92"st.

e Interstate 5

. Is site currently served by public tfansit? If not, what is the

approximate distance to the nearest transit stop?

Yes. There are bus stops located one block west of the site. -

How many parking spaces would the completed broject have?

Each parcel would have 6 spaces total (3 lots @ 2 spaces
each). .

How many WOuId the project eliminate? None.

. Will the proposal require any new roads or streets, or

improvements to existing roads or streets, not including
driveways? If so, generally describe (|nd|cate whether public or

_private).

No.

14 ENVIRONMENTAL (SEPA) CHECKLIST




LEFT COLUMN TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT.
RIGHT COLUMN FOR DPD USE ONLY.

D. SUPPLEMENTAL SHEET FOR NONPROJECT

ACTIONS
(Do not use this sheet for project actlons)

Because these questions are very general, it may be helpful to read
them in conjunction with the list of the elements of the environment.

When answering these questions, be aware of the extent the proposal, -
or the types of activities likely to result from the proposal, would affect -
the item at a greater intensity or at a faster rate than if the proposal

- were not implemented. - Respond briefly and in general terms.

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

- The nonproject proposal would have none of these impacts. ‘

Proposed measures to avoid or reduce such increases are: -
None.

2. How would the proposal be Ilkely to affect plants anlmals fi sh or
marine life?

The proposal would not affect ammals, fish or marine Ilfe at all.
: Mrmmal affects on plants may occur. :

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

Replanting of native vegetation will be prOmoted.

3. How would the proposal be likely to deplete energy or natural
resources’7 .

The propos‘al is not expected to deplete energy or natural
resources any faster than at the current rate.

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

None anticipated at nonproject stage.

17 ENVIRONMENTAL (SEPA) CHECKLIST




LEFT COLUMN TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT
RIGHT COLUMN FOR DPD USE ONLY.

4. How would the proposal be likely to use or affect environmentally
"critical areas or areas designated (or eligible or under study) for
governmental protection; such as parks, wilderness, wild and -
scenic rivers, threatened or endangered species habitat, historic or
cultural sites, wetlands, floodplains, or prime farmlands?

No impact.

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

None.

5. How would the proposal be likely to affect land and shoreline use,
including whether it would allow or encourage land or shoreline
uses incompatible with existing plans?

The proposal is currently compatible.

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

None.

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

Increased demand on transportation and utilities would be
minimal. There will not be an mcreased demand on public
services.

3

Proposed measures to reduce or respond to such demand(s) are:

None.

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

No conflicts are foreseen.

18 ENVIRONMENTAL (SEPA) CHECKLIST



City of Seattle ‘

Depariment of Plunmng & Development
700 Fifth Avenue, Suite 2000, P.O. Box 34019, Seattle, WA 98124-401 9

@

Apphcatron Form for Envrronmentally Cnt:cal Areas

- ECA EXEMPTION & MODIFICATIONS
TO SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS REQUESTS

TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT

- Dept. of. Planmno & Deveio ment

TYPE OF APPLICATION _ FEB 06 2008
Proposed development is outside the ECA andits buffersand - RE CE'I VED
|mposes no additional smpact to the ECA [Section 25.09.045.0] 4 S Dt
Steep Siope Exemption [Section 25.09.180.8]

chooseany matappty: [ MMNPIN(x BZ@K@}[ Ci’ T >

DDevelopment is located on a slope less than 20' in vertical rise, 30 or more
away from other steep slopes and no adverse impacts on the ECA will occur. [BZc]

DSteep slope is the result of legal grading activities. [B2b] o o S

Proposed development is on an already developed site, wuth no increase in
impact on the ECA. [B2a]

Apphcatlon of development standards would prevent necessary stabmzatnon
of a landslide-prone area. [BZd]

D Request is for modification to submittal requirements (per DPD Director's Rule 3-2007).

" SITE AND PROJECT INFORMATION '

Snte Address: {f%O Cﬁgb‘ 65 'A\e M i -‘ — : ~.?¢u
Description of prqposed project: ;éﬂmp\ VISL G&, |

_ v \ ~ - ——
Please describe the reasons for your request: “D(rKAFH " 2\ A . AVVION —
KLTES T AD U l?f"" 5 A.’ng PR o O

NEAL TS BROPERTY — G2 ATTAHEBD SUBV/E

F IS Ech %%THE

Exemption reques a specific development proposal Please enter the aSS|gned DPD project
number here: - .




"TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT
PROPERTY OWNER/AGENT INFORMATION

" Property Owner's Name: . )@{ MC&_Q . . Dept. of Plannina 2 Novelopment
¥ ) Public Reeaurce Center
Residence Address: » .

City/State/Zip Code: %\'%9 FEB 0 6 2008
Telephone ‘ R E—CE—HI—E D

Agent's Name: M SPLA!J ,

Address:
‘Clty/State/le Code A ‘

U X omn . N A ‘t"‘“ﬁ“”* T R e e AR R -
Telephone - :

Ap'plicant's Signature:

Date of Application:

TO BE COMPLETED BY DPD STAFF

Intake Staff: : . . Fee:

| Analyst: ' | Date:
zane: ' ' Land Use Map number:
Type of Cntlcal Area:

‘Result of review: T R
eﬁt:pper;fevrjz b }é 2/ Z)z/Zﬁr e A fo A/ﬂ %/ '

0 Denied:




ECA EXEMPTION DECISION

3008747; 11340 Corliss Avenue North; No ECA review is reqmred Based on the
.submiitted topographic survey, no Steep Slope Cntlcal Area exists on or. adjacent to
this property. DBG; February 21, 2008. '




" City of Seattle

"Department of Planning & Development
,700 Fifth Avenue, Suite 2000, P.O. Box 3401 9. Seattle, WA 98124-4019

Application Form for Environmentally Critical Areas

ECA EXEMPTION & MODIF.ICATIONS
TO SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS REQUESTS

TO BE COMPL.ETED'BY APPLICANT

S . ey, . L RTINS

TYPE OF APPLICATION

Proposed development is outside the ECA and its buffers and
imposes no additional impact to the ECA [Sectlon 25.09.045. D}

gSteep Slope Exemption [Section 25.09.180.B]
Choose any that apply:

[_]Development is located on a slope less than 20" in vertical rise, 30' or more
away from other steep slopes and no adverse impacts on the ECA will occur. [B2c]
’ De t. T .
ﬂ%teep slope is the result of legal grading activities.- [B2b)] s p‘f‘;,g; o
Proposed develepment is on an already developed site, with no increase in FEB v 8 7
impact on the ECA. [B2a] ‘ U s

Applicatioh of development standards would prevent necessary stabilization R EC E' v ED
of a landslide-prone area. {B2d]

[_____I Request is for modification to submittal requirements (per DPD Director's Rule 3-2007).

SITE AND PROJECT INFORMATION

Site Address: 1’]% CUQU % AVE N | o
Description of proposed project: m&aﬂ______—

Please describe the reasons for your request: WMED

Exemption requ of a specific development proposal Please enter the assigned DPD project
number here:




TO BE COMPLETED BYAPPL!CANT

. PROPERTY OWNER/AGENT INFORMATION

4
%Property Owner's Name: .E&%ABEFU kl.h](?’
Residence Address: MM
. City/State/Zip Code: % 773
(/8 g
Telephone / 417125
. 77
Agent's Name:_,gé&\?_&k&_&‘iééﬂ |
Address: ' » ,_ : \
City/State/Zip Code: _ gy 0 1+ s i
Telephone: <0
Applicant's Signature:

| g . ( ._\(.
Date of Application: é. - CD )\

Dept. of Planmna A Development
Public Resarirde Cénter

FEB 0 6 2008
\ TOBE COMPLETED BY DPD STAFF | ED
Intake Staff: _ | o Fee:
| Analyst: _ : | : Date:
Zone: - | | | Land Use Map number: _ — ‘ N
Type of Critical Area: ____ ' S -
Result of review: - - > W ' : S E
B Approved: _S@=p dope l—vfﬁ\ AW- No M&_@/ .
O Deniea: : | ~ _ ' ]




EXEMPTION DECISION

3003467; 11334 Corliss Avenue North; ECA review is required. ECA Steep Slope
Development Standards are waived because the Steep Slope Critical Area is at the
south property line, immediately adjacent to the subject property, and was created by
previous grading activities. This exemption can be applied to a short plat. No ECA
Steep Slope Variance is required in order to dévelop the buffer area of this Steep
Slope feature, which is currently develdped_ with a garage structure. DBG. February
21, 2008.
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»

ELIZABETH KING
123423 BRIER ROAD
| BRIER, WA 98036 :
(425) 398-1917 / (206) 992-7977

elizabeth king@vahoo.com -

2

March 18, 2008

TO: o
R.W. Thorpe & Associates, Inc.
705 2™ Ave. Ste 710

Seattle, WA 98104-1717

. ATTN: Barbara Baker

D_ear.Barbara, _

“This letter is to confirm my interest and support of the rezone that you arc'pursuing.with |
the City of Seattle which involves my property, at 11334 Corliss Ave. N., and Mr.

- McBride’s property, at 11340 Corliss Ave.N. I agree to include my property in the

rezone that Mr. McBride has initiated with you, and authorize you to convey information
~about my property to the City of Seattle and Mr. McBride to obtain the rezone.

Please feel free to contact me if you need any additional information. Thank you for your
‘assistance in this matter. .

Sincerely,

eth King



Section I: Buildings

Emissions Per Unit or. Per Thotigand. Square
_ _ : ‘Feet (MTCO26) | L

Square Feét (in . =':l.!_fespan _

Type(Resldential) or-Principal Activlty . thousands of , ‘| Emissions
. . (Commercial) _Embodled | .. Energy . Transportatlon (MTCCEQ)_'

Slngte Family HOm@. ... ivececnsriviriens. - 98 672 792 780
Multi-Family Unit in Large Building ... . .33 . .357 .. 768] - 0l
Muiti-Family Unitin‘Small. Bundmg 64i° 881 . 766] - . ,-:J
Mobile Home 41 __475] 709 -0
Education ... ... . - -39 846] 361 0
Cvvrerssorsiserssaie . .00 39 . 1,541 . :282] 0

C6-......... 0. . 39 ~1,8%4) ¢ © 5611 D

. ' : 38 1:938] 582 0

. Q. . L] 737 - 571 0

ernienrsrensiseisssansasnes ' S0 T el . b T 0

00 ... .. 39 ... 577) - 247] 0

1 Ci723| 688 T 0

Public Assembly ; .39 - 733 o 150 )
_{Public Order-and Safely L i .0 © 39 899 © 3741 0
Religlous Worship ... vieoreierarencs X s o . . 39p. . .339] _ 1291 .0

- |Service reereesesaires i 0. 39} 599 j 2686 0
Warehouse-and Storage ; - ] ) - .39] - 352 181 K8
[ S 001 394 - 12781 0 287 -0
Vacant .....ceeens vecsaebessesarhzescasseneninins A ] A | B 171 I 47F 0]

Section If: Pavement.....c.eueenrssreienns o . v

{Pavement deierestras L TN ,176.00]85 8 e Ry i 2088001
Total Project Emissions: - L 216609]

\5:— 7 30‘0:2'7#7_
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Client Assistance Memo #228—Application Requirements for Rezones and Contract Rezones

page 2
RECEIVED BY
~3 -
MBOEC 31 AM1I: L,aRezone Informatlon Form 2 ®
N e A Lo N
OFFICE OF - 5 ?r
u..:J g
Pledbe ‘ﬁrb{f‘ b XoMp‘l'é‘tg and accurate mformat:on as requested below. Use additional paper:i!) ﬁécesgryz.
... —’a K '
(. Project number 3008747 Ken McBride 0 - G
(This number will be assigned at your pre-submittal conference) =z N o
' , F A
2. Subject property address ___1 1340 Corliss Ave North j é -
3. Existing zoning classification e ann Proposed change to i
: SF 7,200 . SF3,000-
4. Approximate size of property/area to be rezoned 9893 x 3516 ° square feet_34r4_7_g_sq7ﬁ__

5. Legal description of property to be rezoned (attach additional sheet if necessary)

SEE ATTACHED — TWO PARCEL NO. 2926049175 & 2926049188

6. Present use of property The two parcels are both oversized lots with one single family unit eu.

7. What structures, if any, will be demolished or removed?

The existing homes (2) will remain, be remodeled, and or improved at some time in the future.

