
August 15, 2016 

City of Seattle 
Edward B. Murray, Mayor 

Department of Construction and Inspections 
Nathan Torgelson, Director 

Office of the City Clerk 
Seattle City Hall 
600 4th Avenue 
3rd Floor 

Seattle, WA 98104 

Re: SDCI Project 3023260, 7009 Greenwood Avenue N, Type IV Application 

Dear Office of the City Clerk: 

ic~~ 

0 
a:.: 

:::\ 
-< 
(') v• 
·--·-1 rr1 
:0 . ~-~,. -;;:.: 

-..! 

On July 18, 2016 an Early Design Guidance application was accepted by SDCI for a project 
located at 7009 Greenwood Avenue N, SDCI Project# 3023260. 

SMC 23.76.040 G2 states for Type IV Council land use decisions that include a design review 
· component the Director shall provide notice of the application to the City Clerk promptly after 
the applicant submits a complete application to begin the early design guidance or the 
streamlined design review process. 

SDCI will process a Type IV Council land use action under project #3023260. 

Sincerely, 

( /J 
~lq 

. ~ ' 

Lindsay K(ng /' 
Senibr Land Use B!.anner 
Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections 

City of Seattle, Department of Construction and Inspections 
700 Fifth Avenue, Suite 2000 

P.O. Box 34019. Seattle, WA 98124-4019 
An equal c1nploymcnt opportunity, affirmative action e1np!oyer. Accommodations for people with disabilities provided upon request. 
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DocuSign Envelope ID: FA557E2B-F90A-42BB-AE49-85CE3E7BCB78 

EXHIBIT A 

Legal .Description 

PARCEL A: 

LOTS 1, 2, 3, 4 AND 5, IN BLOCK 23 OF GREENLAKE CIRCLE RAILROAD ADDITION TO THE CITY 
OF SEATTLE, AS PER PLAT RECORDED IN VOLUME 2 OF PLATS ON PAGE 170, RECORDS OF KING 
COUNTY, WASHINGTON; 

EXCEPT FOR THE EAST 10 FEET THEREOF CONDEMNED FOR GREENWOOD AVENUE IN THE 
SUPERIOR COURT OF KING COUNTY CAUSE NO. 65489, UNDER PROVISIONS OF ORDINANCE NO. 
19334. 

PARCELB: 

THE SOUTH 15 FEET OF THE EAST 53 FEET OF LOT 9 AND THE EAST 53 FEET OF LOTS 10, l l AND 
12, IN BLOCK 23 OF GREENLAKE CIRCLE RAILROAD ADDITION TO THE CITY OF SEATTLE, AS 
PER PLAT RECORDED IN VOLUME 2 OF PLATS, ON PAGE 170, RECORDS OF KING COUNTY, 
WASHINGTON. 

SITUATE IN THE CITY OF SEATTLE, COUNTY OF KING, STATE OF WASHINGTON. 

12/11/2015 G;1At' 0 .YV 12/11/2015 

001407



1/5/2018 Print Land Use Notice - Seattle Department of r ·truction and Inspections 

Dec 26, 2016 
Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections 

Land Use Information Bulletin 
A Twice-Weekly Bulletin Announcing Land Use Applications, Decisions, Hearings, and Appeals 

www.seattle.gov/dpd 

Notices of Applications 

Please see "Other Land Use Actions" for notice of Design Review Early Design Guidance Applications. Seattle's 
Department of Planning & Development is currently reviewing the Master Use Permit applications described below. 
Your written comments are encouraged and may be submitted to: 

PRC@seattle.gov 

Department of Planning and Development 
ATTN: Public Resource Center 
700 5th Av Ste 2000 
PO Box 34019 
Seattle, Washington 98124-4019 
FAX (206) 233-7901 

All correspondence will be posted to our electronic library. 

Applications requiring shoreline approvals are subject to an initial 30-day comment period. All other land use 
approvals listed below are subject to an initial 14-day comment period. A 14 day comment period may be extended an 
additional 14 days provided a written request to extend the comment period is received by this Department within the 
initial 14-day comment period as published in this bulletin. Any comments filed after the end of the official comment 
period may be considered if pertinent to the review being conducted. 

The project file, including application plans, environmental documentation and other additional information related to 
the project, is available in our electronic library at web6.seattle.gov/dpd/edms/. Public computers, to view these files, 
are available at the DPD Public Resource Center, 700 Fifth Avenue, Suite 2000. The Public Resource Center is open 
8:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. on Monday, Wednesday, Friday and 10:30 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. on Tuesday and Thursday. 

Questions about the projects listed in this bulletin can also be directed to the Public Resource Center at the email and 
US mail address listed above. To the extent known by the Department, other necessary government approvals or 
permits not included in the application will also be listed. When a building permit is listed as being necessary, this 
may include associated electrical, plumbing, mechanical, elevator, and other similar permits. 

DPD is now using the Early Review Determination of Non-significance (DNS) process for all applications requiring a 
threshold determination when DPD has reasonable basis to believe that significant adverse impacts are not likely, and 
the Director expects to issue a DNS for the proposal. The DNS is not final until it is published following consideration 
of all comments received during the comment period. 

The comment period for a project subject to an Early Review DNS may be the only opportunity to submit comment on 
the environmental impacts of the proposal. Mitigation measures may be imposed on projects subject to the Early 
Review DNS process After the close of the comment period, DPD will review any comments and will either issue a 
DNS followed by an opportunity to appeal, or, if significant environmental impacts are identified, a DS/Scoping 
notice. Copies of the subsequent threshold determination for the proposal may be obtained upon request or from our 
electronic library at web6.seattle.gov/dpd/edms/. 

Numbers used in project descriptions are approximations. The final approved plans will control. 

Interpretations 

http://web6.seattle.gov/DPD/LUIB/NoticePrint.aspx?NID=24072 1/2 
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1/5/2018 Print Land Uf1 • !\jotice - Seattle Department of Construction and lnspr · · 'l)S 
! 1· 

A formal decision as to the meaning, applica.:Jn or intent of any development regulation· 1n Title 23 (Land Use Code) 
or Chapter 25.09 (Regulations for Environmentally Critical Areas) is known as an "interpretation". Examples include 
questions of how structure height or setback is properly measured, or how a proposed use should be categorized. 

Interpretation may be requested by any party during the comment period as determined above. The request must be in 
writing, and accompanied by a $2.500.00 minimum fee payable to the City of Seattle (This fee covers the first ten 
hours ofreview. Additional hours will be billed at $250.00.). Interpretations on some issues may also be requested 
later, during the appeal period, if the project decision is appealed. Failure to request an interpretation can preclude 
raising the issue on appeal. Questions regarding the interpretation process may be sent to PRC@seattle.gov (please 
include "Interpretation Information" in the subject line) or by calling the message line at (206) 684-8467. Requests for 
interpretation may be submitted to the Department of Planning and Development, Code Interpretation and 
Implementation Group, 700 5th Av Ste 2000, P.O. Box 34019, Seattle, WA 98124-4019. 

Note: The vicinity map feature added to the public notice of application is provided as an illustrative reference. 
It is not intended to replace the legal description and site plan included in the project file. In the event of 
omissions, errors or differences, the documents in DPD's files will control. 

Application . 
Area: North/Northwest Address: 7009 GREENWOOD AVE N 

-·-··------·-··-------. ----·-------,;::::::::;t--···-

Project: 3023260. Zone: SINGLE FAMILY 5000, ARTERIAL WITHIN 100 FT., 
URBAN VILLAGE OVERLAY, NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL 2-40' 
Notice Date: 12/26/2016 

Contact: DAVID FUCHS - (206)523-6150 x 
Planner: Lindsay King - (206) 684-9218 
Date of Application: 12/09/2016 
Date Application Deemed Complete: 12/20/2016 

Council Land Use Action to contract rezone a parcel from Neighborhood Commercial 2-
40' (NC2-40) to Neighborhood Commercial 2-65' (NC2-65) to allow a 5-story building 
containing 33 apartment units with ground level retail and below grade parking for 28 
vehicles. 

Comments may be submitted through: 01/08/2017 

The following approvals are required: 

SEPA Environmental Determination (This project is subject to the Optional DNS 
Process (WAC 197-11-355) and Early DNS Process (SMC 25.05.355). This comment 
period may be the only opportunity to comment on the environmental impacts of this 
proposal. 

Design Review 

Council Contact Rezone to rezone 12,188 sq. ft. from NC2-40' to NC2-65'. 

Other permits that may be needed which are not included in this application: 
Building Permit 
Demolition Permit 

http://web6.seattle.gov/DPD/LUIB/NoticePrint.aspx?NID=24072 
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the event of omissions, errors or 

differences, the documents in SDCl's 

files will control. 
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NOTICE OF DECISic···,,-; AND RECOMMENDATION OF r·~, SEATTLE DEPART... Page 1of5 

seattle.gov 
SEATTLE DEPARTMENT OF CONSTRUCTION & INSPECTIONS 

Land Use Information Bulletin 
Bulletin Home Print a Search 

NOTICE OF DECISIONS AND RECOMMENDATION OF THE 
SEATTLE DEPARTMENT OF CONSTRUCTION AND 
INSPECTIONS AND CITY OF SEATTLE HEARING EXAMINER 
PUBLIC HEARING 

http://web6.seattle.gov/DPD/LUIB/Notice.aspx?BID=1312&NID=26790 1/23/2018 
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NOTICE OF DECISIONS AND REC;:t'"\1MENDATION OF THE SEATTLE (~PART ... 

Attachments: Rezone Recommendation 

Project: 3023260 

Address: 7009 GREENWOOD AVE N 

Area: North/Northwest 

Zone: SINGLE FAMILY 5000, ARTERIAL WITHIN 100 FT., URBAN VILLAGE 
OVERLAY, NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL 2-40' 

Contact: DAVID FUCHS 

Contact phone: (206)523-6150 

Planner: ·Tamara Garrett 

Planner phone: (206) 233-7182 

http://web6.seattle.gov/DPD/LUIB/Notice.aspx?BID=1312&NID=26790 

Page 2of5 
' 

1/23/2018 

001411



NOTICE OF DECISff ~ ) AND RECOMMENDATION OF Tr·~ SEATTLE DEPART... Page 3of5 

Conditions: Clerk File Number: 314356 

The Director of the Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections 

(SDCI) has issued decisions and recommendations regarding the 

following project: 

Council Land Use Action to rezone a 12,185 sq. ft. portion of land from 

Neighborhood Commercial 2 with a 40 ft. height limit (NC2-40') to 

Neighborhood Commercial 2 with a 65 ft. height limit (NC2-65') to allow 

a 5-story building containing 35 apartment units with ground level retail 

and b.elow grade parking for 26 vehicles. Single Family 5000 (SF 5000) 

zoned portion of land to remain the same zoning designation. Existing 

single family residence and detached garage to remain. 

Copies of the Director's decision and recommendation, the project 

application materials and plans are available in SDCI's online Permit and 

Property Records or at the SDCI Public Resource Center, 700 5th 

· Avenue, Suite 2000. The Public Resource Center is open 8:00 a.m. to 

4:00 p.m. on Monday, Wednesday, Friday and 10:30 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. 

on Tuesday and Thursday . Questions may be directed to Tami Garrett, 

206-233-7182, tami.garrett@seattle.gov. 

ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION 

• The Director has determined that the proposed project is not likely to 

result in significant, adverse environmental impacts and has issued a 

Determination of Non-Significance (DNS). 

DECISIONS APPEALABLE TO THE SEATTLE HEARING 
EXAMINER 

The decisions issue a Determination of Non-Significance is appealable to 

· the Seattle Hearing Examiner. 

HOW TO APPEAL THE DIRECTOR'S FINDINGS AND 
DECISION 

· Appeals of the Director's Decision must be received by the Hearing 

; Examiner no later than 5:00 p.m., on Tuesday, January 30, 2018. 

Appeals may be filed online at www.seattle.gov/examiner/efile.htm, 

delivered in person to the Hearing Examiner's office on the 40th floor of 

Seattle Municipal Tower at 700 Fifth Ave. or mailed to the City of 

http://web6.seattle.gov/DPD/LUIB/Notice.aspx?BID=1312&NID=26790 1/23/2018 
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NOTICE OF DECISIONS AND REC,Y'\1MENDATION OF THE SEATTLEF"PART... Page 4of5 

Map: 

The top of this 

image is North. 

This map is for 

illustrative purposes 

only. 

In the event of 

omissions, errors or 

differences, the 

documents in 

SDCl's files will 

control. 

App v3.5.0 

~:I "Public Guide to Appeals and Hearings 

_ ~; 1~!'M ~}=Le~,. kre_ available at 
.I ..••• r:"'""'~-·-·::i- ., ---'"'~ ·-·1 ::i-·~e toc.htm. 

DIRECTOR'S RECOMMENDATION 

The Director recommends that the Seattle City Council approve the 

rezone with conditions. 

The recommended conditions include: 

1. The rezone includes a Mandatory Housing Affordability designation 

of Ml. 

2. Development of the rezoned property be subject to the 

requirements of SMC 23.58.B and/or 23.58.C. 

3. Development of the rezoned property shall be in substantial 

conformance with the approved plans for this project, Master Use 

Permit number 3023260. 

4. Provide a Construction Management Plan that has been approved by 

SOOT. 

PUBLIC HEARING 

A public hearing to take public comment on the Director's 

recommendations and to establish the record for this application will be 

held at 9:00 a.m. on Thursday, February 15, 2018 at the Office of 

the Hearing Examiner (address below). The Office of the Hearing 

Examiner provides barrier free access. 

Any appeal of the Directors decision to issue a DNS will be heard at this 

hearing. 

http://web6.seattle.gov/DPD/LUIB/N otice.aspx?BID= 13 l 2&NID=26790 1/23/2018 
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NOTICE OF DECISff ···c;; AND RECOMMENDATION OF Tr·~ SEATTLE DEPART... Page 5 of 5 

WRITTEN COMMENTS 

Written comments will be accepted until the close of the hearing 

scheduled for Thursday, February 15, 2018. Comments should be 

sent to: 

City of Seattle 

Hearing Examiner 

700 5th Avenue, Suite 4000 

P.O. Box 94729 

Seattle, WA 98124-4729 

Those persons who want to receive a copy of the Hearing Examiner's 

recommendation should specify that request in their comment letter. 

http://web6.seattle.gov/DPD/L UIB/N otice.aspx?BID= 13 l 2&NID=26790 1/23/2018 
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Seattle Departme-nt of 
Construction and Inspections 
Nathan Torgelson, Director 
January 25, 2018 

RE-NOTICE OF DECISIONS AND RECOMMENi:.~~~\ ~- ATILE DEPARTMENT OF 
CONSTRUCTION AND INSPECTIONS AND CITY OF ~\~C..ff ~A ING EXAMINER PUBLIC HEARING 

AREA: NORTH/NORTHWEST Address: 7009 GREENWOOD 'AVE N N 12NO ST ~ I 
Project: 3023260 Zone: SINGLE FAMILY 5000, ARTERIAL WITHIN 100 FT .• URBAN z ~ ~ J 
VILLAGE OVERLAY, NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL 2-40' ~ ro.,, ZJJJ,- z 
Notice Date: 01/2512018 1 ~ w 

Contact: DAVID FUCHS- (206} 523-6150 1 ~ ~ 
Planner. TAMARA GARRETI - {206) 233-7182 j g ! 
Note: This re-notice is only to clarify that Design Review is appealable ~ ~ 
and to provide for the appropriate appeal period. There is no change :::f 
in the decision or hearing date. ~ 
Clerk Fiie Number: 314356 
The Dlrector of the Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections (SDCI) has issued 
decisions and recommendations regarding the following project: 
Council Land Use Action to rezone a 12, 185 sq. ft. portion of land from Neighborhood 
Commercial 2 with a 40 ft. height limit (NC2-40') to Neighborhood Commercial 2 with a 
65 ft. height limit (NC2.Q5') to allow a 5-story building containirag 35 apartment units 

N 70 TH S T 

The top of llils ..,age Is nol!h. 
Thllmapisb'AJsirelivepi.A'pc!ISel:ody lnlha 

9V8!"l d omisSk:ma, en-ors or 6!fetenoes., the 
-......... in seers -Mi ccnln>I. 

with ground level retail and below grade parking for 26 vehicles. Single Family 5000 {SF 5000) zoned portion of land to 
remain the same zoning designation. Existing single family residence and detached garage to remain. 

r 

Copies of the Director's decision and recommendation, the project application materials and plans are available in SDCl's 
onllne Permit and Property Records or at the SDCI Public Res.ource Center, 700 5th Avenue, Suite 2000. The Public 
Resource Center is open 8:00 am. to 4:00 p.m. on Monday, Wednesday, Friday and 10:30 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. on Tuesday 
and Thursday. Questions may be directed to Tami Garrett, 206-233-7182, tami.qarrett@seattle.gov. 
DESIGN REVIEW 
The Director has accepted the Design Review Board's recommendations and conditionally approves the proposed design 
and requested departures. 
ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION 
The Director has determined that the proposed project is not likely to result in significant; adverse environmental impacts 
and has issued a Determination of Non-Significance (DNS). 

DECISIONS APPEALABLE TO THE SEA TILE HEARING EXAMINER 
The decisions to issue a Determination of ~ignificance and to conditionally approve design review are appealable to 
the Seattle Hearing Examiner. 
HOW TO APPEAL THE DIRECTOR'S FINDINGS AND DECISION 
Appeals of the Director's Decision must be received by the Hearing Examiner no later than 5:00 p.m .• on Thursday, 
February 8, 2018. 
Appeals may be flied online at www.seattle.gov/examiner/eflle_htm. delivered in person to the Hearing Examiner's office 
on the 40th floor of Seattle Municipal Tower at 700 Frfth Ave. ar mailed to the City of Seattle Hearing Examiner, P.O. Box 
94729, Seattle, WA 98124-4729. (Delivery of appeals filed by any form of USPS mail service may be delayed by several 
days. Allow extra time if mailing an appeal.) An appeal form Is available at 
www.seattle.gov/examiner/LANDUSEAPLFORM.pdf. 
Appeals must be accompanied by an $85.00 filing fee. The fee may be paid by check payable to the City of Seattle, by 
credit/debit card {Visa and MasterCard only) in person or by telephone at 206-684-0521. (The Hearing Examiner may 
waive the appeal fee if the person filing the appeal demonstrates that payment would cause financial hardship.) 
The Hearing Examiner Rules and "Public Guide to Appeals and Hearings Before the Hearing Examiner" are available at 
www.seattle.gov/examiner/guide-toc.htm. 
DIRECTOR'S RECOMMENDATION 
The Director recommends that the Seattle City Council approve the rezone with conditions. 
The recommended conditions include: 

1. The rezone includes a Mandatory Housing Affordability designation of M1. 
2. Development cf the rezoned property be subject to the requirements of SMC 23.58.B and/or 

23.58.C. 
3. Development of the rezoned property shall be in substantial conformance with the approved 

plans for this project. Master Use Permit number 3023260. 
4. Provide a Construction Management Plan that has been approved by SOOT. 

