FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATION
OF THE HEARING EXAMINER FOR THE CITY OF SEATTLE

In the Matter of the Application of CF 314356
DAVID FUCHS Department Reference:
3023260

for approval of a rezone of property
located at 7009 Greenwood Avenue North

Introduction

David Fuchs applied for a contract rezone of property located at 7009 Greenwood
Avenue North from Neighborhood Commercial 2 with a 40-foot height limit (“NC2-40")
to Neighborhood Commercial 2 with a 55-foot height limit and a mandatory housing
affordability suffix of "M" (“NC2-55(M)”). The Director of the Department of
Construction and Inspections (“Director™) issued a report recommending approval of the
rezone. The Director’s report included a State Environmental Policy Act (“SEPA”)
Determination of Non-Significance with recommended conditions and design review
approval, which were not appealed.

The public hearing on the rezone application was held on April 30, 2018 before the
Hearing Examiner (“Examiner”). The Applicant was represented by Jessica Clawson,
attorney-at-law, and the Director was represented by Lindsay King, Senior Land Use
Planner at the Department of Construction and Inspections (“Department”). The
Examiner visited the site on May 17, 2018.

For purposes of this recommendation, all section numbers refer to the Seattle Municipal
Code (“SMC” or “Code™) unless otherwise indicated. Having considered the evidence in
the file and visited the site, the Examiner enters the following findings of fact,
conclusions and recommendation on the rezone application.

Findings of Fact
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1. The subject site is 20,799 square feet, addressed as 7009 Greenwood North, and
consists of four tax parcels. The site fronts Greenwood Avenue North to the east, and
is bound by North 70" Street to the south, Palatine Avenue North is to the west.

2. The property is L-shaped and is presently zoned NC2-40 and Single Family 5000
(“SF 50007). The eastern half of the development site (the portion proposed for a
rezone) is located within the Greenwood/Phinney Ridge Residential Urban Village.
The site itself is generally flat with no critical areas and sits at the top of Phinney
Ridge.
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The development site is presently developed with a single-family residence, detached
accessory garage and a paved vacant area. The surrounding existing development
abutting the subject property’s boundary lines are single family residences to the
north and east. An existing religious institution is located across North 70" Street to
the south of the subject property. The immediate surrounding area to the north, south,
east and west of the subject site are relatively flat.

Greenwood Avenue North is a minor arterial and the primary commercial corridor
running south/north, with commercial uses generally limited to neighborhood-related
or eating establishments. The commercial uses on Greenwood Avenue North are
primarily zoned NC2-40 and contains a mixture of older one and two-story
commercial uses and newer four-story mixed-use buildings. Phinney Avenue North
to the south has a more residential feel and has Lowrise-Residential Commercial
(“LR3 RC”) zoning.

Properties to the immediate north and south of the proposal along Greenwood Avenue
North are zoned NC2-40. Properties east and west of the Greenwood corridor are
existing single-family residences within single-family residential neighborhoods.
Property to the west of the proposal is zoned SF 5000. Property to the east across
Greenwood Avenue North is zoned NC2-40.

Greenwood Avenue North is a Metro bus corridor providing service to and from
downtown Seattle, with express bus options at peak hour. The subject property is
within a frequent transit service area.

Zoning History and Potential Zoning Changes

s

The zoning history for the portion of property subject to the rezone application is as
follows:

1947- Business District Area C with height limit of 65 feet

b. 1950- General Commercial Zone with height limit of 60 feet

c. 1988- Neighborhood Commercial 2 with height limit of 40 feet

d. 1994- Urban Village and Neighborhood Plan introduced

@

Urban Village was established in 1994 and was
ts current zoning (NC2-40) in 1988

1A FUU.