8. Reason for the requested change in zoning cIaSS|f|cat|on and/or new use _The density increase to SF 5000 will_

allow the two oversized parcels to be divided in a manner that retains their single family criteria; while allowing the once residual
land to contribute to parcels available for new residential constiuction. The two parcels abut the Northgate Urban Village. The

rezone to SF 5000 will allow a transition benween L-3 & SF 7200 where one does not exist now.

" None at this time — ultimately 2 garages may be removed

9. Anticipated benefits the proposal will provide

An increase of density will meet Seattle UGA goals of 4 to 8 units per acre.

More Single Family lots will be added to the buildable lands

inventory without sprawi. Implementation of the City of Seatile “Northgate Traffic

Improvement Plan " will support development within the area. Helping Northgate meets it's housing and employment targets for 2010. Infill

development requires new investment in the neighborhood which will improve the quality of the City.

10. Summary of potential negative impacts of the proposal on the surroundlng area

A pomon of the growth could be diverted to other netghborhoods within the Ci itv, or to other cities in the leglon affecting the need for

trmmpummumnmmwmmmﬁmﬁwmmrﬁmmenfewfopmmresmmwﬁfnfw oTenr-onrrnTat-tards.

11. List other permits or approvals being requested in conjunction with this proposal (e.g., street vacation)

Owner/Applicant(s)
T (signature)

(signature)

Name(s) (printed) Ken McBride

Address r'/n R W Thm‘np & Assoc. Inc.

705 2" Ave Suite 710

Searrie WA

City/State

Zip o810

N 7
LEGAL DISCLAIMER: This Client Assistance Memo (CAM) should not be used as a substitute fol
responsible for compliance with all code and rule requirements, whether or not described in this C

EXHIBIT
I Appellant
Respondent MITTED __-
IDCpMmenthENIED

206-624-6239 fax 206-625-0930

Clty of Seattle Hearmg Exammer
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CF #309287, Pljolect No. 3008747
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CURRENT ZONING: SINGLE FAMILY 7,200

REZONE REQUEST/ CHANGE TO: SINGLE FAMILY 5,000

City of Seattle
ADDRESS PARCEL Project | S‘;ﬁ‘i?he t
APPLICANT Number
McBride | 11340 Corliss Ave North | 2926049-175 3008747 17,229
11334 Corliss Ave North | 2926049-188 17,243
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E Highlighted Feature

I- | County Boundary Parcels

%  MWountain Peaks 2005 Color Aerial Photos

Shaded Relief

map hae baen comy n all from a v a o nge ing Coun N0 representalions or
uumu. npuu or implbd as 10 acouracy, completeness, tm ﬂhnn or vw to the use of such lnfovmnnon donumcnl is not inund-d for use as a wvvcy product. King County
shall not be liable for any general, special, indirect, incidental, or consequential damages inciuding. but not linited 1o, lost revenuee o los! profils rasulting (rom the use or misuse of the
information contained on this map. Any sale of this map of information on this map is protibited except by wiitlen permission of King County.

Date: 12/6/2007 Source: King County iIMAP - Sensitive Areas (NtipJ/waww.metroke. gov/GISAMAP)
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Figure 1: Zone Designations:
Northgate Urban Center SF 5000 (Single Family), LDT (Lowrise, Duplex, Triplex), L1, L2, L3 (Lowrise 1,2 and 3),

and Overlay District

Design Review * Northgate Urban Center and Overlay District Design Guidelines

MR (Midrise), RC (Residential Commercial), NC2, NC3 (Neighborhood Commercial 2, 3),
C1 (Commercial 1), MO (Major Institution Overlay)
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i City of Seattle Hearmg Examlner P . s
! ', EXHIBIT ,..«‘ﬂe o I )

; B2
i s . Appellant ___ S
Title 23 - LAND USE CODE - Respondent ___apMITTED | | 5 T4
L : , ' Department v DENIED __ RS
Subtitle III Land Use Regulations ' CF #309287, P ¢ No. 30087 M
Division 1 Land Use Zones e 87, Project __9:_____‘!;_/_.«' w
Chapter 23.34 - Amendments to Official Land Use Map (Rezones) m' o Vg
Subchapter II Rezone Criteria Lo = Y
. ‘ = N
SMC 23.34.008 General rezone criteria. : o 2oy

A. To be approved a Tezone shall meet the
following standards:

1. In urban centers and urban villages the The site adjoins the Northgate Urban Village but
zoned capacity for the center or village in outside the boundary. It is in the Northgate
taken as a whole shall be no less than one neighborhood planning area

hundred twenty~-five percent (125%) of the
growth targets adopted in the Comprehensive
Plan for that center or village.

2. For the area within the urban village _ | NA - The sites abut the boundary of the urban
boundary of hub urban villages ‘and for village but do not qualify for Small Lot, L-1,2 or 3
residential urban villages taken as a whole due to the Location criteria and the Northgate
the zoned capacity shall not be less than the Neighborhood Plan does not have areas
densities established in the Urban Village _ | designated for Residential Small Lot such as
Element of the Comprehensive Plan. : RSL, - RSL/T Tandem Housing or RSL/C Cottage

Housing. Therefore rezone for density is allowed

to occur only from SF 7200 to SF 5,000.

B. Match Between Zone Criteria and Area , The site meets the Single Family Zone

Characteristics. The most appropriate zone = | | Classification.

| designation shall be that for which the :
provisions for designation of the zone type The current Zone is Single Family 7200
and the locational criteria for the specific , : ;o '
zone match the .characteristics of the area to The request is to change the 7200
be rezoned better than any other zone | minimum Iot area to 5,000
designation. :
C. Zoning History and Precedential Effect. The 1993 Northgate NelghborhoodPIan Ord.

Previous and potential zoning changes both in .116770 appendix C & F

and around the area proposed for rezone shall SMC 23.71.030

be examined. “Transition”

o Implementation Guideline 5.1: The intent is to
promote a compatible physical relationship
between uses on both sides of a zoning
boundary, while permitting different scales and
intensities of development. This will provide
light, air, and solar access and privacy to-
properties in abutting residential areas.

D. Neighborhood Plans. . | The Northgate Neighborhood Plan does not
have areas designated for Residential Small Lot
such as RSL, - RSL/T Tandem Housing or RSL/C .
' ‘ : Cottage Housing. Therefore rezone for density is
allowed to.occur only from SF 7200 to SF 5,000.

1. For the purposes of this title, the effect This rezone application does not modify-the

of a neighborhood plan, adopted or amended by requirements in the main body of the land use
the City Council after January 1, 1995, shall code in relationship to location criteria for
be as expressly established by the City Single Family Zones with the Northgate
Council for each such neighborhood plan. -| | Neighborhood Plan.

2. Council adopted neighborhood plans that “Demographic Snapshots by City of Seattle
apply to the area proposed for rezone shall Department of Design, Construction and Land
be taken into consideration. ‘| Use - Monitoring Our Progress page5 &6

state that 25% of the Comprehensive Plan Share-
of Housing is to occur outside of Urban Centers




and Villages. Given the age of the surrounding
neighborhoods there is little if any large lots
with the ability to accommodate growth at this
percentage. Rezone to SF 5,000 will work.

When and where it can occur the Northgate
Neighborhood is ready for new investment.
Examples: Library, Community Center-and Park

‘Construction Underway - Mayor Nickels leads

Northgate groundbreaking ceremony 03/1 9/05

The Northgate Stakeholders Group was formed as a
result of the agreement reached in December 2003
by Mayor Nickels, the Seattle City Council, and
members of the Northgate community, and
represents a wide range of interests in the
revitalization of Northgate. '

The first charges for the group are to advise the
City on a plan for open space and pedestrian
connections, the Coordinated Transportation -
Investment Plan, the Fifth Avenue NE Streetscape
Design, and planning for large developments. Large
developments for the Northgate area include the
Lorig development, the City's project for open space
and a storm water feature to benefit Thornton
Creek, King County's transit-oriented project, and
expansion of Northgate Mall.

3. Where a neighborhood plan adopted or
amended by the City Council after January 1,
1995 establishes policies expressly adopted
for the purpose of guiding future rezones,
but does not provide for rezones of
particular sites or areas, rezones shall be
in conformance with the rezone policies of
such neighborhood plan.

SMC 23.24.040 The subject properties would
provide adequate buildable area to meet
applicable yard, lot coverage requirements and
other applicable Land Use Code development
standard within the Northgate Area at SF5,000.

This rezone process would increase
opportunities for new housing development to
ensure adequate capacity for future housing
needs. The proposed rezone would create
capacity in the Single Family Zone which is
diminishing due to lack of parcels undeveloped.

4. If it is intended that rezones of
particular sites or areas identified in a
Council adopted neighborhood plan are to be
required, then the rezones shall be approved
simultaneously with the approval of the
pertinent parts of the néighborhood plan.

NA This is not part of a Counc:l adopted

.required rezone.

E. Zoning Principles. The following zoning
principles shall be considered:

1. The impact of more intensive zones on less
intensive zones or industrial and commercial
zones on other zones shall be minimized by
the use of transitions or buffers, if
possible. A gradual transition between zoning
categories, including height limits, is
preferred.

Currently there is no transition between Lowrise
2 and the Single Family 7200 zone.

A transition to SF 5,000 on this V2 block would
cause new Single Family development and re-
investment to occur. NG-P7 and NG-P8

Ord 116770 Ord, 11 6795 SMC 23.71.030

2. Phyéical buffers may provide an effective
separation between different uses and

The use remains the same, the density would
allow the one oversized lot to be subdivided into




intensities of development. The following
elements may be considered as buffers:

3 (5,000 sq foot lots) which are adjacent to the
urban village L2. This would allow a transition
between levels of intensity, while remaining
single family.

a. Natural features such as topographic
breaks, lakes, rivers, streams, ravines and
shorelines;

There are no natural features which actasa
physical buffer.

b. Freeways, expressways, other major traffic
arterials, and railroad tracks;

Interstate 5 is east of this single family
neighborhood. And is currently a buffer between
the Commercial development at Northgate and
the west side of the freeway.

c. Distinct change in street layout and block
orientation;

The subject property is one of only two
properties which fronts on the 113th block of
Corliss Ave North. Both parcels are oversized
lots, both Ilots are asking for an increase-in

d. Open space and green spaces.

density from SF 7200 to SF 5,000 in this action..