PUBLIC HEARING 
A public hearing to take public comment on the Director's recommendations and to establish the record for this application 
will be held at 9:00 a.m. on Thursday, February 15, 2018 at the Office of the Hearing Examiner (address below). The 
Office of the Hearing Examiner provides barrier free access. 
Any appeal of the Directors decision to issue a DNS and/or conditionally approve design review will be heard at this 
hearing. 
WRITTEN COMMENTS 
Written comments will be accepted until the close of the hearing scheduled for Thursday, February 15, 2018. Comments 
should·be sent to: 

City of Seattle 
Hearing Examiner 

700 5th Avenue, Suite 4000 
P.O. Box: 94729 

Seattle, WA 98124-4729 
Those persons who want to receive a copy of the Hearing Examiner's recommendation should specify that request in their 
comment letter. 
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«ADDRESSEE» 
«ADDRESSEE2» 
<<ADDRESS» 
«CITYST A TE» «ZIP» 

· ... 

Projecr #3023260 -

xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx 
If you wish to file written comments and!or receive a notice of the decision, please 
return this completed form with any written comments you have to: Seattle 
Department of Construction and Inspections, 700 5th Ave Ste 2000, PO Box 34019, 
Seattle, Washington 98124-4019 or e-mail PRC@seattle.gov 

Name: _____________ Project #3023260 - Tamara Garrett, Planner 

Address:. ____________________________ _ 

------------- -------Zip: _________ _ 

Email Address:. __________________________ _ 

Comment: _________________________ __ _ 
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Seattle Department of 
Construction and Inspections 
Nathan Torgelson, Director 

February 12, 2018 

NOTICE OF DECISIONS AND RECOMMENDATION OF THE SEATTLE DEPARTMENT OF 
CONSTRUCTION AND INSPECTIONS AND CITY OF SEATTLE HEARING EXAMINER PUBLIC HEARING 

AREA: NORTH/NORTHWEST Address: 7009 GREENWOOD AVE N 
Project: 3023260 Zone: SINGLE FAMILY 5000, ARTERIAL WITHIN 100 FT., URBAN VILLAGE OVERLAY, 
NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL 2-40' 

Notice Date: 02/12/2018 

Contact: DAVID FUCHS - (206) 523-6150 
Planner: TAMARA GARRETT - (206) 233-7182 

THIS PUBLIC HEARING HAS BEEN CANCELLED. 
Clerk File Number: 314356 

The Director of the Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections (SDCI) 
has issued decisions and recommendations regarding the following project: 

Council Land Use Action to rezone a 12, 185 sq. ft. portion of land from 
Neighborhood Commercial 2 with a 40 ft. height limit (NC2-40') to 
Neighborhood Commercial 2 with a 65 ft. height limit (NC2-65') to allow a 5-
story building containing 35 apartment units with ground level retail and below 
grade parking for 26 vehicles. Single Family 5000 (SF 5000) zoned portion of 
land to remain the same zoning designation. Existing single family residence 
and detached garage to remain. 

WRITTEN COMMENTS 

Written comments will be accepted until the close of the hearing scheduled for 
Thursday, February 15, 2018. Comments should be sent to: 1 

City of Seattle 
Hearing Examiner 

700 5th Avenue, Suite 4000 
P.O. Box 94729 

Seattle, WA 98124-4729 
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The top of this image is north. 
This map is for illustrative purposes only. In the 

event of omissions, errors or differences, the 
documents in SDCl's files will control. 
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Those persons who want to receive a copy of the Hearing Examiner's recommendation should specify that request in their 
comment letter. 
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xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx 

If you wish to file written comments and/or receive a notice of the decision, please return this 
completed form with any written comments you have to: Seattle Department of Construction 
and Inspections, 700 5th Ave Ste 2000, PO Box 34019, Seattle, Washington 98124-4019 ore­
mail PRC@seattle.gov 

Name: _______________ Project #3023260 - Tamara Garrett, Planner 

Address: 
-----------------------------------~ 

______________________ Zip: ______________ ~ 

Email Address: ----------------------------------
Comment: __________________________________ _ 
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Seattle Department of 
Construction and Inspections .~ \._ c E\ v E o BY 
Nathan Torgelson, Director ~M g: 51 
February 20, 2018 ?0 rn fEB 2 \ \ . 

. ,.~. ·1 .. 'il' \,; rn ,t ... .., , ,.r .. 
1 

... , 
11r ~ \N~G \· ~ ~1l>'kff • 
t'1.l...lifo:! 

DECISION AND RECOMMENDATON RESCINDED 

Area: North/Northwest Address: 7009 GREENWOOD AVE N 
Project: 3023260 Zone: SINGLE FAMILY 5000, ARTERIAL WITHIN 100 FT., 
URBAN VILLAGE OVERLAY, NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL 2-40' 

Notice Date: 02/20/2018 

Contact: DAVID FUCHS - (206)523-6150 
Planner: Tamara Garrett - (206) 233-7182 

I 
z l UJ 
> 
<( 

0 
0 

f 

0 
3: z 
UJ 
UJ 
a::: 
<.? Project Description - Council Land Use Action to rezone a 12, 185 sq. ft. portion of 

land from Neighborhood Commercial 2 with a 40 ft. height limit (NC2AO) to 
Neighborhood Commercial 2 with a 55 ft. height limit and a mandatory housing 
affordability suffix of "M" (NC2-55(M)) to allow a 5-story building containing 35 
apartment units with ground level retail and below grade parking for 26 vehicles. Single 
Family 5000 (SF 5000) zoned portion of land to remain the same zoning designation. 
Existing single family residence and detached garage to remain. 

") 

N 70TH s·r [ 
The top of this image is north. 

This map is for illustrative purposes only. In the 
event of omissions, errors or differences, the 
documents in Seattle DC l's files will control. 

On January 16, 2018 the Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections published their decision to conditionally 
approve design review and to issue a Determination of Non-significance and their recommendation to conditionally 
approve the requested rezone and impose conditions pursuant to the Seattle Environmental Policy Act. The notice 
included the date for the Seattle Hearing Examiner's public hearing. (The notice was republished on January 25, 2018 to 
clarify that the design review component was appealable.) 

The applicant has filed a revised application and the decision described above is hereby rescinded. A new notice of 
application, including a new comment period, will be published. 
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Seattle Departr ;nt of 
Construction and Inspections 
Nathan Torgelson, Director 
February 20, 2018 

REVISED NOTICE OF APPLICATION 
The notice of the application for the project described below has been revised from what was previously published. 

Area: North/Northwest Address: 7009 GREENWOOD AVE N N 72ND s T I 
Project: 3023260 Zone: SINGLE FAMILY 5000, ARTERIAL WITHIN 100 FT • z c--;==----....__,,=-o,--.., 
URBAN VILLAGE OVERLAY, NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL 2-40' ~ 1-=;~~-/--f:i!:~;:f 

Contact: DAVID FUCHS - (206)523-6150 
Planner: Tamara Garrett - (206) 233-7182 

..., 
} ~ ~?---r~i--+-1;r::;~ 

l 
Date of Application: 12/09/2016 
Date Application Deemed Complete: 12120/2016 

Council land Use Action to rezone a 12, 185 sq. fl portion of land from 
Neighborhood Commercial 2 with a 40 ft. height limit (NC2-40) to Neighborhood 
Commercial 2 with a 55 ft. height limit and a mandatory houslr.g affordability suftix 
of "M'" (NC2-5q(M)) to allow a 5-story building containing 35 apartment units with 
ground level retail and below grade parking for 26 vehicles. Single Family 5000 
(SF 5000) zoned portion of land to remain the same zoning designation. Existing 
single family residence and detached garage to remain. 

Comments may be submitted through: 03105/2018 

The following approvals are required: 

, 

:s t--:i~~El'~~~ 
:: f-i=!§~'-f ~~~ 

N 70TH S T 
s ,..., 

f 

SEPA Environmental Determination (This project is subject to the Optional DNS Process C:NAC 197-11-355) and Early 
DNS Process (SMC 25.05.355). This comment period may be the only opportunity to comment on the environmental 
impacts of this proposal 
Design Review 
Council Contract Rezone to rezone 12,188 sq. fl from NC2-40 to NC2-55(M) 

Other permits that may be needed which are not included in this application· 
Building Pennlt 

Your written comments are encouraged and should be submitted to: 
PRC@seattle.gov 
Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections 
ATIN: Public Resource Center 
PO Box34019 
Seattle. Washington 98124-4019 
FAX (206) 233-7901 

Commcnters providing an email addre:s:s or return us mall address win be sent notiee of any public meetlngs or hearings 
and notice of the SDCI decision with information on the right to appeal. All correspondence will be posted to our 
electronic library. 

Applications requiring shoreline approvals are subject to an initial 30-day comment period. All other land use approvals 
listed below are subject to an initial 14-day comment period. A 14 day comment period may be extended an additional 14 
days provided a wiitten requast to extend the comment periodl is received by this Department within the initial 14-day 
comment period as published in thls bulletin. Any comments filed after the end of the official comment period may be 
considered if pertinent to the review being conducted. 

The project file, including application plans, environmental documentation and other additional information related to the 
project, Is available in our electronic library at web6.seattte.qoY/dpd/edms/. Public computers, to view these files. are 
available at the SOCI Public Resource Center, 700 Fifth Avenue, Suite 2000. The Publ ic Resource Center is open 8:00 
a.m. to 4:00 p.m. on Monday, Wednesday, Friday and 10:30 a .m. to 4:00 p.m. on Tuesday and Thursday. 

Questions about the projects listed In this bulletin can also be directed to the Public Resource Center at the email and US 
mail address listed above. To the extent known by the Department, other necessary government approvals or permits not 
included in the application will also be listed_ When a building permit is listed es being necessary, this may include 
associated electrical, plumbing, mechanical, elevator, and other simllar permits. 

SOC! is now using the Early Review Determination of Non-significance (DNS) process for all applications requiring a 
threshold determination when SOCI has reasonable basis to believe that significant adverse impacts are not likely, and 
the Director expects to issue a DNS for the proposal The DNS is not final until it is published following consideration of all 
comments received during the comment period. 

The commem period for a project subject to an Early Review DNS may be the only opportunity to submit comment on the 
environmental impacts of the proposal. Mitigation measures may be imposed on projects subject to the Early Review DNS 
process After the close of the comment period, SDCI will review any comments and will either issue a DNS followed by an 
opportunity to appeal. or, if si9nificant environmental impacts a re Identified, a OS/Scoping notice. Copies of the 
subsequent threshold determination for the proposal may be obtained upon request or from our electronic library at 
web6.seattle.qov/dpd/edms/. 

Numbers used in project descriptions are approximations. The final approved plans will control. 
Interpretations 

A formal decision as to the meaning, applicatlon or intent of any development regulation in nue 23 (Land Use Code) or 
Chapter 25.09 (Regulations for Environmentally Critical Areas) is known as an - interpretation". Examples include 
questions of how structure height or setback is properly measured. or how a proposed use should be categorized. 

Interpretation may be requested by any party during the comment period as determined above. The request must be in 
writing, and accompanied by a $3,240.00 minimum fee payable to the City of Seatue CThrs fee covers the first len hours of 
review. Additional hours will be billed at $324.00.). Interpretations on some issues may also be requested later, during the 
appeal period, if the project decision is appealed. Failure to re.quest an interpretation can preclude raising the issue on 
appeal. Questions regarding the interpretation process may be sent to PRC@seattJe.gov (please include "Interpretation 
lnfom:iation· in the subject line) or by calling the message hne at (206) 684-8467 Requests for interpretation may be 
submitted to the Seattfe Department of Construction and Inspections, Code Interpretation and Implementation 
Group, 700 5th Av Ste 2000, P.O. Box 34019, Seattfe, WA 98124-4019. 
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«ADDRESSEE» 
«ADDRESSEE2» 
«ADDRESS» 
«CITYST ATE» «ZIP» 

-

Projec1 #3023260 - rgc 

xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx 

If you wish to file written comments and/or receive a notice of the decision, please 
return this completed form with any written comments you have to: Seattle 
Department of Construction and Inspections, 700 5th Ave Ste 2000, PO Box 34019, 
Seattle, Washington 98124-4019 or e-mail PRC@seattle.gov 

Name: ___________ ~- Project #3023260, Tamara Garrett. 19th flr 

Address: _____________ _______________ _ 

-------------------~Zip: _________ _ 

Email Address: __________________________ _ 

Comment: _______ ____________________ _ 
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Seattle Departmt::. .. t of 
Constructiqn and Inspections .-y\l t.O 61 ~ 

aC C't:- 2.Q 
Nathan Torgelson, Director n 1.- . ~ \Q~ " SE 

April 9, 2018 'l PR \ (} ti: IT 

NOTICE OF DECISIONS AND RECOMMENDATION otf.t ~ .~ , LE DEPARTMENT OF CONSTRUCTION 
AND INSPECTIONS AND CITY OF SE~{!'µ3WiE RING EXAMINER PUBLIC HEARING 

Area: NORTH/NORTHWEST Address: 7009 GREENWOOD AVE N 
Project: 3023260 Zone: SINGLE FAMILY 5000, ARTERIAL WITHIN 100 FT., URBAN 

N 72N D ST 
::c: r-===---,-~=-.., 

VILLAGE OVERLAY, NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL 2-40' ~ i--;=;:;:.....-1"""!'.""'~=il 
Notice Date: 04/09/2018 

Contact: DAVID FUCHS - (206) 523--6150 
Planner: TAMARA GARRETT - (206) 233-7182 

I ~ t-"T===;--+--.--...,~ 
~ f-ir;;:;..="""'"t±.;;;;:.:-f 
< H~~Fr~~ 
~ Clerk File Number: 314356 

The Director of the Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections (SDCI) has 
issued decisions and recommendations rega;ding the following project: 

Council Land Use Action to rezone a 12, 185 sq. ft. portion of land from Neighborhood 
Commercial 2 with a 40 ~ height limit (NC2-40) to Neighborhood Commercial 2 with a 
55 ft height limit and a mandatory housing affordability suffix of "M" (NC2-55(M)) to 
allow a 5-story building containing 35 apartment units with ground level retail and 

, 
below grade parking for 26 vehicles. Single Family 5000 (SF 5000) zoned portion of land 
to remain the same zoning designation. Existing single family residence and detached 
garage to remain. 

Q.. r;:=:;.=:-1-...1.....="""" 

N 7 0 THST 

The top of this image is north. 
Th•mopb lO< llumttivepurposesor#.y. '"""' 

overt ot omissiom. errClfs °' cf'lrerences. the 
doc:z.matn in SOC.l's &es-'d c:ontrOl 

[ 

Copies of the Director's decision and recommendation, the project application materials and plans are available in SDCl's 
online Permit and Property Records or at the SDCI Public Resource Center, 700 5th Avenue, Suite 2000. The Public 
Resource Center is open 8:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. on Monday, Wednesday, Friday and 10:30 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. on Tuesday 
and Thursday. Questions may be directed to Tami Garrett, 206-233-7182, tami.garrett@seattle.gov. 

DESIGN REVIEW 
The Director has accepted the Design Review Board's recommendations and conditionally approves the proposed design 
and requested departures. 

ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION 
The Director has determined that the proposed project is not likely to result in significant, adverse environmental impacts 
and has issued a Determination of Non-Significance (DNS). 

DECISIONS APPEALABLE TO THE SEATTLE HEARING EXAMINER 
The decisions to conditionally approve design review and to issue are a Determination of Non-Significance are appealable 
to the Seattle Hearing Examiner. 

HOW TO APPEAL THE DIRECTOR'S FINDINGS AND DECISION 
Appeals of the Director's Decision must be received by the Hearing Examiner no later than 5:00 p.m .. April 23, 2018. 
Appeals may be filed online at www.seattle.gov/examiner/efile.htm. delivered in person to the Hearing Examiner's office on 
the 40th floor of Seattle Municipal Tower at 700 Fifth Ave or mailed to the City of Seattle Hearing Examiner, P.O. Box 
94729, Seattle, WA 98124-4729. (Delivery of appeals filed by any form of USPS mail service may be delayed by several 
days. Allow extra time if mailing an appeal.) An appeal form is available at 
www.seattle.gov/examiner/LANDUSEAPLFORM.pdf. 
Appeals must be accompanied by an $85.00 filing fee. The fee may be paid by check payable to the City of Seattle, by 
crediVdebit card (Visa and MasterCard only) in person or by telephone at 20EK>84-0521. (The Hearing Examiner may waive 
the appeal fee if the person filing the appeal demonstrates that payment would cause financial hardship.) 

The Hearing Examiner Rules and "Public Guide to Appeals and Hearings Before the Hearing Examiner" are available at 
www.seattle.gov/examiner/guide-toc.htm. 

DIRECTOR'S RECOMMENDATION 
The Director recommends that the Seattle City Council approve the rezone with conditions. 
The recommended conditions include: 

1. The rezone includes a Mandatory Housing Affordability designation of M. 
2. Development of the rezoned property be subject to the requirements of SMC 23.58.B and/or 23.58.C. 
3. Development of the rezoned property shall be in substantial conformance with the approved plans for this project, 

Master Use Permit number 3023260. 
4, Provide a Construction Management Plan that has been approved by SOOT. 