;—]
=
(¢
&)
=
@
'8
£
S
S
i
0
=,
gy
<
2 &
o
0
o

The Housing Affordability and Livability Agenda (“HALA”) Advisory Committee
delivered a set of recommendations to the Mayor and City Council in 2015 that
included mandatory housing affordability for residential (“MHA-R”) and commercial
(“MHA-C”) development. MHA would require that commercial and multi-family
residential developments either include affordable housing units in the building or
pay into a fund to provide housing affordable to low-income households, in exchange
for increases in development capacity.
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10. The 2035 Seattle Comprehensive Plan, which became effective on November 16,
2016, did not change the underlying Comprehensive Plan designation of the project
site. Policy LU G1 states:

Achieve a development pattern consistent with the urban village strategy,
concentrating most new housing in urban centers and villages, while also
allowing some infill development compatible with the established context
in areas outside centers and villages.!

As stated above, the proposal is located within the Greenwood/Phinney Residential
Urban Village. LU 1.3 provides that a “low to moderate density and scale of
development” is appropriate within a residential urban village.?

11. The City is currently considering area-wide zoning map changes, expansions of some
urban village boundaries, modifications to development standards and other actions to
implement Mandatory Housing Affordability (“MHA”) requirements for multi-family
and commercial development in certain areas. The proposal includes a change to the
zoning of the commercially zoned portion of the development site to NC2-55(M).

Neighborhood Plan

12. The portion of the development site proposed to be rezoned (the eastern half
measured at 12,185 sq. ft. in area), is located within the Greenwood/Phinney Ridge
Residential Urban Village with boundaries as established in the Comprehensive Plan.
The remaining portion of the subject site (western half) is outside of the boundary for
this urban village. The Council-adopted portions of the Greenwood/Phinney Ridge
Neighborhood Plan do not identify any specific areas for rezone.

13. The estimated housing unit growth target for this Residential Urban Village in the
Growth Strategy Appendix of the 2035 Comprehensive Plan is a density of 500
housing units at a growth rate of 30% between the years of 2015 to 2035. The
established growth accommodation for residential urban villages in the 2035
Comprehensive Plan is zoning that permits at least 12 dwelling units per gross acre.

Proposal

14. The applicant seeks a rezone from NC2-40 to NC2-55(M), with a property use and
development agreement (“PUDA™). The terms of the PUDA are not disclosed in the
record before the Examiner. The applicant plans to construct a five-story multi-
family building of 35 units, with approximately 6,000 square feet of above-ground
retail, including 2-3 suites of micro-retail for small businesses. There will also be 26
below-ground parking spaces (a parking ratio of .74). Also planned is 2,100 square
feet of publicly accessible open courtyard space with partial overhead weather

! Seattle Comprehensive Plan, November 2016, at 42.
21d
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protection. The project will create a mix of housing units from studios to four-
bedroom units, with 60% of the units being two bedrooms or larger.

Twenty percent of the units will be reserved as affordable using both the Multi-
Family Tax Exemption and the MHA-R requirement. Those units will be priced at
60-80% of average mean income.

The proposal targets LEED Platinum certification, and the structure is intended to
have a projected life span of 100 years.

The proposed rezone would allow for a single story of additional height and will
increase the unit yield by 6 units.

The proposed site of the multi-family building is presently vacant; there are no
structures to remove from the property. In the west portion of the site there are two
concrete pads which are remnants from a historic environmental clean-up completed
on the site.> In the northwest corner of the site is an existing family home. That
home will remain without any changes.

Existing vehicular access to the development property is via curb cuts along
Greenwood Avenue North, North 70" Street and Palatine Avenue North. Greenwood
Avenue North is an arterial street and a primary commercial corridor running
north/south.

The design review packet submitted May 1, 2017 for the proposal was reviewed by
the Northwest Design Review Board (“DRB”). The DRB considered shadow impacts
from the proposal and examined massing options to minimize shadow impacts. In
response, the applicant removed the sixth floor of the structure and made massing
changes to provide an appropriate response to the zone transitions to the north, south,
east, and west. The DRB supported the four-story brick base, strategic use of
setbacks, and architectural detailing to visually distinguish the fifth floor from the
lower four floors.* It recommended approval of the subject design and departures
subject to conditions.