3. Zone Boundaries.

The area is urban in natural and the lots adjo:"n _

a. In establishing boundaries the following
elements shall be considered:

(1) Physical buffers as described in’
subsection E2 above; ' :

the Northgate Urban Village. .

Addressed above

(2) Platted lot lines.

b. Boundaries between commercial and
residential areas shall generally be
established so that commercial uses face each
other across the street on.which they are
located, and face away from. adjacent
residential areas. An exception may be made
when physical buffers can provide a more
effective separation between uses.

NA This is a density change only. Not a chénge
of land use classifications :

4. In general, height limits greater than
forty (40) feet should be limited to urban
villages. Height limits greater than forty
-(40) feet may be considered outside of urban
villages where higher height limits would be
consistent with an adopted neighborhood plan,
a major institution's adopted master plan, or
where the designation would be consistent
with the existing built character. of the
area.

There is no change of height requirements in the
Single Family zone requested in this action.

F. Impact Evaluatlon. The evaluation of a
proposed rezone shall consider the possible
negative and positive impacts on the area
proposed for rezone and its surroundings.

The cumulative Impacts of Planned growth have
been evaluated previously and considered in the
EIS for the City’s Comprehensive Plan and are
not evaluated again for this request. Adopted
regulations for noise, air quality, stormwater and
circulation are addressed in the adopted
regulations within the Development Standards -
for Single Family zones. No change of these
standards is being requested. If implemented
the possible negative impacts would be those
attributed to traffic and circulation generated by
the addition of two lots above the number now
allowed. New and reinvestment to this pocket
area of the Northgate Neighborhood will have a
positive impact on the visual mventory and

1. Factors to be examined include, but are
not limited to, the following:

diversity of housmg options.

a. Housing, particularly low-income housing;

Buildable land will be added which in Single




Family by infill development. This is consistent
with the Goals and Policies of GMA. Limiting the
size of the home which can be constructed on a
5000 square foot lot vs. a lot of 7200, will result
in an opportunity for lower priced home.

b. Public services;

The area is served by all Public Services. Water,
sanitary sewer, and storm drain facilities by the
City.of Seattle are available. Standard

‘conditions.for utility extension can be achieved.

c. Environmental factors, such as noise, air
and water quality, terrestrial and aquatic
flora and fauna, glare, odor, shadows, and
energy conservation;

_Their will be no action needed to mitigate the

change of density. The minimal degree of
change will not affect air, noise, or water quality.
The increase of density will not change any
environmental condition adversely. Reduction of
sprawl is a benefit,

d. Pedestrian safety:;

Pedestrian Safety will not be adversely affected
above a non action alternative. The addition of -
side walks to the ¥z block will increase safety.

e. Manufacturing activity;

NA - no manufacturing activity

f. Employment activity;

NA — not a job related action

g. Character of areas recognized for
architectural or historic value; '

The character of the area is not recognized for
any architectural or historic features or value.
The “Northgate Elementary" school 2 blocks
away at 11725 1°° Ave North will remain as an
anchorage for the single family zone; weather
SF5000 or SF 7200

h. Shoreline view, public access and recreation.

This is not view property with a shoreline nor
does it have any area where public recreational
opportunity is desirable. The street (11 3" ) ends
where it meets the freeway

2. Service Capacities. Development which can
reasonably be anticipated based on the
proposed development potential shall not
exceed the service capacities which can
reasonably be ant1c1pated in the area,

! including:

The Northgate Coordinated Transportation
Investment Plan proposes 68 improvements that
address all components of the transportation
system. It is anticipated that there will be no
change in LOS by allowing a dens:ty change of
this limited magnitude 4

a. Street access to .the area;

‘There is no change to access

b. Street capacity in the area;

LOS will not be affected. There is cons:derably
less than 25 vehicle trips in any one pm peak
hour period generated by this proposal.

¢c. Transit service;

The Northgate Neighborhood is anticipating the
Sound Transit Link Light Rail station on 1° Ave
NE and NE 103"™. Transit service /center For
King County Northgate Park and Ride
Facility located at the intersection of 5th
Avenue NE and NE 112th Street

d. Parking capacity;

SMC is 2 parking units per household/ this is
achievable. The City of Seattle is currently
allowing reduction in minimum parking
requirements for residential uses to reduce the
impact of development on access and parking

requirements.
e. Utility and sewer capacity; Available
f. Shoreline navigation. NA '

G. Changed Circumstances. Evidence of changed

circumstances shall be taken into
consideration in reviewing proposed rezones,
but is not required to demonstrate the
appropriateness of a proposed rezone.
Consideration of changed circumstances shall

The zoning in the area was adopted prior to
1985. The 1993 Northgate Area Comprehensive
Plan Policies and the Jan 2005 Neighborhood
planning element remain active and still
applicable. The opportunity to leverage
oversized parcels to generate new capacities for




"

[be Timited to elements or conditions included | | an existing nelghborhoodw1thoutchanglng its

in-the'criteria for the relevant zone and/or character is desirable.
overlay designations in this chapter.
H. Overlay Districts. If the area is located Northgate

in an overlay district, the purpose and
boundaries of the overlay district shall be
considered.

I. Critical Areas. If the area is located in There is no effect on critical areas.
or adjacent to a critical area (SMC Chapter

25.09), the effect of the rezone on the
critical area shall be considered.
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'_C—ity of Seattle Legislative Information Service Seattle Municipal Code

Information retrieved February 6, 2008 11:56 AM
Title 23 - LAND USE CODE

Subtitle III Land Use Regulations
Division 1 Land Use Zones

Chapter 23.34 - Amendments to Official Land Use Map (Rezones)

Subchapter II Rezone Criteria

sSMC 23 34.011 single-family zones, functlon and locatlonal criteria.

A. Function. An area that provides predominantly
detached single-family structures on lot sizes
compatible with the existing pattern of development
and the character of single-family neighborhoods.

This is the same function and location criteria. '
The lot size of 7200 is compatible with 5,000 and
the character does not change

B. Locational Criteria. A single-family zone
designation is most appropriate in areas meeting
the following criteria:

1. Areas that consist of blocks with at least
seventy (70) percent of the existing
structures, not including detached accesspory

dwelling units, in single-family residential use; or

Any new structures would be single family.

2. Areas that are designated by ‘an adopted
neighborhood plan as approprlate for smgle family
residential use; or

This is a area of adopted single family use

3. Areas that consist of blocks with less than seventy
(70) percent of the existing structures, not including
detached accessory dwelling units, in single-family
residential use but in which an increasing trend toward
single-family residential use can be demonstrated; for
example:

The proximity to the Urban Village Boundary
results in the adjoining properties being at a
density of 16 units per acre. At 7200 the density

is 6 units per acre. At SF 5000 the density would

be 8 units per acre; which is still consistent with
single family goals of the Northgate

a. The construction of single-family
structures, not including detached accessory
dwelling units, in the last five (5) years
has been increasing proportionately to the
total number of constructions for NEWw uSes in
the area, or

Neighborhood Plan.

The use in the area remain single family

b. The area shows an- increasing number of
improvements and rehabilitation efforts to-
single-family structures, not including

detached accessory dwelling units, or

Rehabilitation efforts are to single family

‘c. The number of existing single-family
structures, not including detached accessory
dwelling units, has been very stable or
increasing in the last five (5) years, or

The neighborhood is stable. The homes on
these sites were constructed in 1940-1941

d. The area's location is topographically and
environmentally suitable for single-family
residential developments.

The site is suitable for single-family at 5,000

C. An area that meets at least one (1) of the
locational criteria in subsection B above
should also satisfy the following size
criteria in order to be designated as a
single-family zone:

1. The area proposed for rezone should
comprise fifteen (15) contigudus acres or
more, or should abut an existing single-

The site is and will remain single family zone




Ve

—Eamily zone

2. If .the area proposed for rezone contains
less than fifteen (15) contiguous acres, and
does not abut an existing single-family zone,
then it should demonstrate strong or stable
single-family residential use trends or -
potentials such-as:

L
Compatible ++

a. That the construction of single-family
structures, not including detached accessory
dwelling units, in the last five (5) years
has been increasing. proportionately to the
total number of constructlons for new uses in
the area, or

Compatible ++:

b. That the number of existing single- family
structures, not including detached accessory
dwelllng units, has been very stable or
increasing in the last five (5) years, or

Compatl;ble ++

c. That the area's location is
topographically and environmentally suitable
for single-family structures, or

Compatible ++

d. That the area shows an increasing number
of improvements or rehabilitation efforts to
single-family structures, not including
detached accessory dwelling units.

Rehabilitation efforts will increase if 5,000 is
granted. The existing home are 67 years with
minimal re-investment

D. Half-blocks at the edges of single-family
zones which have more than fifty (50) percent
single-family structures, not including
detached accessory dwelling units, or
‘portions of blocks on an arterial which have
a majority of single-family structures, not
including detached accessory dwelling units,
shall generally be included. This shall be
decided on-a case-by-case basis, but the
‘policy is to favor including them.

Compatible ++

These two sites make up the total ¥ block of
thls block of Corl:ss

(Ord. 122190 , Section 3, .2006; Ord. 117430
Section 9, 1994: Ord. 112522 Section 6(part),
- 1985; Ord. 110381 Section 1(part), 1982.)

L d
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ECA EXEMPTION D_ECISION"

3008747; 11340 Corliss Avenue North; No ECA review is required. Based on the
submitted topographic survey, no Steep Slope Critical Area exists on or adJacent to
this property. DBG February 21, 2008.

v

Clty of Seattle Hearing Examiner

EXHIBIT

I

|

!

Appellant  ___

lRespondent /~ ADMITTED 7
DENIED ____

Department

{CF #309287 Project No. 3008747 B




EXEMPTION DECISION

3003467; 11334 Corliss Avenue North; ECA review is required. ECA Steep Slope
Development Standards are waived because the Steep Slope Critical Area is at the
south property line, immediately adjacent to the subject property, and was created by
previous grading activities. This exemption can be applied to a short plat. No ECA
Steep Slope Variance is required in order to develop the buffer area of this Steep
Slope feature, which is currently developed with a garage structure. DBG. February
21, 2008. ' : ‘ ‘ '
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! Clty of Seattle Hearmg Exammer ,'

Page 1 of 3

| E j \
! Appellant XHIBIT . ‘% Ie,

, Department _i" DENIED ___ |
-(CF #309287 Prolect No.

Thank you for getting back to me. I live adjacent to the proposed rezoning prOJect

‘Respondent __ADMITTED (5 i

Catherine

. 3008747 ]

The notice sign in front of the properties did not provide the dates for the comment period until tpday (April 10). The -

comment period ends on April 23rd. Is a 13 day comment period normal for a project of this magnitude’7

Since the link to the webs1te you provided does not provide enough mformatlon for me, I w111 go downtown as you suggest.
I could not tell from your email whether the information that I would like will be available in the permanent file. Given the

rather short time-frame, I am including my questlons below:

1) Will the properties be subdivided? If so, how many subdivisions will there be? What will the layout of the proposed

subdivisions be? Will there be "pitchfork' or 'dumbbell' shaped lots?
- 2) What type(s) of structures are proposed for construction?
3) What will be the footprint and height of proposed structures? -
4) How many structures are proposed?
5) Will construction result in loss of vegetation, in particular mature trees and shrubs?