PUBLIC HEARING 
A public hearing to take public comment on the Director's recommendations and to establish the record for this application 
will be held at 9:00 a.m. on Monday, April 30, 2018 at the Office of the Hearing Examiner (address below). The Office of 
the Hearing Examiner provides barrier free access. 

Any appeal of the Director's decision to conditionally approve design review and/or issue a DNS will be heard at this 
hearing. 

WRITIEN COMMENTS 
Written comments will be accepted until the close of the hearing scheduled for Monday, April 30, 2018. Comments should 
be sent to: 

City of Seattle 
Hearing Examiner 

700 5th Avenue, Suite 4000 
P.O. Box 94729 

Seattle, WA 98124-4729 

Those persons who want to receive a copy of the Hearing Examiner's recommendation should specify that request in their 
comment letter. 
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xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx 
If you wish to file written comments and/or receive a notice of the decision., please return this 
completed form with any written comments you have to: Seattle Department of Construction and 
Inspections, 700 5th Ave Ste 2000, PO Box 34019, Seattle, Washington 98124-4019 or e-mail 
PRC@seattle.gov 

Name: _____________ Project #3023260 - Tami Garren. 19th Eloo,,._r ____ _ 

Address: ______ _ _ __________ _ _ ________ __ ~ 

____________________ Zip: __________ _ _ _ 

EmailAddre~:----------------------------~ 
Comment: _ _____ ________________________ _ 
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Seattle Department of 

Construction & Inspections__________________________ 

 

 

CITY OF SEATTLE 

ANALYSIS, DECISION AND RECOMMENDATION OF THE DIRECTOR OF 

THE SEATTLE DEPARTMENT OF CONSTRUCTION AND INSPECTIONS 
 
 

Application Number: 3023260 
 

Council File Number: 314356  
 
Applicant Name: David Fuchs, Johnston Architects  
 

Address of Proposal: 7009 Greenwood Avenue North  
 
 

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED ACTION 
 

Council Land Use Action to rezone a 12,185 sq. ft. portion of land from Neighborhood 

Commercial 2 with a 40 ft. height limit (NC2-40') to Neighborhood Commercial 2 with a 65 ft. 

height limit (NC2-65'), to allow a five-story building containing 35 apartment units above ground 

level retail and below grade parking for 26 vehicles.  Single Family 5000 (SF 5000) zoned portion 

of land to remain the same zoning designation.  Existing single family residence and detached 

garage to remain.* 

 
*Note –The project description has been revised from the following original notice of application:  Council Land Use 

Action to rezone a parcel from Neighborhood Commercial 2 with a 40 ft. height limit (NC2-40') to Neighborhood 

Commercial 2 with a 65 ft. height limit (NC2-65') to allow a 5-story building containing 36 apartment units with 

ground level retail and below grade parking for 26 vehicles. 
 

The following approvals are required: 
 

 Design Review with Departures (Seattle Municipal Code (SMC) 23.41) 

  Departures are listed near the end of the Design Review Analysis in this document 

Contract Rezone (SMC 23.34): Recommendation to the Hearing Examiner  
    

SEPA - Environmental Determination (SMC 25.05)  
 Substantive SEPA Review/Conditioning: Recommendation to City Council 

 
 

SEPA DETERMINATION: 
 

Determination of Non-significance  
 

 No mitigating conditions of approval are recommended. 

 
Pursuant to SEPA substantive authority provided in SMC 25.05.660, conditions are 

recommended to mitigate environmental impacts. 
 
 
 

700 Fifth Avenue, Suite 2000 | PO Box 34019 | Seattle, WA 98124-4019 | 206-684-8600 | seattle.gov/sdci 
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Application No. 3023260 

Page 2 

BACKGROUND 
 

Mandatory Housing Affordability for Residential Development 
 

In November of 2015, City Council passed Ordinance 124895 establishing a new Chapter 23.58B 

of the Land Use Code (Commercial Program). The purpose of Chapter 23.58B is to mitigate 

certain adverse impacts of development of new commercial floor area on the need for affordable 

housing for the households of new workers having lower-wage jobs. The Chapter provides 

regulations for how a development must provide an affordable housing payment or affordable 

housing performance to mitigate affordable housing impacts.   

 

In August of 2016 City Council passed Ordinance 125108 creating a new Land Use Code Chapter 

23.58C, Mandatory Housing Affordability for Residential Development (MHA-R).  The purpose 

of Chapter 23.58C is to implement an affordable housing incentive program authorized by RCW 

36.70A.540. Chapter 23.58C specifies a framework for providing affordable housing in new 

development, or an in-lieu payment to support affordable housing, in connection with increases in 

residential development capacity. 

 

Chapters 23.58B and 23.58C are applicable as follows:  

• Where the provisions of a zone specifically refer to Chapter 23.58B or Chapter 23.58C, or 

• Through the terms of a contract rezone in accordance with Section 23.34.004. 
 

Site and Vicinity 
 

Site Zone: Neighborhood Commercial 2 with a 40' height limit (NC2-40) and Single Family 
5000 (SF 5000) 

 

Nearby Zones: North: NC2-40 & SF 5000 

 South: NC2-40 & SF 5000 

 West: SF 5000 

 East: NC2-40  
 

Environmentally Critical Areas: None. 
 

Site Size:  20,799 square feet (sq. ft.)  
 

Public Comment  
 

The public comment period ended on January 19, 2017.  In addition to the comments received 

through the Design Review process, other comments were received and carefully considered, to 

the extent that they raised issues within the scope of this review.  These areas of public comment 

related to traffic, rezone, height/bulk/scale, parking and construction-related impacts.  Comments 

were also received that are beyond the scope of this review and analysis per SMC 25.05. 
 
 
I. ANALYSIS – DESIGN REVIEW 
 

CURRENT AND SURROUNDING DEVELOPMENT; NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER 
 

The development site is located in the Greenwood neighborhood of Seattle.  This approximately 

20,799 sq. ft. property is a consolidation of four tax parcels; bounded by Greenwood Avenue North 

to the west, North 70th Street to the south, single-family-zoned property and Palatine Avenue North 

to the east, and single family/commercially-zoned property to the north.  This “L-shaped” property 

is zoned both Neighborhood Commercial 2 with a 40' height limit (NC2-40) and Single Family 
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5000 (SF 5000).  According to the survey, the development site is developed with a single family 

residence, detached accessory garage and paved vacant area.  The four tax parcels are identified 

by the following Parcel Identification Numbers (PINs), map and supplementary information:  
 

 
 

PIN Area 

(sq. ft.) 

ADDRESS ZONING & OVERLAY 

DESIGNATIONS 

PRESENT 

USE 

287710-4100 4,874 7009 Greenwood 

Avenue North 
• NC2-40 

• Greenwood-Phinney 

Ridge Residential Urban 

Village 

• Frequent Transit Service 

Corridor 

Vacant 

287710-4085 7,311 7005 Greenwood 

Avenue North 
• NC2-40 

• Greenwood-Phinney 

Ridge Residential Urban 

Village 

• Frequent Transit Service 

Corridor 

Vacant 

287710-4120 3,844 7010 Palatine 

Avenue North 
• SF 5000 Single Family 

Residence and 

Detached 

Garage 

287710-4127 4,770 7009 Greenwood 

Avenue North 
• SF 5000 Vacant 

TOTAL  20,799     
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The development proposal is to construct a five-story building containing 35 apartment units above 

ground level retail and below grade parking for 26 vehicles on the vacant portion of the 

development site described above that is currently zoned NC2-40.  The map above illustrates the 

existing zoning orientation.  The existing single family residence and accessory detached garage 

will remain.    

 

The surrounding existing development abutting the subject property’s boundary lines are single 

family residences to the north and east.  To the south, across from North 70th Street, is an existing 

religious institution.   

 

Existing vehicular access to the development property is via curb cuts along Greenwood Avenue 

North, North 70th Street and Palatine Avenue North.  Greenwood Avenue North is an arterial street 

and the primary commercial corridor running north/south.  Greenwood Avenue North is primarily 

zoned NC2-40 and contains a mixture of older one and two-story commercial uses and newer four-

story mixed-use buildings.  The properties east and west of the Greenwood Avenue North corridor 

are existing single family residences within single family residential zoning.   

 

The neighborhood was originally developed in the early 1900’s with single family residences, 

brick apartment buildings and one-story commercial structures along Greenwood Avenue North 

and Phinney Avenue North.  Over the past century, newer commercial structures and apartment 

buildings have replaced the older structures. More recently, a few four-story mixed-use 

developments have been constructed within the immediate neighborhood.  The commercial uses 

along Greenwood Avenue North are predominately neighborhood-related or eating 

establishments. Phinney Avenue North, to the south has a more residential feel befitting its 

Lowrise-Residential Commercial (LR3 RC) zoning. 

 

EARLY DESIGN GUIDANCE MEETING:  August 15, 2016  

 

Public Comment 

The following public comments were offered at this meeting: 

Height, Bulk and Scale 

• Expressed concern regarding the additional building height, noting that the additional 

height will increase shadows and has the potential to create a canyon effect along the 

Greenwood corridor.   

• Would like to see a more robust shadow study provided to assess impacts to the sidewalk 

and the single family zone. 

• Felt that the additional building height will detract from the neighborhood’s attractive 

appearance and quaint residential quality. 

• Expressed concern that the proposed building height would set a new precedent for 

buildings along Greenwood Avenue North.  

• Concerned that the proposed height is not compatible with the surrounding community and 

that the structure height will negatively impact the single family homes.  

• Noted that the mass and scale is inappropriate for the neighborhood; would like to see the 

height of the building reduced by 15’. 

• Noted that the neighborhood plan identifies the town center at 85th/Greenwood where 65’ 

tall buildings are appropriate. 

• Felt drawings and models are misleading. 

• Expressed concern that sunlight will not reach the center of the site. 
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• Noted that center courtyard is south facing so light will enter the center of the site. 

• Encouraged the public to think about the long-term change of Greenwood and the Urban 

Village.  Noted that future legislations proposed as part of HALA will allow buildings 55’ 

tall.  

• Would like to see the building over 40’ in height setback 10-15 feet from the property line. 

• Felt drawings should show the adjacent building context. 

• Appreciated the setback provided on the upper floors. 

• Felt the proposed park will be dwarfed by the building. 

• Would like to see an upper level setback provided adjacent to the park.  

• Noted that the public benefits provided with the project make the height worthwhile. 

Architectural Concept 

• Expressed support for an innovative building and architectural concept.  Felt the proposed 

building is a better design than what could be built under 40’ in height. 

• Applaud design with an open courtyard concept.  

• Felt the design is interesting and exciting. The concept has been well-developed with 

attention to design principals. 

• Applaud the inspired design.  Felt the design captures the successful qualities of the Chop 

House on Capitol Hill.  Noted the combination of park and retail could be very successful 

and lead to positive interactions between building and neighborhood residents. 

• If rezone is rejected, would like to see the design applied to a smaller building. 

• Noted the success of the building would depend on the use of high quality materials. 

• Noted that places have an intrinsic identity and for Greenwood, light and air is the primary 

characteristic of the neighborhood. 

• Would like to see affordable housing included in the project.  

• Would like to see a design option with a corner plaza open to the sky at Greenwood Avenue 

North and North 70th Street.  

Site Design 

• Would like to see a vibrant mix of commercial businesses. 

• Expressed support for the restaurants in the commercial courtyard. 

• Expressed concern regarding the treatment of retail spaces provided on Greenwood Avenue 

North. 

• Noted that the ground floor commercial courtyard with views to a public park will be an 

asset to the community. 

• Questioned whether the commercial courtyard and park will be open to the public.   

• Expressed support for the park but noted concern that a private entry would dissuade use 

of the park by the public.  Felt the design should incorporate signage to document the space 

as public.  

• Concerned that park will become a camp for the local homeless. 

• Supported project and the additional park space provided. 

• Noted the design and programming of the park is very important to the adjacent single 

family homes.  Concerned about noise impacts.  

• Would use park space for kids. 

Parking and Traffic 

• Felt more parking should be provided. 

• Would like to see traffic calming measures implemented on Greenwood Avenue North. 

• Support the provided parking. 
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• Concerned increased curb bulb and the proposed parking entry may conflict with access 

across the street.  

• Concerned about traffic on North 70th Street. 

• Would like to see more information about how deliveries will be provided to the businesses 

in and adjacent to the structure. 

• Would like to see a transportation report that studies impacts to the surrounding 

community.  Specific attention should be given the emergency vehicle routes and the local 

daycare on Palatine Avenue North.  

Public Outreach 

• Would like to have a separate community meeting to review the proposal. 

• Felt the next public meeting should be located in Phinney and a sound system provided. 

 

All public comments submitted in writing for this project can be viewed using the following link 

and entering the project number: http://web6.seattle.gov/dpd/edms/  

 

Priorities & Board Recommendations 

 

After visiting the site, considering the analysis of the site and context provided by the proponents, 

and hearing public comment, the Design Review Board members provided the following siting 

and design guidance based on current adopted Citywide and Neighborhood-Specific Design 

Guidelines.   

 

1. Architectural Concept. The Board agreed that the preferred Massing Option C provided the 

better design solution for the site.  The concept includes a break in the south façade to allow 

light and air into the structure.  The concept includes a five-story street wall along Greenwood 

Avenue North and North 70th Street with an upper level setback at the 6th floor.  The massing 

also includes a step down in the northwest corner locating five stories with a roof deck adjacent 

to the single family zoning.  The Board agreed that the building massing should be further 

developed to provide thoughtful transitions between the proposed building and the adjacent 

building and zoning context.  

a. Maintain a strong street wall at ground level along Greenwood Avenue North and North 

70th Street and develop the upper level massing to respond to the future massing context 

along each street.  The Board noted that the building façade could be resolved and 

informed in a variety of ways including the following:   

i. Study the scale and proportion of the future building context along each street. 

ii. Review a possible two-story setback along the street right-of-way.  

iii. Consider strategic erosion, modulation, fenestration and material applications 

to reduce the building mass along each street.   

iv. Develop and appropriate massing response based on Height, Bulk and Scale 

Guidelines CS2-D and Greenwood/Phinney Specific Guideline CS2-I and CS2-

II, CS2-VII and DC2-III. 

b. The Board expressed concerns regarding building mass and shadow impacts of the 

increased height in relationship to the adjacent single family zone to the west and the 

single family structure to the north located in a commercial zone.  At the 

Recommendation Meeting the Board would like to see a thoughtful transition between 

the proposed structure and the adjacent zones/structures.  

i. Provide a revised site design that includes the adjacent single family lots that 

are part of the overall development proposal.  
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ii. Utilize site design, the location of existing single family homes and mature 

landscaping to provide a ground level transition between the proposed 

development and adjacent uses.  

iii. Study upper level massing location to incorporate meaningful and well-placed 

transitions to adjacent less intense zoning and uses.   

iv. Transitions may include upper level setbacks, modulation, fenestration, 

architectural details, material detailing, privacy studies to reduce line of site 

concerns.   

v. The upper level deck provided in the northwest corner should be set back from 

the roof edge to respect the privacy of the adjacent single family homes.  

vi. Develop an appropriate massing response based on Height, Bulk and Scale 

Guidelines CS2-D and Greenwood/Phinney Specific Guideline CS2-I and CS2-

II, CS2-VII and DC2-III. 

c. The building is positioned at the terminus of North 70th Street heading west from 

Greenwood Avenue North.  At the Recommendation Meeting, the Board would like 

more detail demonstrating how the architectural concept, fenestration and/or material 

treatment responds to the unique jog in the street grid. (CS2-C1, CS2-V) 

d. At the Recommendation Meeting, the Board requested additional shadow studies, 

context elevations and perspective drawings from each corner.  The Board was 

particularly interested in the resolution of the massing in the northwest corner. (CS2-

D) 

 

2. Commercial Corridor. The Board noted that the unique ground floor open commercial 

courtyard allows movement of pedestrians through the site. 

a. The Board noted that the open retail courtyard was integral to the success of the 

architectural concept.  At the Recommendation Meeting, the Board requested more 

information about the following details: 

i. The programming of the space for residents, retail/restaurant patrons, and the 

public accessing the open space.  The space should be designed to be legible 

and comfortable for each user. (CS2-IV, PL1, PL2, PL3). 

ii. The entry sequence for residential, commercial and park spaces, landscape, 

hardscape, material treatment, ground level commercial storefront design, 

outdoor seating design, lighting and signage. (CS2-IV, PL1, PL2, PL3, DC4) 

b. The Board agreed that the commercial storefronts along Greenwood Avenue North 

required the same level of design detail as the interior courtyard spaces.  The 

commercial spaces should be developed consistent with the precedent images but also 

per the Greenwood/Phinney neighborhood specific design guidelines for commercial 

corridors and storefront design. (CSII-I, CS3-A, CS3-II, PL2, PL3-C) 

c. At the Recommendation Meeting, the Board requested details showing the right-of-

way landscape improvements, first floor commercial treatment, and the entry to the 

courtyard space contribute and enhance the existing neighborhood character. (CS2-A, 

CS3, PC1-A-2, PL2-B) 

 

3. Park/Open Space. The project design includes a publicly accessible park.  The Board 

applauded the innovative concept, but also expressed concerns regarding the programming and 

detailed design of the space.  The Board would like to see the space further developed to 

provide a welcoming, safe, public amenity with sympathetic transitions to the single family 

homes adjacent. 
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a. Create a gracious and welcoming entrance along North 70th Street. (CS-II-iv, PL1, PL2, 

DC3) 

b. Locate the open space at the sidewalk level on North 70th Street and navigate any 

required grade transitions through the site design. (CS-II-iv, PL1, PL2, DC3) 

c. Consider how cars, pedestrians, and back-of-house functions will coexist along the 

North 70th Street sidewalk.  The treatment of the space should maintain a pedestrian 

centric focus. (CS-II-iv, PL1, PL2, DC3, DC1) 

d. Consider how the open space will be perceived and accessed through the site from 

Greenwood Avenue North.  Utilize the design of entrances and the double height space, 

lighting, paving patterns, and/or signage to demonstrate the public access through the 

commercial courtyard. (CS-II-iv, PL1, PL2, DC3)  

e. Develop the open space with an active, low-noise retail/restaurant edge to add eyes and 

activity to the open space area. (CS-II-iv, PL1, PL2, DC3)  

f. Treat the open space to provide a considerate transition to the existing single family 

home to the west. (CS2-D5) 

g. Treat blank walls along the open space to be engaging and integrated in to the overall 

design and programming of the space. (CS-II-iv, PL1, PL2, DC3)  

h. At the Recommendation Meeting, the Board would like more detail on the 

programming of the park, the landscape/hardscape treatment, lighting, signage, hours 

of operation and ownership. (CS-II-iv, PL1, PL2, DC3)  

i. Design the park to create safe spaces where all users feel secure and comfortable. (CS-

II-iv, PL1, PL2, DC3).  