A parking study was completed for the proposal.” The proposal is projected to
demand 1.07 vehicles per unit, or 37 vehicles for 35 apartments. Development and
occupancy of the planned-mixed use project will create spillover parking demand
ranging from 11 vehicles overnight to 29 vehicles in the early evening, and 15
vehicles during mid-day. The proposal provides 26 underground parking spaces,
although it is not required to do so since it is in a designated frequent transit service
area.

3 Ex. 39 (Washington State Department of Ecology issued a letter stating no further remedial action is
required).

‘Ex.30 & Ex. 1 at9.

5 Exs. 28, 41.
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22. A traffic study completed for the project by the Tilghman Group® showed that the

23,

proposal would result in a net increase of 340 daily vehicle trips, including 28 PM
peak hour trips. Truck trips would total approximately 20 per day, including 10
deliveries.

One tree on the site qualifies as exceptional. It is a multi-stem plum tree with three
live stems growing from the base. Tree Solutions, Inc., arborists, opined that the tree
is in declining health due to internal decay at the base.” Presently, the tree is leaning
on an existing fence, which will be removed as part of construction. Given removal
of the fence, the arborist opines that the ongoing prognosis for tree to remain upright
is poor. The opinion of the arborist is that the new buildings should not be modified
to accommodate this tree.

Public Comment

24. Comments were received during the design review process for the proposal. They are

23.

summarized in the Director's Report, Exhibit 1, at 4-6, and 8-9. Comments received
were in support of the project, and/or raised concerns related to height and bulk of the
proposal, shadow impacts, potential new precedent for height in neighborhood, and
compatibility with the neighborhood character and zoning.

Comments received by the Hearing Examiner both supported and opposed the
proposed rezone. See e.g. Exhibit 48-49, 51, and 53-55. Supporters view the
proposal as an asset to the community and developing in accordance with current
zoning and development patterns. Opponents view the proposal as not conforming to
existing zoning patterns, creating a precedent for greater heights and density, and lack
of compatibility with the neighborhood character.

Director’s Review

26.

27.

The Director's report, Exhibit 1, analyzes the proposed contract rezone and
recommends that it be approved with conditions.

The Director also analyzed the proposal's potential long-term and short-term
environmental impacts.

Applicable Law

28.

SMC 23.34.008 provides the general rezone criteria. The criteria address the zoned
capacity and density for urban villages; the match between the zone criteria and area
characteristics; the zoning history and precedential effect of the rezone; neighborhood
plans that apply; zoning principles that address relative intensities of zones, buffers
and boundaries; impacts of the rezone, both positive and negative; any relevant

8 Exs. 17, 18, &19.
7Ex. 20.
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changed circumstances; the presence of overlay districts or critical areas, and whether
the area is within an incentive zoning suffix.

SMC 23.34.007.C provides that compliance with the requirements of Chapter 23.34
SMC constitutes consistency with the Comprehensive Plan for purposes of reviewing

proposed rezones, but the Comprehensive Plan may be considered where appropriate.

Conclusions

. The Hearing Examiner has jurisdiction to make a recommendation to the City

Council on the proposed contract rezone pursuant to SMC 23.76.052.

SMC 23.34.007 provides that the applicable sections of Chapter 23.34 SMC are to be
weighed and balanced together to determine the most appropriate zone and height
designation. “No single criterion ... shall be applied as an absolute requirement or test
of the appropriateness of a zone designation ... unless a provision indicates the intent
to constitute a requirement ....” SMC 23.34.007B. The general rezone criteria,
including “zoning principles,” are set forth in SMC 23.34.008.