6) How many square feet of impervious surface will the new constructlon include? Will thls be an increase from the

existing area of impervious surface?
7) How will the increased stormwater run-off be addressed?

8) I have seen maps of these properties that show possible hazardous slopes will there be a potential for landslides or

_slumping?
9) W111 the proposed structures be setback from the street ina manner that is consistent with the neighborhood?

-I'would apprecnate any help you can provide in answering these quest’ons
Thank you in advance for your time,

. 4/11/2008

John Nugent
John Nugent _
Nugent GIS and Environmental Services ' ~ 32
2303 N. 115th St. ' . ' o S m
Seattle, WA 98133 : ; - m 0
(206)324-0059 : ' : Py O
(206)550-0760 (Cell) | , - ‘ ZD L 2
johnjnugent@earthlink.net ' : : 4 ' ' ?_?1?3 - m
_ . : : > = O
O TH
-N - o
----- Original Message —--- B : ’ b~ I ‘3
From: Catherine McCoy ‘ ‘
To: johnjnugent@earthlink.net
Sent: 4/10/2008 6:29:30 AM
Subject Re: Request for information on Prolect# 3008747
Hi John, -
You can track project information in a couple of ways, the first of which is to come downtown to the
Seattle Municipal Tower 20th floor PRC counter and request the permanent file folder, along with the
plan set. The permanent folder contains everything that myself and.other reviewers have been .
submitted. Hours and location can be found here, '
http://www . seattle.gov/dpd/PRC/L ocationHours/default.asp
Another way to track progress on a project is by vnewmg the status online,
http://www.seattle.qov/dpd/permits/ - simply type in the project number, 3008747, and go from there
If, once you 've tried those options, you have additional comments or questions, feel free to contact me
directly. I am the project manager for this land use application, and will do my best to help you work
file://C\WINDOWS\Temp\XPgrpwise\47FE7027DOM13P130510016834661585F1\GW}..
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through issues related to the project.

Catherine

Catherine McCoy, Land Use Planner

Seattle Department of Planning and Development
700-5th Ave Suite 2000 ,

PO Box 34019

Seattle WA 98124-4019

Phone: (206) 684-0532
Fax: (206) 233-7902

catherine.mccoy@seattle.gov
www.seattle.gov/dpd

>>> PRC1 4/9/2008 11:23 AM >>>
Hi John,

Your letter has been forwarded to the Planner on this project, she can answer any questions you may
have about this project.

* Thank you!
PRC Staff

Department of Planning & Development
Public Resourcé Center

700 Fifth Ave. Ste. 2000

P.O. Box 34019

Seattle, WA 98124-4019

(206) 684-8467 phone
(206) 233-7901 fax _

Hours of Operation For the Public Resource Center
M, W, F: 7:30 a.m.-5:30 p.m.
Tu, Th: 10:30 a.m.-5:30 p.m.

MICROFILM LIBRARY Hours:

M, W, F: 9:00 a.m.-4:30 p.m.

Tu, Th: 10:30 a.m.-4:30 p.m.

(206) 233-5180 phone microfilm library

>>> "1ohmnuqent@earthhnk net" <johnjnugent@earthlink.net> 4/2/2008 10:03 AM >>>
To.whom it may concern,

I would like information on following rezoning proposal:

 Project # 3008747
Council Land Use Action to rezone two parce!s, 11340 Corllss Ave N (17 229 sq. ft.) & 11334 Corliss Ave

file://C:\WINDOWS\Temp\XPgrpwise\47FE7027DOM13P130510016834661585F1\GW}... 4/11/2008
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N (17,243 sq. ft.) from SF 7200 to SF 5000 -
Thank you.

John Nugent : , :
2303 N. 115th St. . ’ ’ . ‘
Seattle, WA 98133 . ‘ S '
(206)324-0059

(206)550-0760 (Cell) .

johnjnugent@earthlink.net

\
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« . From: "Ron Duranceau" <rdiogon2007 @comcast.net>
To: <PRC@seattle.gov> ' _
Date: 4/1/2008 3:40 PM ‘ . o BN
Subject: Land Use Actio@@@ :

It would be a shame-to rezone those two properties just to stuff more houses into that sbace!» one of the
very few properties with a park like atmosphere in that neighborhood, | am opposed to that move!  Ron
"DuranceauPRS c . .

( otder)
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Catherine McCoy - #3008747 |

“From:  Ari <societyseccentricminds@yahoo.com>
To: <PRC@seattle.gov>
Date: 4/19/2008 1:16 PM
Subject: #3008747

Me and my family have just moved into a house on Corliss avenue because we wanted to move away
from the big city and all of the construction, plus the town-homes, apartments, condos etc. When we
first moved into our home, we saw this really nice house across the street from us that had a nice, big
fenced in yard, with multiple garages. It was also surrounded by other nice homes. Now we have just

found out that the resident in that home has moved out, and the house a notice in the front, which always
leads to being torn down. Who would want that? Is this all for the money? All anyone wants is the
money, and nobody stops to think about the people. A little greedy, right? Well we wont let it pass this
time. Who wants these ugly condos and construction right in the middle of these nice houses? It just

* wont fit. Same thing goes with building a house, it's still loud and noisy, and totally unnecessary when
there is already a nice house there. Please listen to the people, do what is best for all of us. '

Thank you
~Ari

Be a better friend, newShound, and know—it-all with Yahoo! Mobile. Try it now.

(no acut‘E$$3
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Catherine McCoy - Re: The house #3008747

From: PRC1

To: arianimal_3@yahoo.com
Date: 4/21/2008 7:04 AM
Subject: Re: The house #3008747
cC: McCoy, Catherine

Your message have been forwai'ded to the planner assigned to this project. If you wduld like to receive notice
~ of future meetings or hearings or the DPD recommendation to council, please send us your US Postal Address.

Department of Planning & Development
Public Resource Center

700 Fifth Ave. Ste. 2000

P.O. Box 34019

Seattle, WA 98124-4019

(no a&c\rc%)
(206) 684-8467 phone ‘
(206) 233-7901 fax '
Hours of Operation For the Public Resource Center
M, W, F: 7:30 a.m.-5:30 p.m. o
" Tu, Th: 10:30 a.m.-5:30 p.m.

" MICROFILM LIBRARY Hours:
- M, W, F: 9:00a.m.-4:30 p.m. -
" Tu, Th: 10:30 a.m.-4:30 p.m.

(206) 233-5180 phone microfilm library

>>> Aryanna Nielsen <arianimal_3@yahoo.com> 4/19/2008 1:06 PM >>> o
we, residents of Corliss Avenue and the rest of the neighborhood-
would NOT be at our happiest if the house (number 3008747) was to be
_ torn down. we do not need any construction on our block! It is a
fine house that does not need to be torn down to put up some other
Tiving facility! Listen to our emails and LET THE HOUSE BE PUT UP
FOR SALE, NOT BE TORN! ‘ : : :

~Skylar.

Be a better friend, newshound, and know-it-all with Yahoo! Mobile. Try it now. _

file://C:\WINDOWS\Temp\XPgrpwise\480C3C8 ADOM13P13051001683466159D11\G... ~ 4/21/2008
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Catherine McCoy - Re: #3008747 S J \\

-

" From:  PRC1
To: Ari

- Date: 4/21/2008 7:05 AM
Subject: Re: #3008747
cc: McCoy, Catherine

This application (3008747) is for a rezone whiéh would allow a single family residence to be built on a lot
containing 5,000 sq. ft. of property rather than the current 7,200 sq. ft. of property. No multi family dwellings
are proposed or anticipated. o . : '

Your comments have been forwarded to the Land Use Planner assigned to this project.

- Also, if you would like to be notified of the DPD recommendation to City Council and any future meetings or
hearings, please send us your US Postal Address. '

Department of Planning & Development
Public Resource Center

700 Fifth Ave. Ste. 2000

P.O. Box 34019

Seattle, WA 98124-4019 , T | (no 'adc\ r es%} ‘
(206) 684-8467 phone ' | ' o
(206) 233-7901 fax

Hours of Operation For the Public Resource Center
M, W, F: 7:30'a.m.-5:30 p.m.
Tu, Th: 10:30 a.m.-5:30 p.m. -

MICROFILM LIBRARY Hours:
M, W, F: 9:00 a.m.-4:30 p.m.
Tu, Th: 10:30 a.m.-4:30 p.m.

{

(206) 233-5180 phone microfilm library
>>> Ari %societyseccentricminds@yahoo.com> 4/18/2008 9:47 PM >>>

I got this email from the notice across the street of my house, to say protest
about the construction (#3008747). We moved to this neighborhood to simply get
away from construction and condos/town home's, and we are now finding out that
there is .going to be construction and possibly a apartment,condo, or town home .
that is going to be built RIGHT across the street from us? It wont even make any
sense. Nobody wants it to happen, many people on the block are sending emails to
protest about this. The house is actually my favorite house on the black, nice big
fenced in yard with multiple garages, why tear down a good home and put up these .
ugly, hideous town homes? Listen to our emails. Do what is best for the community..

Thank you:
~Ari’

\

Be a better friend, hewshound, and know-it-all with Yahoo! Mobile. Try it now.
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From: "Sarah Benki" <benki@u.washington.edu> / '
To: =  <Catherine.McCoy@Seattle.Gov> ' .

Date: - 4/23/2008 12:02 PM '

Subject: Project # 3008747 :

CC: . <johnjnugent@earthlink.net>

Catherine McCoy - Project # 3008747

. Dear Catherine,

I live adjacent to 11340 CORLISS AVE N which has been proposed for a rezone from SF 7200 to SF 5000
together with 11334 Corliss.  Can you please include myself and my husband, John Nugent, (cc'd above) on
the list of interested parties of record for this proposed rezone? We would also like to be an interest
party for any future subdivision proposals related to these properties. '

Thanks véry much for your time and for the infqrmaﬁon in your previous emails.

Sarah Benki-Nugent

(no address) |

'ﬁle://C:\WINDOWS\Temp\XPgrpwise\480F253FDOM.I 3P130510016834661 SASFI\GW... 4/24/2008



'McBride Rezone Timetable

11340 Corliss Ave N
DPD: 3008747
Clerk File: 309287

Pre-sub Conference
Application

- Notice of Application
Public Comment Period
DPD Recommendation
"Notice of Director's Rec
HE Hearing

HE Recommendation
Council Decision

C.McCoy

) 2008 . 2009

Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May
" 3/5/08 . : B , :
3127108 o
c 4/10/08 -
4/104/24
4 11/13/08
11/13/08

1/6/09

Department of Planning and Development .

Land Use Services

FICE OF

F
HEARING EXAMINER

RECEIVED BY
0

20CRDEC 31 BMII: 50

—

City of Seattle Hearing Examiner
EXHIBIT

q

Appellant

|
i
|

MITTED

Respondent

DENIED

Department

|

.-

| CF #309287, Project No. 3008747

\



LN
LT

A -, M
3%

R. W. Thorpe & Associates, Inc.

Seattle / Anchorage / Denver / Winthrop

Planning ~ Landscape Architecture ~ Environmental ~ Economics

~ Project Management ~

Summary of Services  Key Personnel Clients References Employment Contact Us

The office of R.W. Thorpe & Associates, Inc. (RWT/A) is a well-established Northwest urban and regional planning firm
with expertise in land use management, landscape design, environmental and economic analysis, permit processing and
permit expediting. Since the firm's inception over 30 years ago, the firm has been involved in several large comprehensive
plan contracts for public jurisdictions in Washington and Alaska. A key element in the scope of these contracts was the

development and implementation of zoning, land use, critical/sensitive areas, subdivision and landscape ordinances and
regulations.