 
4. Architectural Context and Materials. The Board noted the proposed building is located 

within a neighborhood with a strong residential character. 

a. The Board would like more information showing how the design parti and material 

application will reduce the scale of the building. (CS2-VII, DC2, DC4) 

b. Project should utilize durable, high quality materials. (DC4) 

 

RECOMMENDATION MEETING:  May 1, 2017 

Public Comment 

The following public comments were offered at this meeting: 

Design Concept and Massing 

• Applauded removing the 6th floor of the structure and the overall reduction in height.   

• Voiced support for the ground level retail spaces, the pedestrian friendly street edge, the 

developer’s efforts to engage the community and the sustainable design features.  

• Acknowledged the design effort to create a high-quality response to the existing context.  

Felt the building design compliments Greenwood Avenue North. 

• Expressed support for the unique internal atrium design concept.  

• Felt a red brick material application would fit the neighborhood character better than the 

more modern grey brick.  

• Felt that the building should respond to the North 70th Street as a view corridor. 

• Expressed concern that a building setback is not required by zoning along the zone edge 

between Single Family and the Commercial zone.  Urged the Board to utilize the Height, 

Bulk and Scale City Design Guidelines to require a better transition between the two zones.  

001431



Application No. 3023260 

Page 9 

• Requested an additional setback on the 4th floor for the façade facing North 70th Street and 

the west façade facing the single family zone.  

• Felt additional setbacks should be provided at the 5th floor on all sides of the building.  

• Expressed concern the height of the structure will be approximately 70’ with rooftop 

features.  

• Expressed concern that the increased height of this building, and other buildings that may 

follow, will create an urban cannon on Phinney Avenue North. 

North Wall 

• Felt the blank wall on the north façade needs further treatment.  

• Noted that the proposed trailing vegetation along the north wall is a great concept but that 

it must be maintained to be successful.  

Privacy 

• Would like to see smaller windows on 4th and 5th floors.  Noted that people looking up at 

the windows from below can easily see into private spaces and that the light from the 

windows can create light pollution at night.  

• Expressed concern regarding privacy for adjacent residential units. 

Other 

• Supported Greenwood Avenue North center lane for commercial deliveries, which is 

consistent with the existing commercial uses on the corridor.  

• Expressed concern regarding the viability of commercial uses proposed.  Noted many of 

the proposed uses already exist in the neighborhood at other locations.  

 

All public comments submitted in writing for this project can be viewed using the following link 

and entering the project number: http://web6.seattle.gov/dpd/edms/  

 

Priorities & Board Recommendations 

 

After visiting the site, considering the analysis of the site and context provided by the proponents, 

and hearing public comment, the Design Review Board members provided the following siting 

and design guidance based on current adopted Citywide and Neighborhood-specific Design 

Guidelines.   

 

1. Architectural Concept and Height, Bulk and Scale. The Board supported the revised 

massing which removed the 6th floor of the structure.  The Board noted that the substantial 

massing change provides appropriate response to the zone transitions to the north, south, east, 

and west.  The Board recommended that the architectural parti, which breaks the structure into 

four distinct masses separated by a highly transparent gasket, was successful in breaking down 

the mass of the structure horizontally creating good proportions.  The Board also supported the 

4-story brick base, with a material change, strategic use of setbacks, and architectural detailing 

to visually distinguish the 5th floor from the lower four floors.  The Board noted that the high-

quality material application at both at the base and the upper levels, coupled with the interior 

atrium and the large window fenestration, created a successful composition.  The Board also 

acknowledged the large number of public comments regarding additional setbacks along the 

North 70th Street façade and the facade facing the single family zone. 

2.  

a. The Board recommended that the additional 5th floor setback in the northwest corner 

was an adequate response to the EDG guidance to provide a thoughtful transition 

between the proposed building and the single-family zone. (CS2-D, CS2-II, CS2-VII)   
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b. The Board conditioned that an additional setback should be provided in the southwest 

corner of the structure consistent with the northwest corner.  The setback should be a 

minimum of 4 feet in depth.  The Board agreed that the vertical gasket should maintain 

the existing depth of 6’-2”. (CS2-D, CS2-II, CS2-VII) 

c. The Board discussed additional setbacks along the North 70th Street façade.  Ultimately 

the Board concluded that an additional setback would negatively impact the strong 

street wall along Greenwood Avenue North. The Board recommended that the 

Greenwood Avenue North façade should remain as currently designed. (CS2-C1, CS2-

D, CS2-II, CS2-VII)  

d. The Board clarified that the upper level setback on the southwest façade on North 70th 

Street should be maintained as a transition to the nearby lower height zoning, while 

also setting back the west façade as conditioned. (CS2-D, CS2-II, CS2-VII)  

e. The Board noted the public comment concern regarding the potential urban canon on 

Greenwood Avenue North, but recommended that the building height and design as 

shown provide a reasonable proportion to the 100-foot right-of-way width on 

Greenwood Avenue North. (CS2-D)   

f. In response to public comment, the Board recommended the Design team work with 

SDCI on the placement of rooftop elements including the greenhouse, the size and 

location of the solar panels, and the setback of the deck railing, to verify that the design 

minimizes the perceived height and bulk of structure when viewed from adjacent 

streets. (CS2-D, CS2-II) 

 
3. Commercial Corridor. The Board applauded the resolution to the publicly accessible 

commercial courtyard and agreed the design adequately responded to EDG pertaining to the 

courtyard’s programming for use by residents, commercial patrons, and the public.  The Board 

supported the continuous commercial frontage along Greenwood Avenue N wrapping onto 

North 70th Street. 

a. The Board recommended that the tall commercial storefront with expressed mullions 

provides a scale and character to the neighborhood commercial street consistent with 

the Greenwood Design Guidelines. (CS2-II, CS3-I and II, PL3-C) 

b. The Board also supported the continuous high canopy, with wood soffit.  The Board 

recommended that the wood soffit and use of wood in the interior courtyard provide a 

warmth to both spaces that should be maintained. (PL1, PL2-C)   

c. The Board conditioned that the final gate design, for both entries to the commercial 

courtyard, to express either an artful or architectural composition, integrated into the 

overall building design concept. (PL2-B3, PL3-A, DC1-I, DC2-C)  

 

4. Park/Open Space. Since the EDG meeting, the project proposal was revised to remove the 

publicly accessible park from the southwest portion of the site.  The revised proposal includes 

an undeveloped open space with additional plantings to provide a softened transition between 

the proposed building and the adjacent homes.  The Recommendation packet notes that this 

area may be developed with a Detached Accessory Dwelling Unit (DADU) or single family 

residence at some time in the future. [Staff Note:  After the Recommendation meeting, it was 

confirmed by the SDCI zoning reviewer that the single family-zoned portion of the entire 

development site could be developed with a DADU only.  Development of new single family 

residence in addition to the remaining existing single family residence would not be allowed 

by Code.] 
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5. Architectural Context and Materials. The Board noted the proposed building is located 

within a neighborhood with a strong residential character.  The Board supported the high-

quality, tone-on-tone, textured, brick material application. 

a. The Board discussed the public comment regarding red brick, but recommended that 

the entire building material palette, with light grey brick, provides an elegant a cohesive 

design. (CS2-A2, CS2-C, CS3-A1, CS3-I, DC2i, DC4-A)  

b. During the presentation, the applicant expressed a desire to use wood at 5th floor if the 

budget allowed.  Since a sample was not provided, the Board was unable to recommend 

a specific material change.  Should a material change be proposed later, SDCI staff will 

determine if the change is consistent with the original DRB recommendations for 

approval. (DC4-A) 

c. The Board acknowledged that the west façade material application would need to be 

resolved once the upper levels setback was provided. (DC4-A) 

 

DESIGN REVIEW GUIDELINES  

 

The priority Citywide and Neighborhood guidelines identified as Priority Guidelines are 

summarized below, while all guidelines remain applicable.  For the full text please visit the Design 

Review website. 

 

CONTEXT & SITE 

 

CS1 Natural Systems and Site Features: Use natural systems/features of the site and its 

surroundings as a starting point for project design. 

CS1-B Sunlight and Natural Ventilation 

CS1-B-1. Sun and Wind: Take advantage of solar exposure and natural ventilation. Use 

local wind patterns and solar gain to reduce the need for mechanical ventilation and heating 

where possible. 

CS1-B-2. Daylight and Shading: Maximize daylight for interior and exterior spaces and 

minimize shading on adjacent sites through the placement and/or design of structures on 

site. 

CS1-B-3. Managing Solar Gain: Manage direct sunlight falling on south and west facing 

facades through shading devices and existing or newly planted trees.  

CS1-C Topography 

CS1-C-1. Land Form: Use natural topography and desirable landforms to inform project 

design. 

CS1-C-2. Elevation Changes: Use the existing site topography when locating structures 

and open spaces on the site. 

CS1-D Plants and Habitat 

CS1-D-1. On-Site Features: Incorporate on-site natural habitats and landscape elements 

into project design and connect those features to existing networks of open spaces and 

natural habitats wherever possible. Consider relocating significant trees and vegetation if 

retention is not feasible. 

CS1-E Water 

CS1-E-1. Natural Water Features: If the site includes any natural water features, 

consider ways to incorporate them into project design, where feasible 

CS1-E-2. Adding Interest with Project Drainage: Use project drainage systems as 

opportunities to add interest to the site through water-related design elements. 
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Greenwood/Phinney Supplemental Guidance: 

CL1-I Responding to Site Characteristics 

CL1-I-i. Views: Numerous east-west streets offer excellent views of Green Lake, Puget 

Sound and the Olympic and Cascade Mountains from Greenwood Avenue North. Where 

possible, buildings should be located to take advantage of these views and to enhance views 

from the public right-of-way. Examples of methods to do this include setbacks from view 

corridors, landscape elements and street trees to frame views rather than block them, and 

pedestrian spaces with views of the water and mountains. 

 

CS2 Urban Pattern and Form: Strengthen the most desirable forms, characteristics, and 

patterns of the streets, block faces, and open spaces in the surrounding area. 

CS2-A Location in the City and Neighborhood 

CS2-A-1. Sense of Place: Emphasize attributes that give a distinctive sense of place. 

Design the building and open spaces to enhance areas where a strong identity already 

exists, and create a sense of place where the physical context is less established. 

CS2-A-2. Architectural Presence: Evaluate the degree of visibility or architectural 

presence that is appropriate or desired given the context, and design accordingly. 

CS2-B Adjacent Sites, Streets, and Open Spaces 

CS2-B-1. Site Characteristics: Allow characteristics of sites to inform the design, 

especially where the street grid and topography create unusually shaped lots that can add 

distinction to the building massing. 

CS2-B-2. Connection to the Street: Identify opportunities for the project to make a strong 

connection to the street and public realm. 

CS2-C Relationship to the Block 

CS2-C-1. Corner Sites: Corner sites can serve as gateways or focal points; both require 

careful detailing at the first three floors due to their high visibility from two or more streets 

and long distances. 

CS2-D Height, Bulk, and Scale 

CS2-D-1. Existing Development and Zoning: Review the height, bulk, and scale of 

neighboring buildings as well as the scale of development anticipated by zoning for the 

area to determine an appropriate complement and/or transition. 

CS2-D-2. Existing Site Features: Use changes in topography, site shape, and vegetation 

or structures to help make a successful fit with adjacent properties. 

CS2-D-3. Zone Transitions: For projects located at the edge of different zones, provide 

an appropriate transition or complement to the adjacent zone(s). Projects should create a 

step in perceived height, bulk and scale between the anticipated development potential of 

the adjacent zone and the proposed development. 

CS2-D-4. Massing Choices: Strive for a successful transition between zones where a 

project abuts a less intense zone. 

CS2-D-5. Respect for Adjacent Sites: Respect adjacent properties with design and site 

planning to minimize disrupting the privacy of residents in adjacent buildings. 

 

Greenwood/Phinney Supplemental Guidance: 

CS2-I Streetscape Compatibility 

CS2-I-ii. Treatment of Side Streets: Some treatment of side-streets off of Greenwood 

Avenue North and 85th Street is important to create an effective transition to residential 

neighborhoods. Some options to consider include: 

a. setbacks with view-framing landscaping (see CS1) 

b. arbors with hanging plants 
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c. small outdoor spaces with trees and landscaping. 

CS2-II Height, Bulk and Scale Compatibility 

CS2-II-i. Impact of New Buildings on the Street: Consider the setback of upper stories 

of new mixed-use development on Greenwood Avenue North and North/Northwest 85th 

Street to reduce the dominance of new buildings on the street. Also, new commercial 

development should respect the small-scale historical pattern of storefronts on Greenwood 

Avenue North. Typically, the older storefronts are about 50 feet in width and feature brick, 

stone or other masonry units. Some also feature architectural details that provide interest 

and a human scale to the buildings. 

CS2-II-ii. Zone Edges: Careful siting, building design and massing are important to 

achieve a sensitive transition between more intensive and less intensive zones. Consider 

design techniques including: 

a. increasing the building setback from the zone edge at the ground level; 

b. reducing the bulk of the building’s upper floors nearest to the less intensive zone; 

c. reducing the overall height of the structure; and 

d. using extensive landscaping or decorative screening. 

CS2-II-iv. Surrounding Open Space: Contribute to the character and proportion of 

surrounding open spaces. Evaluate adjacent sites, streetscapes and open spaces for how 

they function as the walls and floor of outdoor spaces or “rooms” for public use to 

determine how best to support those spaces through project siting and design. 

CS2-III Architectural Context/Building Entrances 

CS2-III-i. Entrances: Even when the principal off-street parking areas are located on the 

side of the building, a primary building entrance should be located at the corner. This 

concept is consistent with traditional neighborhood commercial designs and important in 

facilitating pedestrian activity at the street corners. 

CS2-IV Mid-Block Connections 

CS2-IV-i. Mid-Block Crossings: Where relevant, consider incorporating and enhancing 

the mid-block connection concept. Mid-block connections should be visually open and 

activated by pedestrian lighting, landscaping and human scaled, pedestrian-oriented 

architectural features and details. Inclusion of public art and neighborhood signage is 

encouraged. These connections should align with the mid-block crosswalk and may vary 

in width. 

CS2-V  Street Pattern 

CS2-V-i. Continuity: New development should respond to the existing street pattern to 

create pedestrian and visual continuity. 

CS2-VI Structure Orientation 

CS2-VI-i. Orientation: Buildings should generally be built to the edge of sidewalks 

without setbacks so that ground floor uses are visible and accessible from the pedestrian 

circulation system. The impacts of new structures on solar exposure should be considered. 

Buildings located on corners should be oriented to the corner and include entries, windows, 

canopies or other special architectural treatment. Automobile access, circulation or parking 

should not be located at the intersections of public streets. Blank walls should be avoided 

where possible and mitigated with architectural treatment where they are unavoidable. 

CS2-VII Mass and Scale 

CS2-VII-i. Reducing Visual Mass: Consider reducing the impact or perceived mass and 

scale of large structures by modulating upper floors; varying roof forms and cornice lines; 

varying materials, colors and textures; and providing vertical articulation of building 

facades in proportions that are similar to surrounding plat patterns. 
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CS3 Architectural Context and Character: Contribute to the architectural character of the 

neighborhood. 

CS3-A Emphasizing Positive Neighborhood Attributes 

CS3-A-1. Fitting Old and New Together: Create compatibility between new projects, 

and existing architectural context, including historic and modern designs, through building 

articulation, scale and proportion, roof forms, detailing, fenestration, and/or the use of 

complementary materials. 

CS3-A-4. Evolving Neighborhoods: In neighborhoods where architectural character is 

evolving or otherwise in transition, explore ways for new development to establish a 

positive and desirable context for others to build upon in the future. 

CS3-B Local History and Culture 

CS3-B-2. Historical/Cultural References: Reuse existing structures on the site where 

feasible as a means of incorporating historical or cultural elements into the new project. 

 

Greenwood/Phinney Supplemental Guidance: 

CS3-I Architectural Concept and Consistency 

CS3-I-i. Architectural Styles: The Greenwood Avenue North/Phinney Avenue North and 

North/ Northwest 85th Street corridors are characterized by their utilitarian, non-

flamboyant, traditional architectural styles (except for churches). Some important points to 

consider in making new development consistent and compatible with existing development 

include: 

a. small-scale architectural details at the ground level, including color, texture/ 

patterns, materials, window treatment, sculptural elements, etc. 

b. landscaping is an important component of the overall character, particularly for 

residential development 

c. personalization of individual businesses is a key feature of both corridors. 

CS3-II Compatibility 

CS3-II-i. Existing Pattern: Consider using the human-scale historical pattern of 

storefronts on Greenwood Avenue North as a guide in developing new structures abutting 

TownCenter streets. New development should respond to Greenwood’s existing context 

by matching window and opening proportions, entryway patterns, scale and location of 

building cornices, proportion and degree of trim work and other decorative details, and 

employing a variety of appropriate finish materials. 

 

PUBLIC LIFE 

 

PL1 Connectivity: Complement and contribute to the network of open spaces around the site 

and the connections among them. 

PL1-A Network of Open Spaces 

PL1-A-1. Enhancing Open Space: Design the building and open spaces to positively 

contribute to a broader network of open spaces throughout the neighborhood. 

PL1-A-2. Adding to Public Life: Seek opportunities to foster human interaction through 

an increase in the size and quality of project-related open space available for public life. 