Effect on Zoned Capacity

3

SMC 23.34.008 requires that, within an urban center or urban village, the zoned
capacity, taken as a whole, is to be no less than 125 percent of the applicable adopted
growth target, and not less than the density established in the Comprehensive Plan.
The established growth strategy density target for the Greenwood/Phinney Ridge
Residential Urban Village is 12 dwelling units per gross acre. Existing zoning would
allow for four floors of residential units, approximately 29 similarly sized apartment
units.® The proposal, with five floors of residential units, will provide for 35
apartments, an increase capacity over existing zoning by six additional units.
Therefore, the proposed rezone will increase zoned capacity and zoned density by
allowing for additional building height and residential units. The proposed rezone is
consistent with SMC 23.34.008.A.1 because the increase in zoned capacity does not
reduce capacity below 125% of the 2035 Comprehensive Plan growth target. This
rezone is also consistent with SMC 23.34.008.A.2 because the proposed change
would not result in less density for this zone than the density established in the Urban
Village Element (Growth Strategy) of the Comprehensive Plan.

Match Between Zone Criteria and Area Characteristics

4.

In this case, the proposal does not seek a change in the existing NC2-zone
designation. The NC2 zone criteria in SMC 23.34.076 continue to match the
characteristics of the area better than any other zone designation. This site is within
the primary business district of the Residential Urban Village on streets with good

SEx.1at27.
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capacity and transit service.” The proposal does seek a change in height, which is
addressed below.

Neighborhood Plan/Precedential Effect

5. The Council-adopted portions of the Greenwood/Phinney Ridge Neighborhood Plan
do not identify any specific areas for rezone.

6. The current zoning allows for a maximum height of 40-feet with a floor area ratio of
3.25. The MHA recommended NC2-55(M) zone would allow a maximum height of
55-feet with a floor area ratio of 3.75. The proposal would match development
expectations for the area when compared with the City’s area wide up-zone proposal.
To the degree that the proposal, if approved, might influence Council’s consideration
of the area wide up-zone, e.g. as an example of a property with a height approval
above the existing 40-foot height limit, then the proposal could have a precedential
effect of increasing zoned heights.

Zoning Principles

7. The zoning principles listed in SMC 23.34.008.E are generally aimed at minimizing
the impact of more intensive zones on less intensive zones, if possible. They express
a preference for a gradual transition between zoning designations, including height
limits, if possible, and potential physical buffers to provide an effective separation
between different uses and intensities of development.

The predominant zoning pattern in this neighborhood is a commercial zone with a 40-
foot height limit in the urban village overlay located adjacent to a single-family zone.
There are some examples of a 40-foot height zone located adjacent to a 65-foot height
zone and 40-foot and 65-foot height zones adjacent to the LR3 RC and single-family
zones. In some instances, the transition includes buffers, such as a right-of-way
street/alley, but in other instances the transition occurs along a shared property line.

The entire development site abuts three streets: Palatine Avenue North, North 70®
Street and Greenwood Avenue North., The rezone portion of the development site is
located at the intersection of North 70" Street and Greenwood Avenue North. The
overall development pattern illustrates mainly a 40” height commercial zoning north
and south along Greenwood Avenue North and a decrease in zoning intensity and
height as properties continue east and west along North 70" Street.

The general development pattern along the east and west sides of Greenwood Avenue
North shows similar zoning intensity and height to the north and south. Conversely,
the development pattern along the north and south sides of North 70" Street decreases
in zoning intensity and height as the properties continue east and west of the corner
properties at Greenwood Avenue North. The proposed rezone of a portion of the

9Ex. 1 at 27.
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development site to NC2-55(M) would allow for a gradual transition between those
properties zoned NC2-40 to the north, south, and east. A proposed full height
modulation on the sides of the building along Greenwood Avenue North and North
70™ Street will help to break down the mass of the buildings. A gradual transition
between zoning categories would occur between the mid-portion of the project site
and the SF 5000 zoned properties to the west, as a private open space area will be
landscaped to provide some separation between the five-story building and the single-
family zone.' In addition, there will be a minimum four-foot setback on the upper
floor on the west side to allow for a visual transition.'!

Impact Evaluation

8. The proposed rezone would positively impact the housing supply, as it would add 35
new residential units. The proposed rezone will add housing capacity to the
neighborhood and locate additional housing in the Urban Village.