RWT/A is recognized for its multi-disciplinary approach to land use planning and environmental analysis. In this capacity,
the firm has prepared over 400 SEPA Environmental Impact Statements, land use and zoning feasibilities for large-scale
industrial and recreational projects, successfully helped implement over 2,000 comprehensive plan amendments and rezones,
numerous Planned Unit Developments, Conditional Use Permits and other land use permit applications.

Most firm members have public agency experience in writing and administering land use guidelines and regulations. All
have extensive first-hand experience working with public agencies, elected officials and citizen groups, with several being
qualified expert witnesses. The firm utilizes its own staff as well as on-call consultants for specialized expertise and technical
research and analyses. Often the firm will take the lead on a project, ensuring efficient project management and quality
control. One of our strongest attributes is the ability to assemble a team of highly qualified subconsultants whose expertise is
specifically suited to best serve the needs of the project at hand. Our expertise has achieved an approval rate of over 96% in
more than 4,000 land use permit applications, mediations and litigation.

Areas of Expertise

4 Comprehensive Plans /Implementation Ordinances /SMA /[SEPA ¢ Land Use/ Feasibility / Permits

¢ Environmental Impact Statements 4 Master Plans / Site Planning / Landscape
4 Expert Witness € Permits / Applications

4 Golf Course and Master Plan Communities 4 Project Management

4 Land Economics/Condemnation @ Public Presentations

E-mail R, W. Thorge & Associates

T e e —e
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Key Personnel

Robert W. Thorpe, AICP, Principal: With over 40 years of experience in the planning field, Mr.
Thorpe has been the Principal-in-Charge on a wide range of the firm's urban and regional planning
projects and environmental studies. He is involved in supervision of all firm projects. He is a certified
planner and has served as SEPA Responsible Official for several communities. He was involved in the
development of many unique and innovative planning programs while working at the City of Mercer
Island and two large engineering/planning consulting firms. This included the development of a number
of implementation tools such as SEPA Guidelines, Shorelines Management Program, Design
Commission Guidelines, Zoning Codes, Master Planned Communities regulations, etc. Mr. Thorpe has
extensive experience with citizen involvement and has been retained by a number of public agencies and
private citizen groups as a consulting urban planner. He has served as a consulting planner to several
Washington area cities, and is currently a college instructor in Urban Planning and the development
process. His education includes a B.S. in Business Administration and Economics from the University
of Nebraska (Minors in Architecture and Art) and Masters degrees in Urban Planning and Urban
Development Economics from the University of Washington. He has also been a candidate for the MAI
(Appraisal) designation, combining expertise in land economics with design and planning. Current
management projects include: community and regional shopping centers, community master plans,
mixed use developments, numerous rezones, and permit applications. He is a qualified expert witness
in several jurisdictions and courts throughout Washington, Alaska, Colorado, Oregon, Nebraska, and
Wyoming. He is a member of the American Institute of Certified Planners, the American Planning
Association, and an AIA - RZ'UDAT Team Member. He serves on the BIAW Legal Trust Committee,
has served for 3 years on the East King County Habitat for Humanity Board of Directors, the Mercer
Island Boys & Girls Club, and is Past President of the Puget Sound Chapter of the American Planning
Association.

Lee A. Michaelis AICP, Associate - Planning Director: Mr. Michaelis joined RWT/A in May of
2007. He has over ten years of planning experience, both in the private and public sectors. He
received his degree in Community and Environmental Planning from the University of Washington in
1998 with minor studies in Architecture, Urban Planning, and Geographic Information Systems. He is
also the recipient of a Land Use Law Certificate from the University of Washington. He is a member of
the American Planning Association and the American Institute of Certified Planners. During his ten
years experience in land development, Mr. Michaelis has served as Project Manager for major
commercial and industrial land use projects, and reviewed and managed residential subdivisions and
multiple family developments. As a jurisdictional planner, Mr. Michaelis has extensive experience with
community outreach, the public hearing process, writing and implementing land use policies and
regulations. Among other projects, he performed the economic analysis for Lynnwood’s new Town
Center. While working for private firms his experience has included feasibility reports, permit
expediting, SEPA document preparation, and project design.

Barbara Baker, AICP, Associate - Planner/Permitting/Financial Accounting: Ms. Baker joined the
firm in 2002. She holds a BA in Urban Planning - University of Washington. She is a member of the
American Planning Association and the American Institute of Certified Planners. During her years with
the firm Ms Baker has led project applications for residential and commercial land use entitlements with
include authoring of feasibility reports, permit expediting, SEPA documents, and an Urban Growth Area
expansion requests. She performs code research and applies municipal criteria to justify the receipt of
both "Rezones" and Conditional Use Permits for our clients. While owner of her own firm she
successfully completed interior office space planning and short plat applications. She is experienced in
both public and private sector accounting, and manages the firm's business offices, overseeing support
staff.
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Catherine, - | : . CF #309287, Project No. 3008747 . T

Thank you for getting back to me. I live adjacent to the propdséd rezoning project.

The notice sign in front of the properties did not provide the dates for the comment period until today (April 10). The -
comment period ends on April 23rd. Is a 13 day comment period normal for a project of this magnitude? -

Since the link to the website you provided does not provide enough information for me, I will go downtown as you suggest.

I could not tell from your email whether the information that I would like will be available in the permanent file. Given the
rather short time-frame, I am including my questions below:

1) Will the properties be subdivided? If so, how many subdivisions will there be? What will the layout of the proposed
subdivisions be? Will there be "pitchfork’ or 'dumbbell' shaped lots?

2) What type(s) of structures are proposed for construction? -

3) What will be the footprint and height of proposed structures? -

4) How many structures are proposed? -

5) Will construction result in loss of vegetation, in particular mature trees and shrubs?

6) How many square feet of impervious surface will the new construction include? Will this be an increase from the
existing area of impervious surface? - : '

7) How will the increased stormwater run-off be addressed?

8) Ihave seen maps of these properties that show possible hazardous slopes; will there be a potential for landslides or
Slumiping? : . -

9) Will the proposed structures be setback from the stréé;t in'a manner that is consistent with the neighborhood?

.I would appreciate any help you can provide in answering these questjons. ' ' a
Thank you in advance for your time,

John Nugent

John Nugent
Nugent GIS and Environmental Services

2303 N. 115th St. 4 e 2 ?r\
Seattle, WA 98133, - : ‘ : - A roﬂ O
(206)324-0059 o . o -, o ,
(206)550-0760 (Cell) o ‘ Z:;; = c_ai =
johnjnugent@earthlink.net ‘ e T m
Cefm
. e » O
SEX =) s 4
R
, _ _ z :
----- Original Message ---- , : R I
From: Catherine McCoy S v

To: johnjnugent@earthlink.net
Sent: 4/10/2008 6:29:30 AM

Subject: Re: Request for information on Prpject# 3008747
Hi John, -

You can track project information in a couple of ways, the first of which is to come downtown to the
Seattle Municipal Tower 20th floor PRC counter and request the permanent file folder, along with the

plan set. The permanent folder contains everything that myself and.other reviewers have been
submitted. Hours and location can be found here,

http://www.seattle.gov/dpd/PRC/LocationHours/default. asp

Another way to track progréss on a project is by viewing the status online, ‘ -
http://www.seattle.qov/dpd/permits/ - simply type in the project number, 3008747, and go from there.

If, once you'vé tried those options, you have additional comments or questions, feel free to contact me
directly. .| am the project manager for this land use application, and will do my best to help you work
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through issues related to the project.

Catherine

Catherine McCoy, Land Use Planner -

Seattle Department of Planning and Development
700-5th Ave Suite 2000

PO Box 34019

Seattle WA 98124-4019 -

Phone: (206) 684-0532
Fax: (206) 233-7902

catherine.mccoy@seattle.gov
www.seattle.gov/dpd

>>> PRC1 4/9/2008 11:23 AM >>>
l-'i John,

Your letter has been forwarded to the Planner on this project, she can answer any questions you may
‘have about this project. :

* Thank you!
PRC Staff

Department of Planning & Development
Public Resource Center
700 Fifth Ave. Ste. 2000
P.O. Box 34019
‘Seattle, WA 98124-4019

(206) 684-8467 phone
(206) 233-7901 fax_

Hours of Operation For the Public Resource Center’
. M, W, F: 7:30 a.m.-5:30 p.m.
Tu, Th: 10:30 a.m.-5:30 p.m.

MICROFILM LIBRARY Hours:

M, W, F: 9:00 a.m.-4:30 p.m.

Tu, Th: 10:30 a.m.-4:30 p.m.

(206) 233- 5180 phone microfilm library

>>> "lohmnuqent@earthhnk net” <1ohn1nuqent@earthllnk net> 4/2/2008 10:03 AM >>>
To.whom it may concern,

I would like information on following rezoning proposal:

~Project # 3008747
Council Land Use Action to rezone two parcels, 11340 Corliss Ave N (17,229 sq. ft ) & 11334 Corliss Ave

file://C:\WINDOWS\Temp\XPgrpwise\47FE7027DOM13P130510016834661585F1\GW?}... 4/11/2008




- Page 3 of 3

N (17,243 sq. ft.) from SF 7200 to SF 5000
Thank you.

John Nugent

2303 N, 115th St.-

Seattle, WA 98133
(206)324-0059
(206)550-0760 (Cell)
johnjnugent@earthlink.net
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From: | "Ron Duranceau” <rdlogon2007 @comcast.net>
To: - <PRC@seattle.gov>
Date: 4/1/2008 3:40 PM

Subject: Land Use Acticji

It would be a shame to rezone those two properties just to stuff more houses into that spacel one of the
very few properties with a park fike atmosphere in that neighborhood, | am opposed to that move!  Ron
DuranceauPRS .

(o -.Qc\.dﬂ?%)!



Page 1 of 1

Catherine McCoy - #3008747 | |

From: Ari <societyseccentricminds@yahoo.com>
To: <PRC@seattle.gov>

Date: 4/19/2008 1:16 PM

Subject: #3008747

Me and my family have just moved into a house on Corliss avenue because we-wanted to move away
from the big city and all of the construction, plus the town-homies, apartments, condos etc. When we

_first moved into our home, we saw this really nice house across the street from us that had a nice, big

" fenced in yard, with multiple garages. It was also surrounded by other nice homes. Now we have just
found out that the resident in that home has moved out, and the house a notice in the front, which always
Jeads to being torn down. Who would want that? Is this all for the money? All anyone wants is the
money, and nobody stops to think about the people. A little greedy, right? Well we wont let it pass this
time. Who wants these ugly condos and construction right in the middle of these nice houses? It just
wont fit. Same thing goes with building a house, it's still loud and noisy, and totally unnecessary when
there is already a nice house there. Please listen to the people, do what is best for all of us.