PL1-B Walkways and Connections 

PL1-B-1. Pedestrian Infrastructure: Connect on-site pedestrian walkways with existing 

public and private pedestrian infrastructure, thereby supporting pedestrian connections 

within and outside the project. 
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PL1-B-2. Pedestrian Volumes: Provide ample space for pedestrian flow and circulation, 

particularly in areas where there is already heavy pedestrian traffic or where the project is 

expected to add or attract pedestrians to the area. 

PL1-B-3. Pedestrian Amenities: Opportunities for creating lively, pedestrian oriented 

open spaces to enliven the area and attract interest and interaction with the site and building 

should be considered. 

PL1-C Outdoor Uses and Activities 

PL1-C-1. Selecting Activity Areas: Concentrate activity areas in places with sunny 

exposure, views across spaces, and in direct line with pedestrian routes. 

PL1-C-2. Informal Community Uses: In addition to places for walking and sitting, 

consider including space for informal community use such as performances, farmer’s 

markets, kiosks and community bulletin boards, cafes, or street vending. 

PL1-C-3. Year-Round Activity: Where possible, include features in open spaces for 

activities beyond daylight hours and throughout the seasons of the year, especially in 

neighborhood centers where active open space will contribute vibrancy, economic health, 

and public safety. 

 

Greenwood/Phinney Supplemental Guidance: 

PL1-I Pedestrian Open Spaces and Entrances 

PL1-I-i. Pedestrian Open Spaces: Small, usable open spaces are an important design 

objective. Open spaces incorporating the following features are encouraged with new 

commercial and mixed-use development: 

a. Good sun exposure during most of the year 

b. Located in areas with significant pedestrian traffic 

c. Storefront and/or residential windows face onto open space, at or above the 

ground level 

d. There are a variety of places to sit 

e. Pedestrians have something to look at, whether it is a view of the street, 

landscaping, a mural, etc. 

PL1-II Open Space 

PL1-II-i. Urban Plaza: Encourage a publicly accessible urban plaza, potentially 

incorporated into one of the north-south streets and any proposed midblock connection. 

This adjoining street could be temporarily closed to traffic for special public gatherings. 

The plaza could include seasonal landscaping and year-round green, seating walls, benches 

or other street furniture, and public art. 

 

PL2 Walkability: Create a safe and comfortable walking environment that is easy to navigate 

and well-connected to existing pedestrian walkways and features. 

PL2-A Accessibility 

PL2-A-1. Access for All: Provide access for people of all abilities in a manner that is fully 

integrated into the project design. Design entries and other primary access points such that 

all visitors can be greeted and welcomed through the front door. 

PL2-A-2. Access Challenges: Add features to assist pedestrians in navigating sloped sites, 

long blocks, or other challenges. 

PL2-B Safety and Security 

PL2-B-1. Eyes on the Street: Create a safe environment by providing lines of sight and 

encouraging natural surveillance. 

PL2-B-2. Lighting for Safety: Provide lighting at sufficient lumen intensities and scales, 

including pathway illumination, pedestrian and entry lighting, and/or security lights. 
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PL2-B-3. Street-Level Transparency: Ensure transparency of street-level uses (for uses 

such as nonresidential uses or residential lobbies), where appropriate, by keeping views 

open into spaces behind walls or plantings, at corners, or along narrow passageways. 

PL2-C Weather Protection 

PL2-C-1. Locations and Coverage: Overhead weather protection is encouraged and 

should be located at or near uses that generate pedestrian activity such as entries, retail 

uses, and transit stops. 

PL2-C-2. Design Integration: Integrate weather protection, gutters and downspouts into 

the design of the structure as a whole, and ensure that it also relates well to neighboring 

buildings in design, coverage, or other features. 

PL2-C-3. People-Friendly Spaces: Create an artful and people-friendly space beneath 

building. 

PL2-D Wayfinding 

PL2-D-1. Design as Wayfinding: Use design features as a means of wayfinding wherever 

possible. 

 

Greenwood/Phinney Supplemental Guidance: 

PL2-I Pedestrian Open Spaces and Entrances 

PL2-I-i. North/Northwest 85th Street Corridor and Greenwood Avenue North 

Corridor, North of North 87th Street: New development should enhance the pedestrian 

environment and encourage pedestrian activity along the North/Northwest 85th Street 

corridor and the Greenwood Avenue North corridor, north of North 87th Street. The 

following measures should be encouraged: 

a. Building entries facing the street 

b. Pedestrian-oriented facades 

c. Weather protection 

d. Below-grade parking, when possible 

PL2-I-ii. Pedestrian Amenities: When possible, new development should integrate 

pedestrian amenities including but not limited to street trees, pedestrian lighting, benches, 

newspaper racks, public art and bike racks to maintain and strengthen pedestrian activity. 

PL2-II Pedestrian Lighting 

PL2-II-i. Safety and Comfort: Pedestrian street lights should conform to the existing 

Greenwood lighting design plan (Lumec Z-14 Green finish GN8TX). New buildings are 

encouraged to incorporate custom lighting fixtures along sidewalks and public pathways. 

Special care should be made to not over-illuminate. 

PL2-III Street Elements 

PL2-III-i. Public Art: Small signs— especially blade signs that hang over sidewalks—

should be incorporated. Signage for way-finding, especially parking, is encouraged. 

Coordinate signage plans with the Greenwood/Phinney Neighborhood Plan. 

 

PL3 Street-Level Interaction: Encourage human interaction and activity at the street-level 

with clear connections to building entries and edges. 

PL3-A Entries 

PL3-A-1. Design Objectives: Design primary entries to be obvious, identifiable, and 

distinctive with clear lines of sight and lobbies visually connected to the street. 

PL3-A-2. Common Entries: Multi-story residential buildings need to provide privacy and 

security for residents but also be welcoming and identifiable to visitors. 
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PL3-A-4. Ensemble of Elements: Design the entry as a collection of coordinated elements 

including the door(s), overhead features, ground surface, landscaping, lighting, and other 

features. 

PL3-C Retail Edges 

PL3-C-1. Porous Edge: Engage passersby with opportunities to interact visually with the 

building interior using glazing and transparency. Create multiple entries where possible 

and make a physical and visual connection between people on the sidewalk and retail 

activities in the building. 

PL3-C-2. Visibility: Maximize visibility into the building interior and merchandise 

displays. Consider fully operational glazed wall-sized doors that can be completely opened 

to the street, increased height in lobbies, and/or special lighting for displays. 

PL3-C-3. Ancillary Activities: Allow space for activities such as sidewalk vending, 

seating, and restaurant dining to occur. Consider setting structures back from the street or 

incorporating space in the project design into which retail uses can extend. 

 

PL4 Active Transportation: Incorporate design features that facilitate active forms of 

transportation such as walking, bicycling, and use of transit. 

PL4-B Planning Ahead for Bicyclists 

PL4-B-2. Bike Facilities: Facilities such as bike racks and storage, bike share stations, 

shower facilities and lockers for bicyclists should be located to maximize convenience, 

security, and safety. 

 

DESIGN CONCEPT 

 

DC1 Project Uses and Activities: Optimize the arrangement of uses and activities on site. 

DC1-A Arrangement of Interior Uses 

DC1-A-1. Visibility: Locate uses and services frequently used by the public in visible or 

prominent areas, such as at entries or along the street front. 

DC1-A-2. Gathering Places: Maximize the use of any interior or exterior gathering 

 spaces. 

DC1-A-3. Flexibility: Build in flexibility so the building can adapt over time to evolving 

needs, such as the ability to change residential space to commercial space as needed. 

DC1-A-4. Views and Connections: Locate interior uses and activities to take advantage 

of views and physical connections to exterior spaces and uses. 

DC1-B Vehicular Access and Circulation 

DC1-B-1. Access Location and Design: Choose locations for vehicular access, service 

uses, and delivery areas that minimize conflict between vehicles and non-motorists 

wherever possible. Emphasize use of the sidewalk for pedestrians, and create safe and 

attractive conditions for pedestrians, bicyclists, and drivers. 

DC1-CParking and Service Uses 

DC1-C-1. Below-Grade Parking: Locate parking below grade wherever possible. Where 

a surface parking lot is the only alternative, locate the parking in rear or side yards, or on 

lower or less visible portions of the site. 

DC1-C-2. Visual Impacts: Reduce the visual impacts of parking lots, parking structures, 

entrances, and related signs and equipment as much as possible. 

DC1-C-4. Service Uses: Locate and design service entries, loading docks, and trash 

receptacles away from pedestrian areas or to a less visible portion of the site to reduce 

possible impacts of these facilities on building aesthetics and pedestrian circulation. 
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Greenwood/Phinney Supplemental Guidance: 

DC1-I Blank Walls 

DC1-I-i. Storefronts: Storefronts are encouraged to be located at the sidewalk edge, 

particularly in neighborhood commercial districts, and should be continuous, minimizing 

blank walls. Where unavoidable consider treating blank walls with one or more of the 

methods suggested in the Seattle Design Guidelines, including: 

1. installing vertical trellis in front of the wall with climbing vines or plant material; 

2. employing small setbacks; 

3. employing different texture, colors, or materials; 

4. providing art or murals. 

DC1-II Parking and Vehicular Circulation 

DC1-II-i. Parking adjacent to a public street: Consider mitigating the visual impacts 

 with street trees, landscaping or other design features. 

1.Curb cuts along North/Northwest 85th Street should be consolidated where 

feasible. 

2.Entrances to parking could include special paving and other sidewalk treatments 

and amenities, such as additional landscaping, signage or art. 

 

DC2 Architectural Concept: Develop an architectural concept that will result in a unified 

and functional design that fits well on the site and within its surroundings. 

DC2-AMassing 

DC2-A-1. Site Characteristics and Uses: Arrange the mass of the building taking into 

consideration the characteristics of the site and the proposed uses of the building and its 

open space. 

DC2-A-2. Reducing Perceived Mass: Use secondary architectural elements to reduce the 

perceived mass of larger projects. 

DC2-B Architectural and Facade Composition 

DC2-B-1. Façade Composition: Design all building facades—including alleys and visible 

roofs— considering the composition and architectural expression of the building as a 

whole. Ensure that all facades are attractive and well-proportioned. 

DC2-B-2. Blank Walls: Avoid large blank walls along visible façades wherever possible. 

Where expanses of blank walls, retaining walls, or garage facades are unavoidable, include 

uses or design treatments at the street level that have human scale and are designed for 

pedestrians. 

DC2-C Secondary Architectural Features 

DC2-C-1. Visual Depth and Interest: Add depth to facades where appropriate by 

incorporating balconies, canopies, awnings, decks, or other secondary elements into the 

façade design. Add detailing at the street level in order to create interest for the pedestrian 

and encourage active street life and window shopping (in retail areas). 

DC2-C-2. Dual Purpose Elements: Consider architectural features that can be dual 

purpose— adding depth, texture, and scale as well as serving other project functions. 

DC2-C-3. Fit With Neighboring Buildings: Use design elements to achieve a successful 

fit between a building and its neighbors. 

DC2-D Scale and Texture 

DC2-D-1. Human Scale: Incorporate architectural features, elements, and details that are 

of human scale into the building facades, entries, retaining walls, courtyards, and exterior 

spaces in a manner that is consistent with the overall architectural concept 
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DC2-D-2. Texture: Design the character of the building, as expressed in the form, scale, 

and materials, to strive for a fine-grained scale, or “texture,” particularly at the street level 

and other areas where pedestrians predominate. 

 

Greenwood/Phinney Supplemental Guidance: 

DC2-I Architectural Context 

DC2-I-ii. Commercial and Mixed-Use: Façade modulation and articulation are less 

critical in commercial or mixed-use structures as long as appropriate levels of detail are 

present to break up the façade. Many of these structures are simple boxes that are well 

fenestrated and contain a number of details that add interest at the ground level and lend 

buildings a human scale. Modulation of commercial and mixed-use structures at the street 

level is discouraged unless the space or spaces created by the modulation are large enough 

to be usable by pedestrians. 

DC2-II Human Scale 

DC2-II-i. Building Composition: New multi-story developments should consider 

methods to coordinate a building’s upper and lower stories. The parts should function as a 

composition—not necessarily requiring the top and bottom to be the same or similar. 

DC2-III Mass and Scale 

DC2-III-i. Perceived Mass: Consider reducing the impact or perceived mass and scale of 

large structures by modulating upper floors; varying roof forms and cornice lines; varying 

materials, colors and textures; and providing vertical articulation of building facades in 

proportions that are similar to surrounding plat patterns. 

 

DC3 Open Space Concept: Integrate open space design with the building design so that they 

complement each other. 

DC3-ABuilding-Open Space Relationship 

DC3-A-1. Interior/Exterior Fit: Develop an open space concept in conjunction with the 

architectural concept to ensure that interior and exterior spaces relate well to each other 

and support the functions of the development. 

DC3-B Open Space Uses and Activities 

DC3-B-1. Meeting User Needs: Plan the size, uses, activities, and features of each open 

space to meet the needs of expected users, ensuring each space has a purpose and function. 

DC3-B-2. Matching Uses to Conditions: Respond to changing environmental conditions 

such as seasonal and daily light and weather shifts through open space design and/or 

programming of open space activities. 

DC3-CDesign 

DC3-C-1. Reinforce Existing Open Space: Where a strong open space concept exists in 

the neighborhood, reinforce existing character and patterns of street tree planting, buffers 

or treatment of topographic changes. Where no strong patterns exist, initiate a strong open 

space concept that other projects can build upon in the future. 

DC3-C-2. Amenities/Features: Create attractive outdoor spaces suited to the uses 

envisioned for the project. 

 

DC4 Exterior Elements and Finishes: Use appropriate and high quality elements and finishes 

for the building and its open spaces. 

DC4-AExterior Elements and Finishes 

DC4-A-1. Exterior Finish Materials: Building exteriors should be constructed of durable 

and maintainable materials that are attractive even when viewed up close. Materials that 

have texture, pattern, or lend themselves to a high quality of detailing are encouraged. 
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DC4-A-2. Climate Appropriateness: Select durable and attractive materials that will age 

well in Seattle’s climate, taking special care to detail corners, edges, and transitions.  

DC4-B Signage 

DC4-B-1. Scale and Character: Add interest to the streetscape with exterior signs and 

attachments that are appropriate in scale and character to the project and its environs. 

DC4-B-2. Coordination with Project Design: Develop a signage plan within the context 

of architectural and open space concepts, and coordinate the details with façade design, 

lighting, and other project features to complement the project as a whole, in addition to the 

surrounding context. 

DC4-CLighting 

DC4-C-1. Functions: Use lighting both to increase site safety in all locations used by 

pedestrians and to highlight architectural or landscape details and features such as entries, 

signs, canopies, plantings, and art. 

DC4-C-2. Avoiding Glare: Design project lighting based upon the uses on and off site, 

taking care to provide illumination to serve building needs while avoiding off-site night 

glare and light pollution. 

DC4-DTrees, Landscape, and Hardscape Materials 

DC4-D-1. Choice of Plant Materials: Reinforce the overall architectural and open space 

design concepts through the selection of landscape materials. 

DC4-D-2. Hardscape Materials: Use exterior courtyards, plazas, and other hard surfaced 

areas as an opportunity to add color, texture, and/or pattern and enliven public areas 

through the use of distinctive and durable paving materials. Use permeable materials 

wherever possible. 

DC4-D-3. Long Range Planning: Select plants that upon maturity will be of appropriate 

size, scale, and shape to contribute to the site as intended. 

DC4-D-4. Place Making: Create a landscape design that helps define spaces with 

significant elements such as trees. 

 

Greenwood/Phinney Supplemental Guidance: 

DC4-I Architectural Context 

DC4-I-i. Signage: The design and placement of signs plays an important role in the visual 

character and identity of the community. Key aspects of this effort are to ensure that the 

signs are at an appropriate scale and fit in with the building’s architecture and the local 

district. Small signs are encouraged in the building’s architecture, along a sign band, on 

awnings or marquees, located in windows or hung perpendicular to the building façade. 

The following signs are generally discouraged: 

1. Large illuminated box (back-lit “can”) signs, unless they are treated or designed 

to be compatible with the character of surrounding development. Back-lit awnings 

should be limited to one horizontal-mounted lighting tube. Small neon signs are an 

alternative as long as they are unintrusive to adjacent residences. 

2. Pole-mounted signs. Small monument signs are encouraged as part of low walls 

screening parking and abutting pedestrian-oriented space. Design should not 

present a visibility problem to a driver, pedestrian or bicyclist. 

 

DEVELOPMENT STANDARD DEPARTURES 

 

The Board’s recommendation on the requested departure(s) was based on the departure’s potential 

to help the project better meet these design guidelines priorities and achieve a better overall project 

design than could be achieved without the departure(s). 
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At the time of the Recommendation meeting the following departures were requested: 

 

1. Sight Triangle (SMC 23.54.030.G.3): The Code requires a minimum 10’x10’ sight 

triangle provided on either side of a 10’ wide driveway, measured from the back edge of 

the sidewalk.  The applicant proposes to maintain a sight triangle on either side of the 

driveway but allow for a structure column to be in the west sight triangle.  

 

The Board unanimously supported the requested departure.  The Board agreed that the sight 

triangles were largely kept clear of obstructions, and the approaching cars would be 

traveling uphill at lower speeds.  The Board agreed that the North 70th Street façade, with 

driveway, back of house uses, retail spaces, and the commercial courtyard entrance provide 

a successful pedestrian experience along the street, better meeting the intent of adopted 

Citywide Design Guidelines DC1-C2 Parking and Service Uses, Retail Edge, and PL3-A4 

Ensemble of Elements.  

 

2. Street Level Transparency Standards (SMC 23.47A.008.B.2.a): The Code requires a 

minimum of 60% of the street-level street-facing façade be transparent.  The applicant 

proposes a 40.3% transparent façade along North 70th Street.  

 

The Board unanimously supported the requested departure.  As noted above, the North 70th 

façade includes a variety of uses including a commercial courtyard entry.  If the courtyard 

entry was excluded from the calculation, the building would comply with standards.  The 

Board conditioned that the final gate design be either an artful or architectural composition 

integrated into the overall building design concept, so that when closed after hours the 

building façade maintains a welcoming pedestrian streetscape.  As conditioned, the North 

70th Street façade will better meet the intent of adopted Citywide Design Guidelines DC1-

I Blank Walls, PL3-C Retail Edge, and PL3-A4 Ensemble of Elements.  