9. The proposal would create a minimal increase in the demand for public services.
There is no evidence in the record that the demand would exceed service capacities.
In particular, street access, transit service, and parking, were shown to be sufficient to
serve the additional units that would be allowed by the rezone. The Director has
evaluated impacts on public services and service capacities, as well as parking,
height, bulk and scale, transportation and other environmental impacts, pursuant to
SEPA, and has identified conditions to mitigate impacts that are not otherwise
adequately addressed through existing regulations,

10. The approved design includes design strategies to minimize the appearance of height,
bulk, and scale impacts.

11. The site does not lie within a shoreline district, no public access is being impacted or
removed with this proposal and no existing recreational areas are being impacted or
removed.

Changed Circumstances

12. Changed circumstances are to be considered but are not required to demonstrate the

appropriateness of a proposed rezone. There are no changed circumstances to be
considered in reviewing the proposal. The rezone does not propose to change the
property from the existing NC2 classification, but will allow a height increase and

addition of an M suffix which are addressed under the review of other criteria.

Qverlay Districts/ Critical Areas

0 Ex. 50 at 37.
U d at25.
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The subject property is not within an overlay district or critical area; therefore, these
criteria do not apply.

Height Limits

The proposed rezone would allow an additional 25 feet in zoned height. SMC
23.34.009 addresses the designation of height limits for proposed rezones. The issues
to be considered include the function of the zone; the topography of the area and its
surroundings, including public and private view blockage; height and scale of the
area; compatibility with the surrounding area; and neighborhood plans.

Function of the zone. Height limits are to be consistent with the type and scale of
development intended for the zone classification. In addition, the demand for
permitted goods and services and potential for displacement of preferred uses are to
be considered.  The proposed rezone lies within the boundaries of the
Greenwood/Phinney Ridge Residential Urban Village and would allow increased
density in this urban village. The proposal’s multi-family residential uses with
commercial elements would be consistent with the type and scale of development in
the vicinity and the proposed NC2-55 zoning, and would not change the variety and
size of commercial uses that are presently allowed. There will be no displacement of
preferred uses. There is nothing in the adopted neighborhood plan policies that
address heights.

Topography of the area. Heights are to “reinforce the natural topography of the area
and its surroundings, and the likelihood of view blockage” is to be considered. There
is no likelihood of view blockage of protected public views, because there are no
public views in the vicinity of the proposal. The proposed structure may impact
territorial views from adjacent properties.

Height and scale of the area. The height limits established by current zoning in the
area are to be considered. In general, permitted height limits are to “be compatible
with the predominant height and scale of existing development, particularly where
existing development is a good measure of the area’s overall development potential.”
SMC 23.34.009.C.

The proposed development would be consistent with the predominant height and
scale of nearby newer development, which is representative of the area’s overall
development potential. Older one and two-story development in the area is not
representative of the development potential for zoning in this area.

Compatibility with surrounding area. Height limits are to be compatible with actual
and zoned heights in surrounding areas. In addition, a gradual transition in height and
scale and level of activity between zones is to be provided unless major physical
buffers are present. The requested height limit of 55 feet, would be compatible with
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most of the actual and potential zoned heights in the surrounding area, and would be
consistent with the transition of zoned heights and scale of development in the area.

19. Weighing and balancing the applicable sections of Chapter 23.34 SMC together, the
most appropriate zone designation for the subject site is NC2-55(M) with a PUDA.

Recommendation

The Hearing Examiner recommends that the City Council APPROVE the requested rezone
subject to a PUDA that incorporates the final approved Master Use Permit drawings for
the proposal with the following conditions:

Prior to Issuance of a Master Use Permit
1. The provisions of SMC 23.58B and/or 23.58C shall apply to the rezoned property.

Prior to Issuance of a Building Permit
2. Development of the rezoned property shall be in substantial conformance with the
approved plans for Master Use Permit number 3023260.

The Director has recommended the following SEPA conditions:

Prior to Issuance of Excavation/Shoring or Construction Permit

1. Provide a Construction Management Plan that has been approved by SDOT. The
submittal information and review process for Construction Management Plans are
described on the SDOT website at: http://www.seattle.gov/transportation/cmp.htm.