Thénk you
~Ari

Be a better friend, newshound, and know-it-all with Yahoo! Mobile. Try it now,

(no addré‘sé)
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Catherine McCoy - Re: The house #3008747 | /ﬁ:ﬁ& ) &
From: PRC1
To: arianimal_3@yahoo.com

Date: 4/21/2008 7:04 AM
Subject: Re: The house #3008747
cc: McCoy, Catherine

Your message have been forwarded to the planner assfgned to this project. If you wduld' like to receive notice
~ of future meetings or hearings or the DPD recommendation to council, please send us your US Postal Address.

Department of Planning & Development
Public Resource Center .
700 Fifth Ave. Ste. 2000
P.O. Box 34019 -
Seattle, WA 98124-4019 : _
| (noxaédr69§>
(206) 684-8467 phone _
(206) 233-7901 fax ,

Hours of Operation For the Public Resource Center
M, W, F: 7:30 a.m.-5:30 p.m. ‘
" Tu, Th: 10:30 a.m.-5:30 p.m.

MICROFILM LIBRARY Hdurs:
M, W, F: 9:00 a.m.-4:30 p.m.
" Tu, Th: 10:30 a.m.-4:30 p.m.

© (206) 233-5180 phone microfilm library

>>> Aryanna Nielsen <arianimal_3@yahoo.com> 4/19/2008 1:06 PM >>> : :

we, residents of Corliss Avenue and the rest of the neighborhood-
would NOT be at our happiest if the house (number 3008747) was to be
torn down. We do not need any construction on our block! It is a
fine house that does not need to be torn down to put up some other
Tiving facility! Listen to our emails and LET THE ‘HOUSE BE PUT UP
"FOR SALE, NOT BE TORN! " : S

~Skylar

Be a better friend, newshound, and know-it-all with Yahoo! Mobile. Try it now. '

ﬁle://C:\WINDOWS\'_Temp\XPgrpwise\480C3 C8ADOM13P13051001683466159D11\G...  4/21/2008
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Catherine McCoy - Re: #3008747 S J

From: PRC1

To: - Ari

Date: 4/21/2008 7:05 AM
Subject: Re: #3008747
cc: McCoy, Catherine

This application (3008747) is for a rezone which would allow a single faimily residéhce to be‘ built on a lot
containing 5,000 sq. ft. of property rather than the current 7,200 sq. ft. of property. No multi family dwellings
are proposed or anticipated. . : . .

Your comments have been forwarded to the Land Use Planner assigned to this project.

Also, if you would like to be notified of the DPD recommendation to City Council and any future meetings or
hearings, please send us your US Postal Address.

Department of Planning & Development
Public Resource Center

700 Fifth Ave. Ste. 2000

P.O. Box 34019

Seattle, WA 98124-4019 o | N (I'no adé\r&s) o

(206) 684-8467 phone
(206) 233-7901 fax

. Hours of Operation For the Public Reéource Center
M, W, F: 7:30 a.m.-5:30 p.m.
Tu, Th: 10:30 a.m.-5:30 p.m. -

. MICROFILM LIBRARY Hours:
M, W, F: 9:00 a.m.-4:30 p.m.

Tu, Th: 10:30 a.m.-4:30 p.m.
(206) 233-5180 phone microfiim Iibljary
>>> Ari <societysectentricminds@yahoo.com> 4/18/2008 9:47 PM >>>

I got this email from the notice across the street of my house, to say protest
about the construction (#3008747). We moved to this neighborhood to simply.get
away from construction and condos/town home's, and we are now finding out that
there is .going to be construction and possibly a apartment,condo, or town home .
that is going to be built RIGHT across the street from us? It wont even make any
sense. Nobody wants it to happen, many people on the block are sending emails to
protest about this. The house is actually my favorite house on the black, nice big
fenced in yard with multiple garages, why tear down a good home and put up these
ugly, hideous town homes? Listen to our emails. Do what is best for the community. .

Thank you’
~Ari’

\

Be a better friend, hewshound, and know_-it—all'with' Yahoo! Mobile. Try it now.

ﬁle://C:\WINDOWS\Temp\XPgrpwise\480C3CC1DOM13P1 3051 0016834661’59D'3 1\GW... 4/21/2008
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From: "Sarah Benki" <benki@u.washington.edu> . /
To: -  <Catherine. McCoy@Seattle.Gov> o "
Date: 4/23/2008 12:02 PM :

Subject: Project # 3008747

CC:  <johnjnugent@earthlink.net>

Catherine McCoy - Projeqt # 3008747 ' '

Dear Catherine,

I live adjacent to 11340 CORLISS AVE N which has been proposed for a rezone from SF 7200 to SF 5000
together with 11334 Corliss. Can you please include myself and my husband, John Nugent, (c¢'d above) on
the list of interested parties of record for this proposed rezone? We would also like to be an interest
party for any future subdivision proposals related to these properties. '

Thanks very much for your time and for the infqrmation_ in your previous emails.

Sarah Benki-Nugent

(_ﬁo addrcss) |

ﬁle://C:\WINDOWS\Temp\XPgrpwise\48OF253FDOM] 3P130510016834661 SASF 1\GW... 4/24/2008
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R. W. Thorpe & Associates, Inc.

Seattle / Anchorage / Denver /-Winthrop

Planning ~ Landscape Architecture ~ Environmental ~ Economics

~ Project Management ~

Summary of Services  Key Personnel Clients References Employment Contact Us

The office of R.W. Thorpe & Associates, Inc. (RWT/A) is a well-established Northwest urban and regional planning firm
with expertise in land use management landscape design, environmental and economic analysis, permit processing and
permit expediting. Since the firm's lnceptlon over 30 years ago, the firm has been involved in several large comprehensive
plan contracts for public jurisdictions in Washmgton and Alaska. A key element in the scope of these contracts was the

development and implementation of zonmg, land use, critical/sensitive areas, subdivision and landscape ordinances and
regulations. :

RWTY/A is recognized for its multi-disciplinary approach to land use planning and environmental analysis. [n this capacity,
_the firm has prepared over 400 SEPA Environmental Impact Statements, land use and zoning feasibilities for large-scale
industrial and recreational projects, successfully helped implement over 2,000 comprehensive plan amendments and rezones,
numerous Planned Unit Developments, Conditional Use Permits and other land use permit applications.

Most firm members have public agency experience in writing and administering land use guidelines and regulations. All
have extensive first-hand experience working with public agencies, elected officials and citizen groups, with several being’
qualified expert witnesses. The firm utilizes its own staff as well as on-call consultants for specialized expertise and technical
research and analyses. Often the firm will take the lead on a project, ensuring efficient project management and quality
control. One of our strongest attributes is the ability to assemble a team of highly qualified subconsultants whose expertise is
specifically suited to best serve the needs of the project at hand. Our expertise has achieved an approval rate of over 96% in
more than 4,000 land use permit applications, mediations and litigation.

" Areas of Expertise

4 Comprehensive Plans /implementation Ordinances /SMA /SEPA 4 Land Use / Feasibility / Permits

4 Environmental Impact Statements o & Master Plans / Site Planning / Landscape
'Y Expert Witness ' ' @ Permits / Applications -

L 4 GolfCourse>and Master Plan Communities ' 4 Project Managément

4 Land Econofniés/Condemnation 4' @ Public Presentations

" E-mail R. W. Thorpe & Associates

City of Seattle Hearing Examiner

EXHIBIT
Appellant :
Respondent ”_ ADMITTED
Department . DENIED .

CF #309287 Pl‘OleCt No. 3008747




Key Personnel

Robert W. Thorpe, AICP, Principal: With over 40 years of experience in the planning field, Mr.
Thorpe has been the Principal-in-Charge on a wide range of the firm's urban and regional planning
projects and environmental studies. He is involved in supervision of all firm projects. He is a certified
planner and has served as SEPA Responsible Official for several communities. He was involved in the
development of many unique and innovative planning programs while working at the City of Mercer
Island and two large engineering/planning consulting firms. This included the development of a number
of implementation tools such as SEPA Guidelines, Shorelines Management Program, Design
Commission Guidelines, Zoning Codes, Master Planned Communities regulations, etc. Mr. Thorpe has
extensive experience with citizen involvement and has been retained by a number of public agencies and
private citizen groups as a consulting urban planner. He has served as a consulting planner to several
Washington area cities, and is currently a college instructor in Urban Planning and the development
process. His education includes a B.S. in Business Administration and Economics from the University
of Nebraska (Minors in Architecture and Art) and Masters degrees in Urban Planning and Urban
Development Economics from the University of Washlngton He has also been a candidate for the MAI
(Appraisal) designation, combining expertise in land economics with design and planning. Current
management projects include: community and regional shopping centers, community master plans,
mixed use developments, numerous rezones, and permit applications. He is a qualified expert witness
in several jurisdictions and courts throughout Washington, Alaska, Colorado, Oregon, Nebraska, and -
Wyoming. He is a member of the American Institute of Certified Planners, the American Planning
Association, and an AIA - R/'UDAT Team Member. He serves on the BIAW Legal Trust Committee,
has served for 3 years on the East King County Habitat for Humanity Board of Directors, the Mercer
Island Boys & Girls Club, and is Past President of the Puget Sound Chapter of the American Planning
Association. o _

Lee A. Michaelis AICP, Associate - Plarining' Director: Mr. Michaelis joined RWT/A in May of
2007. He has over ten years of planning experience, both in the private and public sectors. He
received his degree in Community and Environmental Planning from the University of Washington in
1998 with minor studies in Architecture, Urban Planning, and Geographic Information Systems. He is
also the recipient of a Land Use Law Certificate from the University of Washington. He is a member of
the American Planmng Association and the American Institute of Certified Planners. Durlng his ten
years experience in land development, Mr. Michaelis has served as Project Manager for major
commercial and industrial land use projects, and reviewed and managed residential subdivisions and
multiple family developments. As a jurisdictional planner, Mr. Michaelis has extensive experience with .
' community outreach, the public hearing process, writing and implementing land use policies and
regulations: Among other projects, he performed the economic analysis for Lynnwood’s new Town .
Center. While working for private firms his experience has included fea31b111ty reports, permit
expediting, SEPA document preparation, and project de31gn

Barbara Baker, AICP, Associate - Planner/Permitting/Financial Accounting: Ms. Baker joined the
firm in 2002. She holds a BA in Urban Planning - University of Washington. Sheis a member of the
American Planning Association and the American Institute of Certified Planners. During her years with
the firm Ms Baker has led project applications for residential and commercial land use entitlements with
include authoring of feasibility reports, permit expediting, SEPA documents, and an Urban Growth Area
expansion requests. She performs code research and applies municipal criteria to justify the receipt of
both "Rezones" and Conditional Use Permits for our clients. While owner of her own firm she

- successfully completed interior office space planning and short plat applications. ‘She is experlenced in

both public and private sector accounting, and manages the firm's business offices, overseeing support
staff. :
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Gregory J. Nickels, Mayor.
Department of Planning and Development
Diane M. Sugimura, Director -

McBride Rezone
11340 Corliss Ave N
DPD: MUP 3008747 -
Clerk File: 309287

List of Exhibits for Public Hearing

1. Director’s Recommendation Report - MUP 3008747

2, Devélopment Proposal Plan Set — March 24,. 2008
‘3. SEPA Checklist — Annotated by the Project Planner

4. Applicant Rezone Information Form }

5. Applicant Response to General Rezone Cﬁteﬁa (SMC 23.34.008)

6. Supplemental Maps — Prepared by the Project Planner

7. Geotechnical Report — ECA exemption decisions for 11340 and 11334 Corliss AvevN

8. Pul;lic Comment | |

9. Timeline Document — DPD document prepared by the Project Planner
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From: Anne Watanabe

To: McCoy, Catherine
CcC: rwta@rwta.com
Date: 1/7/2009 12:04 PM
Subject: Re: McBride rezone
Ms. McCoy, |

Thank you for the prompt response.