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

Board Direction 

 

The recommendation summarized above was based on the design review packet dated Monday, 

May 1, 2017, and the materials shown and verbally described by the applicant at the Monday, May 

1, 2017 Design Recommendation meeting.  After considering the site and context, hearing public 

comment, reconsidering the previously identified design priorities and reviewing the materials, the 

five Design Review Board members recommended APPROVAL of the subject design and 

departures with the following conditions: 

 

1. Provide an additional setback in the southwest corner of the structure, consistent with the 

northwest corner, at a minimum of 4 feet in depth. (CS2-D, CS2-II, CS2-VII) 

 

2. Maintain the vertical gasket at the existing depth of 6’-2”. (CS2-D, CS2-II, CS2-VII) 

 

3. Maintain the wood soffit and use of wood in the interior courtyard. (PL1, PL2-C)  

 

4. Design the gate for both entries to the commercial courtyard to express either an artful or 

architectural composition, integrated into the overall building design concept. (PL2-B3, 

PL3-A, DC1-I, DC2-C)  
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The design packets include materials presented at the Early Design Guidance (EDG) and 

Recommendation meetings, and are available online by entering the project number (3023260) 

at this website: 

http://www.seattle.gov/dpd/aboutus/news/events/DesignReview/SearchPastReviews/default.aspx    

 

These packets are also available to view in the file, by contacting the Public Resource Center at 

Seattle DCI: 

Mailing 

Address: 

Public Resource Center 

700 Fifth Ave., Suite 2000 

P.O. Box 34019 

Seattle, WA 98124-4019 

Email: PRC@seattle.gov 

 
 

ANALYSIS & DECISION – DESIGN REVIEW  
 

Director’s Analysis 
 

The design review process prescribed in Section 23.41.014.F of the Seattle Municipal Code 

describing the content of the Seattle DCI Director’s decision reads in part as follows: 
 

The Director’s decision shall consider the recommendation of the Design Review Board, provided 

that, if four (4) members of the Design Review Board are in agreement in their recommendation 

to the Director, the Director shall issue a decision which incorporates the full substance of the 

recommendation of the Design Review Board, unless the Director concludes the Design Review 

Board: 
 

a. Reflects inconsistent application of the design review guidelines; or 

b. Exceeds the authority of the Design Review Board; or 

c. Conflicts with SEPA conditions or other regulatory requirements applicable to the site; or 

d. Conflicts with the requirements of state or federal law. 
 

Subject to the recommended conditions, the design of the proposed project was found by the 

Design Review Board to adequately conform to the applicable Design Guidelines.   
 

At the conclusion of the Recommendation meeting held on May 1, 2017, the Board recommended 

approval of the project with the conditions described in the summary of the Recommendation 

meeting above.   
 

Five members of the Northwest Design Review Board were in attendance and provided 

recommendations (listed above) to the Director and identified elements of the Design Guidelines 

which are critical to the project’s overall success.  The Director must provide additional analysis 

of the Board’s recommendations and then accept, deny or revise the Board’s recommendations 

(SMC 23.41.014.F.3).   
 

The Director agrees with the Design Review Board’s conclusion that the proposed project and 

conditions imposed result in a design that best meets the intent of the Design Review Guidelines 

and accepts the recommendations noted by the Board. 
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Following the Recommendation meeting, Seattle DCI staff worked with the applicant to update 

the submitted plans to include the recommendations of the Design Review Board.   
 

Applicant response to Recommended Design Review Conditions:  
 
The applicant responded with a memo on July 12, 2017 describing their responses to the Board’s 

Recommended Design Review Conditions.  The current MUP drawings have been revised/updated 

(when applicable) to reflect the four Board recommended conditions noted in the Recommendation 

section noted above.  SDCI confirms that the applicant’s responses satisfy recommended 

conditions #1-#4. 
 

The applicant shall be responsible for ensuring that all construction documents, details, and 

specifications are shown and constructed consistent with the approved MUP drawings. 
 

The Director of Seattle DCI agrees with the Design Review Board’s conclusion that the proposed 

project and conditions imposed result in a design that best meets the intent of the Design Review 

Guidelines and accepts the recommendations noted by the Board.  The Director is satisfied that all 

of the recommendations have been met. 
 
 

DIRECTOR’S DECISION 
 

The Director accepts the Design Review Board’s recommendations and CONDITIONALLY 

APPROVES the proposed design and the requested departures with the conditions summarized at 

the end of this decision. 
 

II. ANALYSIS – REZONE 

 

Seattle Municipal Code (SMC) Chapter 23.34, “Amendments 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.  The owner/applicant has made application, with supporting documentation, per 

SMC 23.76.040.D, for an amendment to the Official Land Use Map.  Contract rezones and 

Property Use and Development Agreements (PUDAs) are provided for in the Code at SMC 

23.34.004.  

 

The applicable requirements for this rezone proposal are stated in SMC Sections 23.34.004 

(Contract rezones), 23.34.007 (Rezone evaluation), 23.34.008 (General rezone criteria) and 

23.34.009 (Height limits of the proposed rezone). 

 

The applicable portions of the rezone criteria are shown in italics, followed by analysis in regular 

typeface. 

 

SMC 23.34.004 Contract Rezones. 

 

A. Property Use and Development Agreement. The Council may approve a map 

amendment subject to the execution, delivery, and recording of a property use and 

development agreement (PUDA) executed by the legal or beneficial owner of the 

property to be rezoned containing self-imposed restrictions upon the use and 

development of the property in order to ameliorate adverse impacts that could occur 

from unrestricted use and development permitted by development regulations otherwise 
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applicable after the rezone. All restrictions imposed by the PUDA shall be directly 

related to the impacts that may be expected to result from the rezone.  

 

A Property Use and Development Agreement (PUDA) will be executed and recorded as a 

condition of the contract rezone.  The Director recommends that the PUDA should require that the 

development of the rezoned portion of the project site is in substantial conformance with the 

approved plans for Master Use Permit (MUP) number 3023260.  

 

B. Notwithstanding any contrary provision of subsection 23.34.004.A, the Council may 

approve a map amendment subject to execution, delivery, and recording of a property 

use and development agreement (PUDA) executed by the legal or beneficial owner of 

the property to be rezoned containing self-imposed restrictions applying the provisions 

of Chapter 23.58B or Chapter 23.58C to the property. The Director shall by rule 

establish payment and performance amounts for purposes of subsections 23.58C.040.A 

and 23.58C.050.A that shall apply to a contract rezone until Chapter 23.58C is amended 

to provide such payment and performance amounts for the zone designation resulting 

from a contract rezone. 

 
The development proposal is to construct a five-story building comprised of residential and 

commercial uses.  Thus, the proposed contract rezone from NC2-40 to NC2-65 is subject to a 

PUDA containing self-imposed restrictions in accordance with the provisions of Chapter 

23.58B and 23.58C. 

 

As noted above, in August of 2016, the City Council passed Ordinance 125108 creating a new 

Land Use Code Chapter 23.58C, Mandatory Housing Affordability for Residential 

Development (MHA-R).  As described, SMC 23.58C is applicable through the terms of a 

contract rezone in accordance with SMC 23.34.004.  A PUDA will be executed and recorded 

as a condition of the contract rezone and shall require that development of the rezoned property 

be subject to the requirements of SMC 23.58C.  A Director’s Rule (Application of Mandatory 

Housing Affordability for Residential Development (MHA-R) in contract rezones, DR 14-

2016) has been approved pursuant to SMC 23.34.004.B. The rule specifies how to determine 

the appropriate MHA-R suffix  
 

The Director’s Rule provides a phased implementation calculation for proposals with complete 

Master Use Permit applications submitted before January 1, 2016.  The subject application was 

submitted after this date (Complete: December 20, 2016) so the phased implementation 

provisions do not apply.  Application of the Director’s Rule indicates that the proposed rezone 

from NC2-40 to NC2-65 would fall under tier M1 and therefore receive an (M1) suffix. 

 

As described, SMC 23.58B may be applicable through the terms of the contract rezone in 

accordance with SMC 23.34.004.  As noted above, the subject application would fall into tier 

M1.   

 

C. A contract rezone shall be conditioned on performance or compliance with the terms 

and conditions of the PUDA. Council may revoke a contract rezone or take other 

appropriate action allowed by law for failure to comply with a PUDA.  The PUDA shall 

be approved as to form by the City Attorney, and shall not be construed as a 

relinquishment by the City of its discretionary powers. 
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A PUDA will be executed and recorded as a condition of the contract rezone from NC2-40 to NC2-

65 with the condition that the development shall be in substantial conformance with the approved 

plans for Master Use Permit number 3023260.  The recorded condition will facilitate the use of an 

MHA suffix and any associated development standards identified in the Code for NC zones with 

a 65’ height limit (self-limiting to 55’).  

 

D. Waiver of Certain Requirements. The ordinance accepting the PUDA may waive 

specific bulk or off-street parking and loading requirements if the Council determines 

that the waivers are necessary under the agreement to achieve a better development than 

would otherwise result from the application of regulations of the zone. No waiver of 

requirements shall be granted that would be materially detrimental to the public welfare 

or injurious to property in the zone or vicinity in which the property is located. 

 

At the time of the Seattle DCI recommendation, no waivers from bulk or off-street and loading 

requirements had been requested. 

 

SMC 23.34.007 Rezone Evaluation.  

 

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 these 

provisions.  In addition, the zone function 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. 

 

This rezone is not proposed to correct a mapping error, and therefore the provisions of this chapter 

apply.  In evaluating the proposed rezone the provisions of this chapter have been weighed and 

balanced together to determine which zone and height designation best meets the provisions of the 

chapter.  Additionally, the zone function statements have been used to assess the likelihood that 

the proposed rezone will 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. 

 

This analysis evaluated the full range of criteria called for and outlined in Chapter 23.34 

Amendments to Official Land Use Map (Rezones) as they apply to the subject rezone (listed at the 

beginning of this “Analysis” section) and subject to the requirements of SMC 23.58.B and 23.58.C. 

 

C. Compliance with the provisions of this Chapter 23.34 shall constitute consistency with 

the Comprehensive Plan for the purpose of reviewing proposed rezones, except that 

Comprehensive Plan Shoreline Environment Policies shall be used in shoreline 

environment redesignations as provided in SMC subsection 23.60A.042.C. 

 

The subject property is not located in the shoreline environment and the proposed rezone does not 

include a shoreline environment redesignation. Therefore, the Comprehensive Plan Shoreline 

Environment Policies were not used in this analysis. 
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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. 

 

Part of the development site which is the portion of the 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 proposed 

rezone has been evaluated according to the provisions of this chapter that apply to areas that are 

inside of urban villages.   

 

E. The procedures and criteria for shoreline environment redesignations are located in 

Sections 23.60A.042, 23.60A.060 and 23.60A.220. 

 

The subject site is not in the shoreline environment and the proposed rezone is not a shoreline 

environment redesignation.  Thus, the procedures and criteria in Sections 23.60A.042, 23.60A.060 

and 23.60A.220 do not apply. 

 

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 subject rezone is not a correction of a mapping error and so should not be evaluated as a Type 

V Council land use decision. 

 

SMC 23.34.007 Conclusion: The proposed rezone meets the requirements of SMC 23.34.007, per 

the analysis above. 

 

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 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. 

 

Part of the development site (eastern half), in which is the portion of the site proposed to be 

rezoned, is located within the Greenwood/Phinney Ridge Residential Urban Village as described 

in response to SMC 24.34.007.D.   

 

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 
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urban villages in the 2035 Comprehensive Plan is zoning that permits at least 12 dwelling units 

per gross acre.   

 

The proposed rezone will not reduce the zoned capacity for the Greenwood/Phinney Ridge 

Residential Urban Village.  The proposed rezone will increase zoned capacity and zoned density 

by allowing for additional building height and residential units.  The applicant intends to develop 

the site with five floors of residential use (35 apartments) above a street-level commercial base 

and below-grade parking garage.  The existing zoning would allow for four floors of residential 

use above the commercial/below-grade parking base (approximately 29 similarly-sized apartment 

units within the proposed commercial/residential design), leading to an increase in zoned capacity 

of approximately six 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. 

 

B. Match between Established Locational 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. 

 

No change to the NC2 zone designation is proposed, and thus the criteria for designation of 

commercial zones in SMC 23.34.072 are not a part of this proposal. The NC2 zone criteria in SMC 

23.34.076 continue to match the characteristics of the area better than any other zone designation. 

The site is located in the primary business district in the Residential Urban Village, on streets with 

good capacity and moderate transit service. 

 

Changes to the height designation is discussed below. 

 

C. Zoning History and Precedential Effect.  Previous and potential zoning changes both 

in and around the area proposed for rezone shall be examined. 

 

The zoning history for that portion of property seeking a rezone is as follows: 

• 1947 – Business District Area C with height limit of 65’  

• 1950 – General Commercial Zone with height limit of 60’  

• 1988 – Neighborhood Commercial 2 with height limit of 40’  

• 1994 – Urban Village and Neighborhood Plan introduced 

 

As noted, the Greenwood Phinney Urban Village was established in 1994 and was zoned to its 

current zoning (NC2‐40) in 1988. 

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 multifamily residential developments either include affordable 
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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.  

The City is proposing requirements, 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 multifamily 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).  Information pertaining to MHA (including 

draft MHA zoning maps and anticipated status of City Council’s review of this proposed 

legislation can be here: https://www.seattle.gov/hala/about/mandatory-housing-affordability-

(mha)#mhazoningchanges. 

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. 

 

Portions of the Greenwood/Phinney Ridge Neighborhood Plan were adopted by City Council 

November 19, 1999 (Ordinance #119743).  The adopted portions can be found in the City of Seattle 

2035 Comprehensive Plan Adopted Neighborhood Plans (section B-17). 

 

Historically, the City Council has passed several ordinances amending the Seattle Comprehensive 

Plan starting in year 2005 (Ordinance #121955).  More recently, the City Council adopted the 

Seattle 2035 Comprehensive Plan in October of 2016, (Ordinance #125173).  The goals and 

policies for the Greenwood/Phinney Ridge Adopted Neighborhood Plan found in the 

Neighborhood Plans section of this document (pg. 324) remain the same. 

 

2. Council adopted neighborhood plans that apply to the area proposed for rezone shall 

be taken into consideration. 

 

A portion of the subject property as described above is within the Greenwood/Phinney Ridge 

Residential Urban Village and is covered by the Greenwood/Phinney Ridge Neighborhood Plan. 

 

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. 

 

The above planning documents do not establish policies expressly for the purpose of guiding future 

rezones. 
 

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 Council-adopted portions of the Greenwood/Phinney Ridge Neighborhood Plan do not 

identify any specific areas for rezone. 
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SMC 23.34.008.D Summary: There are no specific Land Use policies to guide rezones within the 

Greenwood/Phinney Ridge Neighborhood.  

The proposed rezone is consistent with the density anticipated in and around the Residential Urban 

Village as contemplated in the Seattle Comprehensive Plan.  The development is consistent with 

the adopted portions of Greenwood/Phinney Ridge Plan. The proposal will facilitate future 

development that will best accomplish the City’s planning objectives. 

 

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. 

 

The rezone proposal does not include any changes to the existing designation.  The existing pattern 

of Single Family and Commercial zoning will continue to exist.  The proposed rezoned does 

propose a change from the existing 40’ height limit to 65’ in height.  Therefore, an analysis of the 

transition between heights is warranted. 

 

The Greenwood/Phinney Ridge neighborhood includes single family, multifamily and commercial 

zones of varying intensities and heights.  In the immediate proximity, commercial zones are 

located adjacent to commercial, and commercial to residential.  The predominant zoning pattern 

in this neighborhood is a 40’ height Commercial zone in the urban village overlay (see yellow 

shaded area on the map below) located adjacent to a Single Family zone.  There are some examples 

of a 40’ height zone located adjacent to a 65’ height zone and 40’ and 65’ height zones adjacent to 

Lowrise 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. 
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The entire development site abuts three streets: Palatine Avenue North, North 70th Street and 

Greenwood Avenue North.  The rezone portion of the development site is located at the 

intersection of North 70th 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 70th 

Street.   
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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 70th 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 development site to NC2-65 would allow for a gradual 

transition between those properties zoned NC2-40 to the north, south, east and west.  A gradual 

transition between zoning categories would not occur between the mid portion of the project site 

and the SF 5000 zoned properties to the east.  This condition would allow for a 65’ height zone in 

proximity to a single family zone in which the maximum permitted height limit for a structure is 

30’ per SMC 23.44.012.   

 

Within the Greenwood/Phinney Ridge neighborhood, there is evidence of many transitions in 

zoning intensity at key intersections along Greenwood Avenue North.  In the immediate proximity, 

commercial zones are located adjacent to residential zones.   

 

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

c. Distinct change in street layout and block orientation; 

d. Open space and greenspaces. 

 

The proposed rezone would result in a zone edge condition of NC2-65 adjacent to NC2-40 

properties to the north, east and south; and NC2-65 in proximity to SF 5000 properties to the west. 

 

Some buffers are present between the proposed and existing zoning designations.  The NC2-65 

zoning designation would be separated from the NC2-40 zoning designations to the east by 

Greenwood Avenue North, an 80’ wide right-of-way.  The NC2-65 zoning designation would be 

separated from the NC2-40 zoning designations to the south by North 70th Street, a 50’ wide right-

of-way.  The NC2-65 zoning designation is proposed to follow existing platted lot lines, not 

extending to the development site’s boundary lines to the west.  Thus, a 55’ wide buffer exists 

between the zoning designation line and the shared property line between the development site 

and the neighboring property to the west.  This area is planned to be a landscaped open space. 

 

The proposed rezone would also result in a zone edge condition of NC2-65 adjacent to NC2-40 

with no street or topography separation.  This condition is characterized at project site’s north edge 

which abuts a two-story single family residence with a four-story detached accessory structure. 

 

The proposed rezone includes a specific proposed development that has gone through the Design 

Review process consistent with SMC 23.41.  The design that has been recommended for approval 

by the Design Review Board includes design strategies to address the appearance of height, bulk, 

and scale.  The design review process also considered the transition to adjacent properties, to 

mitigate the impacts of the zone edge facing the neighboring properties.  The details of that process 

and analysis are described in the Design Review section of this document. 