The Director has imposed the following design review condition on the proposal:

Prior to Certificate of Occupancy

1. The Land Use Planner shall inspect materials, colors, and design of the constructed
project. All items shall be constructed and finished as shown at the design
recommendation meeting and the subsequently updated Master Use Plan set. Any change
to the proposed design, materials, or colors shall require prior approval by the Land Use
Planner (Tami Garrett, tami.garrett@seattle.gov) or a Seattle DCI assigned Land Use
Planner.

For the Life of the Project

2. The building and landscape design shall be substantially consistent with the materials
represented at the Recommendation meeting and in the materials submitted after the
Recommendation meeting, before the MUP issuance. Any change to the proposed design,
including materials or colors, shall require prior approval by the Land Use Planner (Tami
Garrett, tami.garrett@seattle.gov) or a Seattle DCT assigned Land Usd Planner. )

-

4 ]
Entered this é ‘c/iz\ay of June, 2018. Y / / / r 4
' \/ﬂ ; //



CF 314356
FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATION
PAGE 11 oF 11

Ryan Vancil
Hearing Examiner

CONCERNING FURTHER REVIEW

NOTE: It is the responsibility of the person seeking to appeal a Hearing
Examiner’s recommendation to consult appropriate Code sections to
determine applicable rights and responsibilities.

Pursuant to SMC 23.76.054, any person substantially affected by a recommendation of
the Hearing Examiner may submit an appeal of the recommendation in writing to the City
Council. The appeal must be submitted within fourteen (14) calendar days following the
date of the issuance of the recommendation of the Hearing Examiner, and be addressed
to:

Seattle City Council

Planning, Land Use and Neighborhoods Committee

c/o Seattle City Clerk

600 Fourth Avenue, Floor 3

P.O. 94728

Seattle, WA 98124-4728

The appeal shall clearly identify specific objections to the Hearing Examiner's
recommendation and specify the relief sought. Consult the City Council committee
named above for further information on the Council review process.
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fstriegl@carmelpartners.com
fstriegll@gmail.com
g_zuhl@yahoo.com
galenward@gmail.com
iskra@iskradesign.com
iwall@serv.net
janweldin60@gmail.com
jeffboutel@gmail.com
jeffmixdorf@gmail.com
jhcross-whiter@comcast.net
kileyriffell@gmail.com
kkendall23@gmail.com
ktartist@hotmail.com
lara.sukol@shorelineschools.org
lawharton57 @gmail.com
Icandres@earthlink.net
Gary.Kriedt@kingcounty.gov
SEPA@pscleanair.org
separegister@ecy.wa.gov
Ramin.pazooki@wsdot.wa.gov
rad.cunningham@doh.wa.gov
kelly.cooper@doh.wa.gov
shirlee.tan@kingcounty.gov
asaxton@corollaryconsulting.net
barbarabentson@gmail.com
bardjess@msn.com
barry_kirkman@hotmail.com
bbkuster@hotmail.com
benpow@centurylink.net
christopherleebrown@gmail.com
ciwarner@comcast.net
ckseattle@gmail.com
claraburnettemail@gmail.com
creiner@settle-it.com
d.steen.d@gmail.com
eafried412@earthlink.net
earthun@hotmail.com
ebartfeld@comcast.net
elisabeth.woosley@hotmail.com
ellardmeyer@gmail.com
ellardterry@gmail.com
gmerritt783@yahoo.com
gmh507 @hotmail.com
gmsodt@gmail.com
gordon@rgkennedy.com
grantrcole@gmail.com
gregorythomsen@hotmail.com
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jkeeler415@gmail.com
jo.fuller@gmail.com
john.jeffcott@outlook.com
johnlsmith20@johnlsmith20.com
jonathan.westerman@gmail.com
jordanccarlson@gmail.com
lee@destinationtiki.com
lesliesacha@comcast.net
levasseurl2@gmail.com
luif3lix@yahoo.com
lund.annette@gmail.com
lyngraves@comcast.net
mamasebek@yahoo.com
mannfried@gmail.com
margaret@boylemartin.com
mark.schiller@stanfordalumni.org
martin.thenell@gmail.com
marviny@yamarch.com
musae@earthlink.net
myquinters@gmail.com
myrallll@msn.com
n.shay@msn.com
nangohring@yahoo.com
ndsandvik@gmail.com
peter.krystad@gmail.com
peterfarnung@yahoo.com
philjody@g.com
physther@peak.org
phinneyridge.ccouncil@gmail.com
pickenjen14@gmail.com
robertspooner@gmail.com
ronrobl@aol.com