>>> Catherine McCoy 1/7/2009 11:45 AM >>>
Madame Hearing Examiner,

1) The source of the information provided in Figures 3-8 is DPD's GIS data (parcel layer and associated
data) That is sole source of the graphic illustrations.

2) The parcels selected for the analysis were parcels zoned entirely single family (all zoned SF 7200).
The Department analysis was meant to pertain only to single family zoned properties in the immediate
vicinity (and northeast of the subject sites). The zoning designations change south of the subject site,
ranging from L-1 to NC3-125, so were not included in the analysis and are not reflected in the
percentages. -

I hope that helps

Thank you,
Catherine

Catherine McCoy, Land Use Planner
Seattle Department of Planning and Development
700 5th Ave Suite 2000 '
/PO Box 34019
Seattle WA 98124-4019

Phone: (206) 684-0532
Fax: (206) 233-7902

catherine.mccoy@seattle.gov
www.seattle.gov/dpd .

>>> Anne Watanabe 1/7/2009 9:38 AM >>>

Dear Ms. McCoy,

After reviewing the materials provided at the hearing, I do have fo||ow-up questions. Could you cIarlfy
the source of info used for Figures 3-8 in the DPD report (i.e., are the parcel sizes based on DPD's maps,
or is there another source?). Also, it appears that the percentages are based on selected parcels (i.e.,
the ones in yellow) -if that's the case, could you explain why the other parcels were not included?

\

I've copied the applicant on this message as well.

Thanks in advance for your respohse, which will be added to the record.
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Anne Watanabe
Deputy Hearing Examiner

- 700 Fifth Avenue, Suite 4000
P.O. Box 94729
Seattle, WA 98124-4729
(206) 684-0521
Fax: (206) 684-0536
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From:  Catherine McCoy

" To: * Watanabe, Anne .
CC: ' Hurley, Molly; Morgan, Bob . .
Date: . 11/5/2008 9:17 AM ‘ ‘ R i
Subject: -  McBride rezone, CF 309287 , DPD MUP 3008747 '
Hi Anne,

\

Thank you for calling this morning to schedule a hearing date for the McBride rezone, CF 309287 DPD MUP 3008747 (11340
and 11340 Corliss Ave.). Coincidentally, the applicant called shortly after our phone call.and concurred that Jan, 6 at 9:00 a.m.
would be just fine for the hearing.

Catherine B ' S

Catherine McCoy, Land Use Planner

Seattle Department of Planning and Development
700 5th Ave Suite 2000

PO Box 34019

Seattle WA 98124-4019

Phone: (206) 684-0532 -
Fax: (206) 233-7902

catherine.mccoy@seattle.gov . ) : o
- wwwi.seattle.gov/dpd ~ !
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From: : Sue Tanner

To: Watanabe, Anne

- Date: "11/4/2008 2:25 PM
Subject: Rezone : Y
Anne,

Catherlne,McGoy(wouId like to schedule a rezone hearing. I told her it would likely not be until mid- to late December at
the earliest. I said you would get back to her on scheduling when you came in on Wednesday. She's at x4-0532,

Thanks.

Sue
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DTG MINUTES

Tuesday, January 6, 2009.
Kenneth McBride
CF #309287, Project No. 3008747
11340 and 11334 Corliss Avenue
Time: 9:00a.m. -
Hearing Examiner: Anne Watanabe
Assistant: Alvia Williams

Party Representatives:

Applicant Representative:
Robert Thorpe and

Barbara Baker 1 ‘
RW Thorpe & Associate, Inc.
705 Second Avenue

Suite 710 -

Seattle WA 98104

Kenneth McBride, applicant

McBride Construction Resources Inc.
224 Nickerson Street

Seattle WA 98109-1622

Catherine McCoy, representing Director
DPD ~ e
SMT-18-00

DE1:3 1/6/2009 LY I LARGE HR



MINUTES

Time

NOTE

9:01:57 AM

Introduction of hearing by the Hearing Examiner

LARGE HR

Additional Info

9.04:06 AM

Heanng Examiner indicates that no one from the publlc
is present to testify -

9:05:11 AM

Identification of party representatives

9:05:12 AM

Hearing Examiner states that Catherine McCoy, BPD
Planner, submitted Department's exhibit to the Hearing

Examiner office earlier, they were labeled as: Exhibit 1,
- iDirector's Recommendation Report - MUP 3008747,
Exhibit 2, Development Proposal Plan Set - March 24,

2008, Exhibit 3, SEPA Checklist - Annotated by the
Project Planner, Exhibit 4, Applicant Rezone
Information Form, Exhibit 5, Applicant Response to
General Rezone Criteria (SMC 23.34.008), Exhibit 6,
Supplemental Maps - Prepared by the Project Planner,
Exhibit 7, Geotechnical Report - ECA Exemption
Decision for 11340 and 11334 Corliss Avenue North,
Exhibit 8, Public Comment, Exhibit 9, Timeline
Document - DPD Document Prepared by the Project
Planner

§:06°65 A

A )

Oath adn‘ﬁnistered to Catherine McCoy, Land Use
Planner, DPD. She gives presentation and testifies

9:18:33 AM

Hearing Examiner question McCoy

9:19:25 AM

Oath administered to Barbara Baker, RW Thorpe, 705
2nd Avenue, Suite 710, Seattle WA 98104. She
Testifies and offers Exhibit 10, Resume and Areas of

' Expe’rtise of R. W. Thorpe & Associates, Inc.

9:22:41 AM

Oath administered to Robert Thorpe, R. W. Thorpe,
705 2nd Avenue, Suite 710, Seattle WA 98104. He
testifies

9:28:56 AM

Comment by McCoy

9:29:51 AM

Question by Robert Thorpe of the Hearing Examiner

9:30:15 AM

_Hearing adjourned

1/6/2009 .

20f2
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CF #309287, Project No. 3008747

Exhlblt List

NoUvA LD

8.

9.

Director’s Recommendation Report — MUP 3008747

Development Proposal Plan Set — March 24, 2008

SEPA Checklist — Annotated by the Project Planner

Applicant Rezone Information Form '

Applicant Response to General Rezone Criteria (SMC 23.34. 008)
Supplemental Maps — Prepared by the Proj ect Planner

Geotechnical Report — ECA Exemption Decision for 11340 and 11334 Corliss
Avenue North

Public Comment

Timeline Document ~ DPD Document Prepared by the Project Planner

10. Summary of Servrces and Area of Expertise of R.W. Thorpe & Associates, Inc.



CERTIFICATE OF MAILING

_I certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of Washingtoﬁ that on

”% 02?,; , 200_‘71 sent the following documents:
g 7 | .

to the following listed pers'ons by first class mail,

postage prépaid', at the addresses listed below, those addresses being the last

known post office address of each.

- Signed this #Zg;day of m at Seattle, Washington.

(Printed Name) - W4 o
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PO Box 34025
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PO Box 34025
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Seattle, WA 98124-4025 .

Robert Thorpe
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2008 Legislative Department Sign-In
PLEASE PRINT LEGIBLY AND COMPLETE EACH COLUMN

Informatlon on th:s sign-in sheet is subject to public dlsclosure
__and will be posted on the off‘ cial website of theC| of Seattle

Arrival

Visitor e Affiliation/ Date | Time
_Employer ‘

Destination




r‘.»  Legislative Department
QW) - Seattle City Council

‘Memorandum
~ Date:  February 26,2009
CTo:” . ‘Persori.'s on the 'rna'il'ingvlist. cdr‘npile'dat the Hearing Examiner hearing
From: Sara Belz, Legislative Ahalyst, Council Central Staff

)

Subject:. Petition of Keh McBrlde to rezone 34,472 square feet of land at 11340 Corliss .
» Avenue North and 11334 Corliss Avenue North from Single Family 7200 to Single -
Family 5000 (Project No 3008747, Type IV)

A discussion and p0531ble vote on this matter is scheduled fora meetmg of the Council’s Planning,
Land Use and Neighborhoods Committee on March 25, 2009. The meeting will commence at 9:30

- . a.m. and will be held in City Council Chambers, 600 — 4th Avenue, 2™ Floor, in downtown Seattle.

‘A detailed agenda for the meeting will be available on the Monday before the meeting on the
Council’s website: http://www.seattle.gov/council/com _ assign.htm (click on “Most Current Agenda”
in the section on the Planning, Land Use and Nelghborhoods Committee). You can also sign up'to
receive agendas for Council Comm1ttee meetlngs via e-mail by clicking on “Sign up to Receive
Agendas” on the. rlght, just below the photographs of Councﬂmembers '

At the March 25 meetmg, the Commlttee will review the record forwarded by the C1ty ] Hearlng
Examiner. As no requests were filed to supplement the record or appeal the Hearing Examiner
recommendation, no such requests will be considered. No testimony will be permitted as the
Cominittee’s review is based solely on the record forwarded by the Hearing Examiner. The
Committee will consider the merits of the proposed action and possibly vote on a recommendation
on the rezone request. The Committee’s recommendatlon will then be prov1ded to the Full Council
for a final vote.

If you have any questions, you can reach me at 684.5382 or sara.helz@ﬁeattl_e.gov.

G:\QJ Pending FiledCF 309287 11340 Corliss Ave Nnotice of 3.25' PLUNClheanng doc

- An equal opportumty-aﬁ’mnatwe action employer :
" 600 Fourth Avenue, 2“" Floor, Seattle, Washington 98104-1876
Ofﬁce (206) 684-8888  Fax: (206) 684-8699 TTY (206) 233-0025

email: ounml@g_eattle gov
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Gregory J. Nickels, Mayor:
Department of Planning and Development
Diane M. Sugimura, Director

McBride Rezone
11340 Corliss Ave N
DPD: MUP 3008747
Clerk File: 309287

List of Exhibits for Public Hearing

1. Director’s Recommendation.Report —MUP 3008747

2. Development Proposal Plan Set — March 24, 2008

3. SEPA Checklist — Annotated by the Project:Planner

4, Applicant Rezone Information Form

5. Applicant Response to General Rezone Criteria (SMC 23.34.008)

6. Supplemental Maps —V'Prgparcd by the Prbj ect Planner |

7. 'Geotechnical Report — ECA exemption decisions for 11340 and 11334 Corliss Ave N
8. Pu‘l;lic Commeﬁt | |

9. Timeline Document — DPD document prepéred by the Project Planner
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From: Anne Watanabe

To: McCoy, Catherine
CC:. rwta@rwta.com
Date: 1/7/2009 12:04 PM
Subject: Re: McBride rezone
Ms. McCoy,

-Thank you for the prompt response

>>> Catherine McCoy 1/7/2009 11: 45 AM >>>
‘Madame Hearing Examiner,

-1) The source of the infermation provided in Flgures 3-8 is DPD's GIS data (parcel Iayer and associated
data) That is sole source of the graphic illustrations.