 

3. Zone Boundaries. 

 

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

 

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

    (2) Platted lot lines. 

 

The proposed rezone would establish zoning boundaries with some physical buffers as described 

in response to subsection E2 above.   The proposal would rezone a portion of the development site 

platted lot to NC2-65 zoning; continuing to follow platted lot lines and extend to the centerlines 

of existing adjacent streets (Greenwood Avenue North and North 70th Street). 

 

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. 

 

The proposed rezone would maintain the existing pattern of commercially-zoned properties facing 

commercially-zoned properties across the street on both Greenwood Avenue North and North 70th 

Street. The proposed rezone will not create a new boundary between commercial and residential 

areas. 
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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. 

 

As described in response to SMC 23.34.007.D above, part of the subject site proposed to be 

rezoned (eastern half), 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 proposed rezone is for 

NC2-65.  The proposal is consistent with this criterion.  

 

SMC 23.34.008 E Summary: The proposed rezone would result in a zoning transition that 

currently exists in vicinity of the project site. 

There is some effective separation provided by open space to the west and adjacent streets to the 

east and south.  No physical buffer is present at the north property line.  

The proposed rezone includes a specific proposed development that has gone through Design 

Review per SMC 23.41.  The Design Review process recommended a design with specific 

strategies to reduce the impacts of additional height, bulk and scale to the adjacent sites including 

setbacks and height limitations. 

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; 

 

The future proposal will not displace any existing housing and will have a positive impact on the 

supply of housing on the site and its surroundings by providing 35 new residential dwelling units.  

The PUDA will ensure that the provisions of Chapters 23.58B and 23.58C will apply to the project 

proposal.  Participation in the program will yield affordable housing within the project or an in 

lieu payment.  

 

b. Public services; 

  

Public services will be available to the project due to its location in a highly developed urban area. 

No appreciable impacts to public services are anticipated due to the additional housing made 

possible by the height increase. 

  

c. Environmental factors, such as noise, air and water quality, terrestrial and 

aquatic flora and fauna, glare, odor, shadows, and energy conservation; 

 

The proposed rezone will allow two stories of additional height without changing the type of uses 

allowed on the property. There will likely be no appreciable negative environmental impacts 

associated with allowing additional housing or commercial use at this urban site.  A more detailed 

analysis is provided below.  
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Noise – No significant impacts are anticipated from the change in zone.  With development in the 

future, noise will be limited to that typically generated by neighborhood commercial and 

residential activities. 

 

Air quality – No noticeable change in impacts will result from a change in zoning to allow 

additional building mass and an additional 25’ height at this site.  Future Air Quality measures will 

comply with applicable Federal, State, and regional emission control requirements.   

 

Water quality – No noticeable change in impacts will result from change in zoning.  Stormwater 

runoff from future development will be conveyed to a city drainage system.  The Stormwater Code 

includes requirements for Green Storm Water Infrastructure (GSI), which includes pervious 

concrete paving, rain gardens, and green roofs.  Stormwater collection and management would be 

in conformance with City of Seattle standards.  The existing site is partially paved.  The proposed 

rezone would not create the potential for more impervious surface than would be possible under 

existing zoning. 

 

Flora and fauna – No noticeable change in impacts will result from a change in zoning, with or 

without the rezone. Existing landscaping and trees will potentially be removed for future 

construction, but additional vegetation is proposed to comply with Land Use Code requirements. 

The proposed development has been designed to maintain existing mature street trees. The change 

in zoning would not reduce the vegetation requirements for future development.   

 

Glare – No noticeable change in impacts will result from a change in zoning. 

 

Odor – No noticeable change in impacts will result from a change in zoning. 

 

Shadows – Potential development will create additional shadows. Design Review included 

consideration of shadow impacts from the proposal, and examined massing options to minimize 

shadow impacts.  The increased shadows that would result from the proposed design are relatively 

small compared to that massing permitted in a 40’ zone. 

 

Energy – No noticeable change in impacts will result from a change in zoning.  Development will 

be required to comply with the City of Seattle energy codes.   

 

d. Pedestrian safety 

 

The area is currently developed with sidewalks, street lights and crosswalks.  The proposed 

development includes public right-of-way improvements along Greenwood Avenue North and 

North 70th Street.  Pedestrian safety will be enhanced by reducing the number of curb cuts 

associated with the auto-oriented existing conditions. 

 

e.   Manufacturing activity; 

 

Anything other than light manufacturing is not permitted in the NC2 zone.  No manufacturing uses 

are proposed on site. 

 

f.   Employment activity; 
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The existing and proposed zoning would both allow commercial uses at this site.  New commercial 

facilities will be developed, which may provide additional employment opportunities. 

 

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

 

There no designated Landmark structures or Historic Districts in the immediate vicinity.  The 

closest designated landmark structure to the site is the John B Allen School, also known as the 

Phinney Community Center.  This is not adjacent to the site and no impacts to architectural or 

historic structures or areas of value will result from this project. 

 

h. Shoreline view, public access and recreation. 

 

The site is located at a considerable distance from any shorelines and therefore not subject to public 

access or recreation considerations.  The topography of the area is not conducive of shoreline 

views.  There are no nearby public parks with shoreline views across the subject property. 

 

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: 

 

a. Street access to the area; 

b. Street capacity in the area; 

c. Transit service; 

d. Parking capacity; 

 

As described above, the proposed development site abuts three streets and the rezone portion of 

the development site (eastern half) abuts Greenwood Avenue North and North 70th Street.  King 

County Metro Transit stops are located on Greenwood Avenue North.  The transit stops provide 

access to transit route 5.  

 

In response to criteria (a), (b) and (d), the street access, street capacity and parking capacity are 

discussed in the SEPA analysis below. 

 

e. Utility and sewer capacity; 

 

Seattle Public Utilities (SPU) has indicated that the existing sewer and water utility systems in this 

area have capacity for the proposed development at this site. Any future development will go 

through city review and be required to meet/conform to city of Seattle standards, codes and/or 

ordinances. 

 

f. Shoreline navigation 

 

The area of the rezone is not located within a shoreline environment so shoreline navigation is not 

applicable to this rezone. 
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SMC 23.34.008.F Summary:  The proposed rezone will allow development of a mixed-use 

commercial/residential building that will positively contribute to the City’s supply of housing 

inventory.  This building that will result in minor shadow impacts for the surrounding properties 

will not block any additional views beyond what would occur with the existing zoning designation.  

 

All other impacts are anticipated to be relatively minor or not applicable. 

 

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. 

 

As described in SMC 23.34.008.C, the City is proposing requirements, 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 

multifamily and commercial development in certain areas which includes the rezone site.  The 

proposal includes a change to the zoning of the commercially-zoned portion of the development 

site to NC2-55(M) (see https://www.seattle.gov/hala/about/mandatory-housing-affordability-

(mha)#mhazoningchanges).  It is important to note that proposed design is limited to 55’ at the top 

of the roof. 

 

SMC 23.34.008 G Summary: The proposed rezone responds to changed circumstances for this 

area.   

H. Overlay Districts.  If the area is located in an overlay district, the purpose and 

boundaries of the overlay district shall be considered. 

 

The site is not located in an Overlay District. 

 

SMC 23.34.008 H Summary: The proposed rezone and development is not currently located in 

an Overlay District and none is proposed.   

I. Critical Areas.  If the area is located in or adjacent to a critical area (SMC Chapter 

25.09), the effect of the rezone on the critical area shall be considered. 

 

The site is not located in or adjacent to a critical area; therefore, this criterion does not apply. 

 

J. Incentive Provisions. If the area is located in a zone with an incentive zoning suffix a 

rezone shall be approved only if one of the following conditions are met: 

  

1. The rezone includes incentive zoning provisions that would authorize the 

provision of affordable housing equal to or greater than the amount of affordable 

housing authorized by the existing zone; or 

2. If the rezone does not include incentive zoning provisions that would authorize 

the provision of affordable housing equal to or greater than the amount of 

affordable housing authorized by the existing zone, an adopted City housing 

policy or comprehensive plan provision identifies the area as not a priority area 
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for affordable housing, or as having an adequate existing supply of affordable 

housing in the immediate vicinity of the area being rezoned 

 

The proposal is not located in a zone with an incentive zoning suffix, therefore this criterion does 

not apply.  

 

SMC 23.34.008 Conclusion: The proposed rezone will allow for a development to be permitted 

to be constructed 25’ taller that the maximum height limit permitted in the current zoning (40’).  

However, the proposed design is planned to be limited to 55’ in height to the top of the roof.  The 

proposed development has been reviewed through Design Review, including strategies to ease the 

transition to less intensive adjacent zones.  The proposed rezone meets all other requirements of 

SMC 23.34.008, per the analysis above.    

23.34.009 - Height limits of the proposed rezone 

 

If a decision to designate height limits in residential, commercial or industrial zones is 

independent of the designation of a specific zone, in addition to the general rezone criteria of 

Section 23.34.008, the following shall apply: 

 

A. Function of the zone.  Height limits shall be consistent with the type and scale of 

development intended for each zone classification.  The demand for permitted goods 

and services and the potential for displacement of preferred uses shall be considered. 

 

The Seattle 2035 Comprehensive Plan states, “Residential urban villages are areas of residential 

development, generally at lower densities than urban centers and hub urban villages.  While they 

are also sources of goods and services for residents and surrounding communities, for the most 

part they do not offer many employment opportunities.”  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 existing zoning allows a combination of multifamily and commercial uses for that portion of 

the site that is within the NC2-40 zone abutting Greenwood Avenue North and North 70th Street.  

The proposed rezone would allow an additional 25’ in height and would increase the capacity for 

multifamily residential uses.  The variety and size of commercial uses that are allowed would not 

change.  There is no potential to displace preferred uses. 

 

B. Topography of the Area and its Surroundings.  Height limits shall reinforce the natural 

topography of the area and its surroundings, and the likelihood of view blockage shall 

be considered. 

 

The site is generally flat and is at the top of Phinney Ridge.  The surrounding area to the north, 

south, east and west of the subject site is also relatively flat.  There appears to be no topographic 

conditions that would either lessen or increase the impacts of a height increase on the surrounding 

areas.   

 

The Land Use Code does not include criteria for protection of views from private property.  The 

proposed rezone will have negligible impact beyond what would be allowed under the current 

zoning designation. 
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C. Height and Scale of the Area. 

 

1. The height limits established by current zoning in the area shall be given 

consideration. 

2. In general, permitted height limits shall 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. 

 

The existing zoning at a portion of this site is NC2-40.  The proposed zoning is NC2-65.  In the 

NC2-40 zone, an additional 4’ of building height may be obtained through the requirements in 

SMC 23.47A.012.A, including provision of 13’ floor-to-floor non-residential uses at the street 

level.  A 65’ NC zone does not allow additional height per SMC 23.47A.012.A.  Other rooftop 

features are permitted above the 40’ and 65’ height limit per SMC 23.47A.012.C, including 

mechanical equipment and stair/elevator penthouses such as the ones proposed with this 

development. Zoning review for compliance with all building height provisions in SMC 

23.47A.012 is a Type I review as defined in SMC 23.76.004. 

 

The current height limit at this site is 40’.  Nearby zones include height limits of 30’, 40’ and 65’.  

The proposed development would be consistent with the predominant height and scale of nearby 

newer development, which is representative of the area’s anticipated overall development 

potential.  The proposed development would also be consistent with the anticipated proposed scale 

of development being contemplated for the forthcoming HALA/MHA zoning to NC2-55(M).  The 

predominant existing development in this area is older, and generally not built to the 40’ height 

limit, and there is additional capacity for more retail and residential development.  It appears, 

therefore, that existing development is not a good measure of the area’s existing development 

potential.  The existing single family development in the area is older as well.  

 

D. Compatibility with Surrounding Area.   

   

1. Height limits for an area shall be compatible with actual and zoned heights in 

surrounding areas excluding buildings developed under Major Institution height 

limits; height limits permitted by the underlying zone, rather than heights permitted 

by the Major Institution designation, shall be used for the rezone analysis. 

2. A gradual transition in height and scale and level of activity between zones shall be 

provided unless major physical buffers, as described in Subsection 23.34.008.E.2, are 

present. 

 

The subject property is not in or near a Major Institution.  The proposed 65’ height limit would not 

match the existing height of the adjacent/immediate existing properties.  

 

The proposed development is 55’ in height, and includes setbacks and modulation at the west, east, 

north and south property lines.  The proposed rezone would be consistent with the scale of newer 

development in the area and the anticipated scale of development being contemplated for the 

forthcoming HALA/MHA zoning. 

 

E. Neighborhood Plans 

 

001461



Application No. 3023260 

Page 39 

1. Particular attention shall be given to height recommendations in business district 

plans or neighborhood plans adopted by the City Council subsequent to the adoption 

of the 1985 Land Use Map. 

2. Neighborhood plans adopted or amended by the City Council after January 1, 1995 

may require height limits different than those that would otherwise be established 

pursuant to the provisions of this section (23.34.009) and Section 23.34.008. 

 

As described in response to SMC 23.34.008.D above, portions of the Greenwood/Phinney Ridge 

Neighborhood Plan were adopted by City Council November 19, 1999 (Ordinance #119743).  The 

adopted portions can be found in the City of Seattle 2035 Comprehensive Plan Adopted 

Neighborhood Plans (section B-17). The adopted portions of the Greenwood/Phinney Ridge 

Neighborhood Plan do not explicitly address height recommendations that relate to future 

proposed rezones. 
 

SMC 23.34.009 Conclusion: The additional height increase that would result in a change of 

zoning from NC2-40 to NC2-65 would meet the criteria of SMC Section 23.34.009, as described 

above.  No additional views from private property would be blocked by the additional building 

height resulting from the contract rezone.   

RECOMMENDATION – REZONE 

 

Based on the analysis undertaken in this report, the SEPA analysis of the rezone and project 

proposal, and the weighing and balancing of all the provisions in SMC 23.34, the Director 

recommends that the proposal to rezone a portion of subject property from Neighborhood 

Commercial 2 with 40’ height limits (NC2-40) to Neighborhood Commercial 2 with a 65’ height 

limit (NC2P-65) be CONDITIONALLY APPROVED, subject to the conditions summarized at 

the end of this report.  The existing Single Family 5000 zoned portion of the subject property will 

remain the same zoning designation. 
 
 
III. ANALYSIS – SEPA 
 

Environmental review resulting in a Threshold Determination is required pursuant to the State 

Environmental Policy Act (SEPA), WAC 197-11, and the Seattle SEPA Ordinance (Seattle 

Municipal Code (SMC) Chapter 25.05). 
 

The initial disclosure of the potential impacts from this project was made in the environmental 

checklist submitted by the applicant dated July 21, 2017 (in error-should be July 21, 2016).  The 

Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections (SDCI) has annotated the environmental 

checklist submitted by the project applicant; reviewed the project plans and any additional 

information in the project file submitted by the applicant or agents; and any pertinent comments 

which may have been received regarding this proposed action have been considered.  The 

information in the checklist, the supplemental information, and the experience of the lead agency 

with the review of similar projects form the basis for this analysis and decision. 
 

The SEPA Overview Policy (SMC 25.05.665 D) clarifies the relationship between codes, policies, 

and environmental review. Specific policies for each element of the environment, and 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 mitigation" subject to some limitations. 
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Under such limitations/circumstances, mitigation can be considered. Thus, a more detailed 

discussion of some of the impacts is appropriate.  
 

Short Term Impacts 
 

Construction activities could result in the following adverse impacts: construction dust and storm 

water runoff, erosion, emissions from construction machinery and vehicles, increased particulate 

levels, increased noise levels, occasional disruption of adjacent vehicular and pedestrian traffic, a 

small increase in traffic and parking impacts due to construction related vehicles, and increases in 

greenhouse gas emissions.  Several construction-related impacts are mitigated by existing City 

codes and ordinances applicable to the project such as:  the Stormwater Code (SMC 22.800-808), 

the Grading Code (SMC 22.170), the Street Use Ordinance (SMC Title 15), the Seattle Building 

Code, and the Noise Control Ordinance (SMC 25.08).  Puget Sound Clean Air Agency regulations 

require control of fugitive dust to protect air quality.  The following analyzes greenhouse gas, 

construction traffic and parking impacts, construction noise, environmental health-contaminated 

soils as well as mitigation. 
 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
 

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, no further mitigation is warranted pursuant to SMC 25.05.675.A. 
 

Construction Impacts - Parking and Traffic 
 

Increased trip generation is expected during the proposed grading, and construction activity.  The 

area is subject to moderate traffic congestion during peak travel times on nearby arterials 

(Greenwood Avenue North and Phinney Avenue North).  Large trucks turning onto arterial streets 

would be expected to further exacerbate the flow of traffic.  

 

The area includes time limited and restricted on-street parking.  Additional parking demand from 

construction vehicles would be expected to further exacerbate the supply of on-street parking.  It 

is the City's policy to minimize temporary adverse impacts associated with construction activities. 

 

Pursuant to SMC 25.05.675.B (Construction Impacts Policy), additional mitigation is warranted 

and a Construction Management Plan is required, which will be reviewed by Seattle Department 

of Transportation (SDOT). The requirements for a Construction Management Plan include a Haul 

Route and a Construction Parking Plan. The submittal information and review process for 

Construction Management Plans are described on the SDOT website at: 

http://www.seattle.gov/transportation/cmp.htm. 

 
Construction Impacts - Noise  
 

The project is expected to generate loud noise during grading and construction.  The Seattle Noise 

Ordinance (SMC 25.08.425) permits increases in permissible sound levels associated with private 

development construction and equipment between the hours of 7:00 AM and 7:00 PM on 

weekdays and 9:00 AM and 7:00 PM on weekends and legal holidays in Neighborhood 

Commercial zones.   

 

001463

http://www.seattle.gov/transportation/cmp.htm
http://www.seattle.gov/transportation/cmp.htm


Application No. 3023260 

Page 41 

If extended construction hours are desired, the applicant may seek approval from Seattle DCI 

through a Noise Variance request.  The applicant’s environmental checklist does not indicate that 

extended hours are anticipated.  
 