RTW_ 141@hotmail.com
samantha4trees@gmail.com
sbenveniste@me.com
schaferc@gmail.com
swamp@blarg.net
tdonnelly727 @gmail.com
teman@clarklindh.net
tilkay@comcast.net
timmins.pat@gmail.com
tkgazelle@gmail.com
beggars1002003@gmail.com
maryjoed@issaquahwa.gov
MaryMcCann@msn.com
maykut@serv.net
mcbell@seanet.com
mcurrey@shaw.ca
melindaelkin@yahoo.com
nfmillerl7 @comcast.net
nhorman@comcast.net
nielsencj50@comcast.net
noahwheid@gmail.com
nwbarcus@comcast.net
oliver@holmancahill.com
pmak2@msn.com
pneurath@icloud.com
pockle.lips.now@gmail.com
pooleykaren@yahoo.com
publiccomment@eric.aderhold.us
rask.swenson@gmail.com
shannon@fix-works.com
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Shawn.m.baz@gmail.com
simpsonjvi@aol.com
smithem55@gmail.com
sokolows@g.com
soteriosap@aol.com
tonyroth@comcast.net
tracyp@ech-ps.com
westcoastcamms@gmail.com
youngreb@gmail.com
zcrumbo@mac.com
znhoward@gmail.com
mikelrich@msn.com
mikeveets@gmail.com
mkuszmaul@hotmail.com
mojoemo@msn.com
mreid2@zagmail.gonzaga.edu
mssfrankfurt@yahoo.com
organicmaze@gmail.com
p_lkipping@comcast.net
pateggers@hotmail.com
Patutiel @comcast.net
Peggy.Moloney@microsoft.com
pegmandtomr@gmail.com
rebedale@hotmail.com
reviessecard@gmail.com
rhondasable@gmail.com
rhondathomsen@gmail.com
rlandy@comcast.net
roberta.zook.2014@gmail.com
sp88kyl@aol.com
spanishwithteresa@yahoo.com
srflash32@gmail.com
steven.bullock@gmail.com
Suehollis63@gmail.com
susanfwagner@yahoo.com
jrudden@comecast.net
katy.mccormick uk@yahoo.com
mikelrich@msn.com
smithem55@gmail.com

U.S. Mail
BRIGITTE GRAUPE
342N 7157 ST
SEATTLE, WA 98103

MELDA FELIX
516 N 65™ ST
SEATTLE, WA 98103

SUQUAMISH TRIBE
PO BOX 498
SUQUAMISH, WA 98392

DUWAMISH TRIBE
4705 W MARGINAL WAY SW
SEATTLE, WA 98106

<] U.S. First Class Mail, postage prepaid
[ ] Inter-office Mail

[ ] E-mail

[ ] Fax

[ ] Hand Delivery

[ ] Legal Messenger
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KAREN WALTER

WATERSHEDS AND LAND USE TEAM
LEADER

MUCKLESHOOT INDIAN TRIBE FISHERIES
DIVISION HABITAT PROGRAM

39015 172ND AVE SE

AUBURN, WA 98092

Inter-office Mail

Public Review Documents
Quick Information Center
Seattle Public Library
LB-03-01

[L] U.S. First Class Mail, postage prepaid
X Inter-office Mail

[ ] E-mail

[] Fax

[ ] Hand Delivery

[ ] Legal Messenger

Dated: June 5, 2018

(A

Alayna Johnson”
Legal Assistant
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