2) The parcels selected for the analysis were parcels zoned entirely single family (all zoned SF 7200).
The Department analysis was meant to pertain only to single family zoned properties in the immediate
vicinity (and northeast of the subject sites). The zoning designations change south of the subject site,
ranging from L-1 to NC3-125, so were not included in the analysis and are not reflected in the
percentages.

I hope that helps.

Thank you,
Catherine

Catherine McCoy, Land Use Planner
‘Seattle Department of Planning and Development
700 5th Ave Suite 2000
PO Box 34019
Seattle WA 98124-4019

Phone: (206) 684-0532
Fax: (206) 233-7902

catherine.mccoy@seattle.gov

www.seattle.gov[dg. d

>>> Anne Watanabe 1/7/2009 9:38 AM >>>
Dear Ms. McCoy,
After reviewing the materials provided at the heanng, I do have follow -up questions. Cou|d you clarlfy
the source of info used for Figures 3-8 in the DPD report (i.e., are the parcel sizes based on DPD's maps,
or is there another source?). Also, it appears that the percentages are based on selected parcels (i.e.,

~ the ones in yellow) -if that's the case, could you explaln why the other parcels were not included?

I've copied the applicant on th|s message as well.

Thanks in advance for your response, which will be added to the record.
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From: - Catherine McCoy

To: . Watanabe, Anne

cC: Hurley, Molly; Morgan, Bob

Date:. . 11/5/2008 9:17 AM

Subject: McBride rezone, CF 309287 , DPD MUP 3008747
Hi Anne,

Thank you for calling this morning to schedule a hearing date for the McBride rezone, CF 309287, DPD MUP 3008747 (11340
and 11340 Corliss Ave.). Coincidentally, the appllcant called shortly after our.phone call.and concurred that Jan. 6 at 9:00 a.m.
would be just fine for the hearing. .

Catherine

Catherine McCoy, Land Use Planner

Seattle Department of Planning and Development
700 5th Ave Suite 2000

PO Box 34019

Seattle WA 98124-4019

Phone: (206) 684-0532
Fax: (206) 233-7902

catherine.mccoy@seattle.qov

www.seattle.gov/dpd
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From: Sue Tanner
To: Watanabe, Anne
Date: 11/4/2008 2:25 PM
Subject: ' Rezone

‘ Anne,

Catherine McCoy would like to schedule a rezone hearing. 1 told her it would likely not be until mid- to late December at
the earliest. I said you would get back to her on scheduling when you came in on Wednesday. She's at x4-0532,

Thanks.

! Sue
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I TTILLI MINUTES

Tuesday, January 6, 2009

Kenneth McBride

CF #309287, Project No. 3008747
11340 and 11334 Corliss Avenue
Time: 9:00 a.m. : .

@l Hearing Examiner. Anne Watanabe
Assistant. Alvia Williams '

Party Representatives:.

Applicant Representative:
Robert Thorpe and

Barbara Baker v
RW Thorpe & Associate, Inc.
705 Second Avenue

Suite 710 -

Seattle WA 98104

Kenneth McBride, applicant -
McBride Construction Resources Inc.
224 Nickerson Street

Seattle WA 98109-1622

Catherine McCoy, representing Director
DPD :
SMT-18-00
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MINUTES

Time

NOTE

9.01:57 AM

Introduction of hearing by the Hearing Examiner

LARGE HR

Additional Info

§:04:06 AM

Heanng Examiner indicates that no one from the publlc
is present to testify - ‘

9:05:111 AM

Identification of party representatives

9:05:12 AM

Hearing Examiner states that Catherine McCoy, BPD
Planner, submitted Department's exhibit to the Hearing

Examiner office earlier, they were labeled as: Exhibit 1,

Director's Recommendation Report - MUP 3008747,
Exhibit 2, Development Proposal Plan Set - March 24,
2008, Exhibit 3, SEPA Checklist - Annotated by the
Project Planner, Exhibit 4, Applicant Rezone
Information Form, Exhibit 5, Applicant Response to
General Rezone Criteria (SMC 23.34.008), Exhibit 6,
Supplemental Maps - Prepared by the Project Planner,
Exhibit 7, Geotechnical Report - ECA Exemption
Decision for 11340 and 11334 Corliss Avenue North,
Exhibit 8, Public Comment, Exhibit 9, Timeline
Document - DPD Document Prepared by the Project
Planner

1 9:06:02 AM

Bath administered to Catherine McCoy, Land Use
Planner, DPD. She gives presentation and testifies

9:18:33 AM

Hearing Examiner question McCoy

9:19:25 AM

Oath administered to Barbara Baker, RW Thorpe, 705
2nd Avenue, Suite 710, Seattle WA 98104. She :
Testifies and offers Exhibit 10, Resume and Areas of
Expertise of R. W. Thorpe & Associates, Inc.

9:22:41 AM

Oath administered to Robert Thorpe, R. W. Thorpe,
705 2nd Avenue, Suite 710, Seattle WA 98104, He
testifies

9:28:56 AM

Comment by McCoy

9:29:51 AM

Questlon by Robert Thorpe of the Hearing Exammer

§30-15 A

Hearing adjourned

1/6/2009
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CF #309287, Project No. 3008747

Exhibit List

NN EWN

8.

9.

Director’s Recommendation Report — MUP 3008747
Development Proposal Plan Set — March 24, 2008

SEPA Checklist — Arinotated by the Project Planner

Applicant Rezone Information Form -

Applicant Response to Genéral Rezone Criteria (SMC 23.34.008)
Supplemental Maps — Prepared by the Project Planner :
Geotechnical Report — ECA Exemption Decision for 11340 and 11334 Corliss
Avenue North

Public Comment

Timeline Document — DPD Document Prepared by the Pro;ect Planner

10. Sumrnary of Services and Area of Expertise of R.W. Thorpe & Assomates Inc.
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Kenneth McBride
‘ 224 Nickerson Street
Seattle WA 98109

Legislative Department
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PO Box 34025
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Nugent GIS & Environmental Svcs.
2303 N. 115™ Street
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Robert Thorpe T
R.W. Thorpe & Associate, Inc.
705 Second Avenue, Suite 710
Seattle WA 98104

Barbara Baker

R.W. Thorpe & Associate, Inc.

705 Second Avenue

Suite 710
Seattle WA 98104 .
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( ‘\ Legislative Departinentv
Q\llb ~ Seattle City Council

Memorandum
Date: February 26, 2009
To: . ' APerso,n“s on the inailiﬁg. list compile'd at the Hearing Examiner hearing
From: Sara Belz, Legislative Ai'ialyst Council Central Staff

Subject: Petition of Ken McBride to rezone 34 472 square feet of land at 11340 Corliss =
Avenue North and 11334 Corliss Avenue North from Single Farmly 7200 to Single
Famﬂy 5000 (Project No. 3008747, Type IV)

A discussion and possible vote on this matter is scheduled for a meeting of the Council’s Planning, -
- Land Use and Neighborhoods Committee on March 25, 2009. The meeting will commence at 9:30
. a.m: and will be held in City Council Chambers, 600 — 4™ Avenue, 2™ Floor, in downtown Seattle.
A detailed agenda for the meeting will be available on the Monday before the meeting on the
Council’s website: http:/www.seattle.gov/council/com assign.htm (click on “Most Current Agenda”
in the section on the Planning, Land Use and Neighborhoods Commxttee) You can also sign up to
receive agendas for Council Committee: meetings via e-mail by clicking on “Sign up to Receive
Agendas” on the right, just below the photographs of Councilmembers. :

At the March 25 meeting, the Committee will review the record forwarded by the City’s Hearing
Examiner. As no requests were filed to supplement the record or appeal the Hearing Examiner
recommendation, no such requests will be considered. No testimony will be permitted as the
Committee’s review is based solely on the record forwarded by the Hearing Examiner. The
Committee will consider the merits of the proposed action and possibly vote on a recommendation
on the rezone request. The Committee’s recommendation will then be provided to the Full Council
for a final vote.

If you have any qﬁesﬁons’, you can reach me at 684.5382 or sara.bellz@seattl_e. gov.

G:\QJ Pending FiledCF 309287 11340 Corliss Ave Ninotice of 3.25" PLUNCAheanng doc

An cqual opponumty-afﬁnnatwe action employer
600 Fourth Avenue, 2™ Floor, Seattle, Washington 98104-1876
Office:. (206) 684-8888  Fax: (206) 684-8699 TTY: (206) 233-0025

email: council@seattle.gov
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Seattle City Council o IDHAR -1 PH 3:5)
Memorandum | | ~ CITY CLERK
Date: March 1, 2010
To: Persons on the mailing list compiled at the Hearing Examiner hearing
From: - Sara Belz, Legislative Anélyst, Council Central Staff P

- Subject: Petition of Ken McBride to rezone 34,472 square feet of land at 1‘1340 Corliss

Avenue North and 11334 Corliss Avenue North from Single Family 7200 to
Single Family 5000 (Project No. 3008747, Type IV) E

A discussion and possible vote on this matter is scheduled for a meeting of the Council’s
Committee on the Built Environment on March 10, 2010. The meeting w111 commence at
9:30 a.m. and will be held in City Council Chambers, 600 — 4" Avenue, 2™ Floor, in
downtown Seattle. A detailed agenda for the meeting will be available on the Monday before
the meeting on the Council’s website: http://www.seattle.gov/council/com. assign.htm (click

“on “Most Current Agenda” in the section on the Committee on the Built Environment). You

can also sign up to receive agendas for Council Committee meetings via e-mail by clicking on
“Sign up for Agendas” on the right, just below the photographs of Councilmembers.

In April 2009, the Council voted 5-4 to deny the proposed rezone of property at 11340 and
11334 Corliss Avenue North on thé grounds that it conflicted with Land Use Goal 9 in Seattle’s
Comprehensive Plan, which emphasizes maintaining the character of single family zones
including “use, development, and density characteristics.” In addition, the Council concluded
that the rezone could set a precedent and compromise the single family character of the
neighborhood by encouraging other homeowners to pursue rezones of their properties. Mr.
McBride subsequently chose to appeal the Council’s decision by filing a Land Use Petition in

- King County Superior Court. In January 2010, the Court found that the Council erred in its

decision to deny the rezone and issued an order (No. 09-2-17965-4) that granted Mr. McBride’s
Land Use Petition, vacated the Council’s decision, and remanded the rezone to the Council for
further action consistent with the Court’s conclusions. :

At the March 10 meeting, the Committee will review the court order and pbssibly vote on a

-recommendation on the rezone request. The Committee’s recommendation will then be

provided to the Full Council for a final vote. As the Committee’s review will be based solely
on the content of the court order and the record the Hearing Examiner established for this
matter in 2009, no testimony will be permitted at the March 10 meeting.

If you have any questions, yoﬁ can reach mé at 684.5382 or sara.belz@seattle.gov.

G:\QJ Pending Files\CF 309287 11340 Corliss Kve N/notice of 3.10 PLUNC hearing.doc

An equal opportunity-affirmative action employer ’
600 Fourth Avenue, 2" Floor, Seattle, Washington 98104-1876
Office: (206) 684-8888  Fax: (206) 684-8699 TTY: (206) 233-0025

email: council@seattle.gov
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