A Construction Management Plan will be required prior to issuance of the first building permit, 

including contact information in the event of complaints about construction noise, and measures 

to reduce or prevent noise impacts.  The submittal information and review process for Construction 

Management Plans from SDOT are described at: http://www.seattle.gov/transportation/cmp.htm.  

The limitations stipulated in the Noise Ordinance are sufficient to mitigate noise impacts and no 

additional SEPA conditioning is necessary to mitigation noise impacts per SMC 25.05.675.B. 

 

Construction Impacts – Mud and Dust  
 

Approximately 4,444 cubic yards of material will be excavated and removed from the site.  

Transported soil is susceptible to being dropped, spilled or leaked onto City streets. The City’s 

Traffic Code (SMC 11.74.150 and .160) provides that material hauled in trucks not be spilled 

during transport. The City requires that loads be either 1) secured/covered; or 2) a minimum of six 

inches of "freeboard" (area from level of material to the top of the truck container). The regulation 

is intended to minimize the amount of spilled material and dust from the truck bed en route to or 

from a site. 

 

No further conditioning of the impacts associated with these construction impacts of the project is 

warranted pursuant to SEPA policies (SMC 25.05.675.B). 
 

Environmental Health – Contaminated Soils  
 

Existing contamination could have an adverse impact on environmental health.  It is the City’s 

policy to minimize or prevent adverse impacts resulting from toxic or hazardous materials and 

transmissions, to the extent permitted by federal and state law. 

 

Mitigation of contamination and remediation is in the jurisdiction of Washington State Department 

of Ecology (“Ecology”), consistent with the City’s SEPA relationship to Federal, State and 

Regional regulations described in SMC 25.05.665.E. This State agency program functions to 

mitigate risks associated with removal and transport of hazardous and toxic materials, and the 

agency’s regulations provide sufficient impact mitigation for these materials. The City 

acknowledges that Ecology’s jurisdiction and requirements for remediation will mitigate impacts 

associated with any contamination.  

 

As noted in the SEPA checklist, known contaminants associated with a past dry cleaning use at 

this site has been previously remediated.  Furthermore, correspondence from Ecology (“No 

Further Action” dated April 13, 2015) states that “Ecology has determined that no further action 

is necessary to clean up contamination at the Site.” 

 

The compliance with Ecology’s requirements are expected to adequately mitigate the adverse 

environmental impacts from the proposed development and no further mitigation is warranted for 

impacts to environmental health per SMC 25.05.675.F. 
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Long Term Impacts 
 

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

including: greenhouse gas emissions; parking; and possible increased traffic in the area. 

Compliance with applicable codes and ordinances is adequate to achieve sufficient mitigation of 

most long-term impacts and no further conditioning is warranted by SEPA policies.  However, 

greenhouse gas emissions, height, bulk and scale, parking and traffic impacts warrant further 

analysis. 
 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
 

Operational activities, primarily vehicular trips associated with the project construction and the 

project’s energy consumption, are expected to 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, no further mitigation is warranted pursuant to 

SMC 25.05.675.A. 
 

Height, Bulk, and Scale 
 

The proposal has gone through the design review process described in SMC 23.41.  Design review 

considers mitigation for height, bulk and scale through modulation, articulation, landscaping, and 

façade treatment. 
 

Section 25.05.675.G.2.c of the Seattle SEPA Ordinance provides the following: “The Citywide 

Design Guidelines (and any Council-approved, neighborhood design guidelines) are intended to 

mitigate the same adverse height, bulk, and scale impacts addressed in these policies.  A project 

that is approved pursuant to the Design Review Process shall be presumed to comply with these 

Height, Bulk, and Scale policies.  This presumption may be rebutted only by clear and convincing 

evidence that height, bulk and scale impacts documented through environmental review have not 

been adequately mitigated.  Any additional mitigation imposed by the decision maker pursuant to 

these height, bulk, and scale policies on projects that have undergone Design Review shall comply 

with design guidelines applicable to the project.”   
 

The proposal includes a contract rezone which will allow additional building mass and an 

additional 25’ height at this site.  The height, bulk and scale of the proposed development and 

relationship to nearby context have been addressed during the Design Review process.  Pursuant 

to the Overview policies in SMC 25.05.665.D, the existing City Codes and regulations to mitigate 

impacts to height bulk and scale are presumed to be sufficient, and additional mitigation is not 

warranted under SMC 25.05.675.G. 

 

Parking  

 

The contract rezone will allow for more density and may generate more parking demand.  The 

proposed development includes 35 residential units with 26 off-street vehicular parking spaces; 

and ground-floor commercial tenant spaces (restaurant).  Tilghman Group Transportation Planning 

(TGTP) prepared parking analysis (Parking Supply and Demand for 7009 Greenwood Avenue 

North memo dated December 5, 2016, Revised memo dated February 15, 2017 and 2nd Revision 

memo dated June 5, 2017) for the subject site to provide preliminary parking information and 

assess the expected parking demand and supply.  The parking analysis indicates a peak demand 

for approximately 54 vehicles from the proposed development.  Peak residential demand typically 

occurs overnight.  However, the TGTP memo indicates that parking demand for the combined 

residential and commercial use (restaurant) is expected to peak between 7:00 pm and 8:00 pm 

when most residents are home and the restaurant is busiest. 
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The parking analysis documented 368 legal parking spaces within 800’ of the site and noted that 

the existing on-street parking utilization rate is approximately 104% at 7:00 pm.  The proposed 

development peak demand of 54 parking spaces would not be accommodated by the proposed 26 

parking off-street spaces in the development, resulting in a spillover demand ranging from 11 

vehicles overnight (residential spaces) to 29 vehicles in the early evening.  The proposal therefore 

would have a potential additional impact to on-street parking utilization, resulting in an on-street 

utilization of 112%.  Total cumulative parking demand of the proposal and other projects in the 

vicinity would result in a potential on-street parking utilization of 117% within 800’ of the site.  

The traffic consultant concluded that the consequences of the additional demand for parking will 

be that more vehicles park farther from the site and from Greenwood Avenue North at the busiest 

times; noting that spillover parking from the project is anticipated to favor parking west of 

Greenwood Avenue North for an easier walk to the site. 

 

SDCI has reviewed the transportation material and concurs with TGTP findings.  Additionally, 

SMC 25.05.675.M notes that there is no SEPA authority provided for mitigation of residential 

parking impacts in Urban Villages within 1,320 feet of frequent transit service. This site is located 

within the Greenwood-Phinney Ridge Residential Urban Village and within 1,320 feet of frequent 

transit service.  Regardless of the parking demand impacts, no SEPA authority is provided to 

mitigate residential impacts of parking demand from this proposal. 

 

Transportation 

 

The increase in density allowed by the contract rezone could impact traffic patterns in vicinity of 

the proposal site.  The transportation information (TGTP Trip Generation for 7009 Greenwood 

Avenue North-Revised dated February 15, 2017, Updated memo dated June 5, 2017) indicated 

that the project is expected to generate a net total of 340 daily vehicle trips, with 28 net new PM 

Peak Hour trips.  Truck trips associated with the restaurant use could be as high as approximately 

20 per day.   

 

TGTP has provided analysis of historical collision data for intersections and roadway segments 

adjacent/in vicinity to the project site (TGTP Pedestrian Safety for 7009 Greenwood Avenue North 

dated October 3, 2017).  The study specified that historical records obtained from the Seattle 

Department of Transportation (SDOT) for the most recent 5.75-year period showed a relatively 

small number of accidents and no fatalities at intersections and roadway segments near the project 

site during this time.  

 

The additional trips would have minimal impact on levels of service at nearby intersections and 

on the overall transportation system.  Concurrency analysis was conducted for nearby identified 

areas.  That analysis showed that the project is expected to be well within the adopted standards 

for the identified areas. The SDCI Transportation Planner reviewed the information and 

determined that no mitigation is warranted per SMC 25.05.675.R. 

 

 

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 
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the requirement of the State Environmental Policy Act (RCW 43.21.C), including the requirement 

to inform the public of agency decisions pursuant to SEPA. 

 

 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 

43.21.030(2) (c). 

 

The lead agency for this proposal has determined that it does not have a probable significant 

adverse impact on the environment.  An environmental impact statement (EIS) is not required 

under RCW 43.21C.030 (2)(c).  This decision was made after review of a completed environmental 

checklist and other information on file with the lead agency.  This information is available to the 

public on request. 

 

This DNS is issued after using the optional DNS process in WAC 197-11-355 and Early review 

DNS process in SMC 25.05.355.  There is no further comment period on the DNS. 

 

 

CONDITIONS – DESIGN REVIEW 

 
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 DCI assigned Land Use Planner. 

 

 
RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS – REZONE  
 
The Director recommends approval of the contract rezone from NC2-40 to NC2-65(M1) subject 

to the following conditions, which shall be contained in the PUDA:  
 
Prior to Issuance of a Master Use Permit 
 
3. The provisions of SMC 23.58B and/or 23.58C shall apply to the rezoned property. 

 

Prior to Issuance of a Building Permit 

 

4. Development of the rezoned property shall be in substantial conformance with the approved 

plans for Master Use Permit number 3023260. 
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RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS – SEPA 

 

Prior to Issuance of Excavation/Shoring or Construction Permit 

 

5. 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. 

 

 

Tami Garrett, Senior Land Use Planner  Date:  January 16, 2018 

Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections 
 
TG:drm 

 

K\Decisions-Signed\3023260rezone recommendation.docx 

 

IMPORTANT INFORMATION FOR ISSUANCE OF YOUR MASTER USE PERMIT 

 

Master Use Permit Expiration and Issuance  

 

The appealable land use decision on your Master Use Permit (MUP) application has now been published.  At the 

conclusion of the appeal period, your permit will be considered “approved for issuance”.  (If your decision is 

appealed, your permit will be considered “approved for issuance” on the fourth day following the City Hearing 

Examiner’s decision.)  Projects requiring a Council land use action shall be considered “approved for issuance” 

following the Council’s decision. 

 

The “approved for issuance” date marks the beginning of the three-year life of the MUP approval, whether or not 

there are outstanding corrections to be made or pre-issuance conditions to be met.  The permit must be issued by 

SDCI within that three years or it will expire and be cancelled (SMC 23-76-028).  (Projects with a shoreline 

component have a two-year life.  Additional information regarding the effective date of shoreline permits may be 

found at 23.60.074.) 

 

All outstanding corrections must be made, any pre-issuance conditions met and all outstanding fees paid before the 

permit is issued.  You will be notified when your permit has issued. 

 

Questions regarding the issuance and expiration of your permit may be addressed to the Public Resource Center at 

prc@seattle.gov or to our message line at 206-684-8467. 
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Johnson, Alayna 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 

Johnson, Alayna 
Wednesday, May 02, 2018 1:20 PM 
john@sklarchitects.com'; 'jreibman@weberthompson.com'; 'iwall@serv.net'; 
'ronrobl@aol.com'; 'h-parker.sp@comcast.net'; 'ebartfeld@comcast.net'; 
'n.shay@msn.com'; janweldin60@gmail.com'; King, Lindsay; Clawson, Jessie 
'dfuchs@johnstonarchitects.com'; Garrett, Tami 
Record for CF-314356 (Fuchs Rezone Application) 

Good afternoon, 

Irene Wall has requested that the record be left open until the end of day Monday, May 7th as opposed to this Friday, for 
public comments, due to the transition of SDCl's on line portal. Documents that used to be available in the Land Use 
Information Bulletin are not available in the new Seattle Services Portal. 

Instead, documents are viewable here: http://web6.seattle.gov/dpd/edms/ 

The Hearing Examiner has granted the request to leave the record open for public comments until the end of day on 
Monday, May 7th. There is no formal notice to go out, so please pass this information along to anyone else who might 
want to know. 

Thank you, 

Alayna Johnson 
Legal Assistant 

City ofSeattle Office of Hearing Examiner 
700 Fifth Avenue, Suite 4000, Seattle, WA 98104 
Direct: 206.615.17181 Fax: 206.684.0536 I Alayna.Johnson@seattle.gov 

1 
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FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATION 
OF THE HEARING EXAMINER FOR THE CITY OF SEATTLE 

In the Matter of the Application of 

DAVID FUCHS 

for approval of a rezone of property 
located at 7009 Greenwood A venue North 

Introduction 

CF 314356 

Department Reference: 
3023260 

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 

1. The subject site is 20,799 square feet, addressed as 7009 Greenwood North, and 
consists of four tax parcels. The site fronts Greenwood A venue North to the east, and 
is bound by North 701h 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 5000"). 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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3. 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 701h 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. 

4. 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 A venue North 
to the south has a more residential feel and has Lowrise-Residential Commercial 
("LR3 RC") zoning. 

5. 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. 

6. 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 

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

a. 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 

8. The Greenwood-Phinney Ridge Urban Village was established in 1994 and was 
zoned to its current zoning (i'iC2-'10) in 1988. 

9. 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 G 1 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. 1 

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. 2 

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 

1 Seattle Comprehensive Plan, November 2016, at 42. 
2 Jd 
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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. 

15. 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. 

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

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

18. 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.3 In the northwest comer of the site is an existing family home. That 
home will remain without any changes. 

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

20. 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.4 It recommended approval of the subject design and departures 
subject to conditions. 

21. A parking study was completed for the proposal.5 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). 
4 Ex. 30 & Ex. I at9. 
5 Exs. 28, 41. 
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22. A traffic study completed for the project by the Tilghman Group6 showed that the 
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. 

23. 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.7 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 
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. 

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

27. 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 

6 Exs. 17, 18, &19. 
7 Ex. 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. 

29. 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 

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

2. 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 23.34.0078. 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.8 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. l 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 Jess 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 

8 Ex. I at27. 

001475



CF314356 
FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATION 

PAGE 70F 11 

capacity and transit service.9 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 A venue North, North 70th 
Street and Greenwood A venue North. The rezone portion of the development site is 
located at the intersection of North 70th Street and Greenwood A venue North. The 
overall development pattern illustrates mainly a 40' height commercial zoning north 
and south along Greenwood A venue North and a decrease in zoning intensity and 
height as properties continue east and west along North 701h Street. 

The general development pattern along the east and west sides of Greenwood A venue 
North shows similar zoning intensity and height to the north and south. Conversely, 
the development pattern along the north and south sides of North 701h Street decreases 
in zoning intensity and height as the properties continue east and west of the comer 
properties at Greenwood A venue North. The proposed rezone of a portion of the 

9 Ex. I at27. 
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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 A venue North and North 
70th 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. 10 In addition, there will be a minimum four-foot setback on the upper 
floor on the west side to allow for a visual transition. 11 

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 
SEP A, 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 prupost:u 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. 

Overlay Districts/ Critical Areas 

10 Ex. 50 at 37. 
11 Id. at 25. 
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13. The subject property is not within an overlay district or critical area; therefore, these 
criteria do not apply. 

Height Limits 

14. 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. 

15. 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. 

16. 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. 

17. 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 !).ewer 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. 

18. 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 

001478



CF314356 
FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATION 

PAGE 10OF11 

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 SEP A 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 Lan Use Planner (Tami 
Garrett, tami.garrett@seattle.gov) or a Seattle DCI assigned Land Us Planner. 

t~ 
Entered this £ day of June, 2018. 
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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 98124-4 728 

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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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 
nfmiller17@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 
simpsonjvj@aol.com 
smithem55@gmail.com 
sokolows@q.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 
Patutie1@comcast.net 
Peggy.Moloney@microsoft.com 
pegmandtomr@gmail.com 
rebedale@hotmail.com 
revjessecard@gmail.com 
rhondasable@gmail.com 
rhondathomsen@gmail.com 
rlandy@comcast.net 
roberta.zook.2014@gmail.com 
sp88ky1@aol.com 
spanishwithteresa@yahoo.com 
srflash32@gmail.com 
steven.bullock@gmail.com 
Suehollis63@gmail.com 
susanfwagner@yahoo.com 
jrudden@comcast.net 
katy.mccormick_uk@yahoo.com 
mikelrich@msn.com 
smithem55@gmail.com 

U.S. Mail 
BRIGITTE GRAUPE 
342 N 71ST ST 
SEATTLE, WA 98103 
 
MELDA FELIX 
516 N 65TH 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 l 72ND AVE SE 
AUBURN, WA 98092 

Inter-office Mail 0 U.S. First Class Mail, postage prepaid 
Public Review Documents r8J Inter-office Mail 
Quick Infonnation Center 0 E-mail 
Seattle Public Library 0Fax 
LB-03-01 0 Hand Delivery 

0 Legal Messenger 

Dated: June 5, 2018 

Al~~~~~~ 
Legal Assistant 
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Johnson, Alayna 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Johnson, Alayna 
Tuesday, June 05, 2018 11:22 AM 
Clawson, Jessie; Garrett, Tami; King, Lindsay 
'dfuchs@johnstonarchitects.com'; Torgelson, Nathan; Wynne, Roger; Freeman, Ketil; 
PRC; SCI_Routing_Coordinator; Putnam, Sue; 'Marc@streamre.com'; 
'Emily@grouparch.com'; 'Kwalzak@nbbj.com'; 'DKutzera@gmail.com'; 
'ivanarama@gmail.com'; john@sklarchitects.com'; jreibman@weberthompson.com'; 
'iwall@serv.net'; 'ronrobl@aol.com'; 'henryava@comcast.net'; 'ebartfeld@comcast.net'; 
'n.shay@msn.com'; janweldin60@gmail.com'; 'aandedarcy@comcast.net'; 
'aaronocallaghan@msn.com'; 'aasmith6@fastmail.com'; 'aleenada@gmail.com'; 
'aleigh64@yahoo.com'; 'allyn@allyn.org'; 'betsyc@windermere.com'; 
'bmorgan@comcast.net'; 'bookmoosel@yahoo.com'; 'boydm@hotmail.com'; 
'Brian.gerich@gmail.com'; 'campkusa@hotmail.com'; jeffboutel@gmail.com'; 
'dan.liebling@gmail.com'; 'danielle.mcarthur@gmail.com'; 'danswenson@comcast.net'; 
'davidpsimons@gmail.com'; 'ddickstein@earthlink.net'; 'dduthweiler@comcast.net'; 
'Ellen.bezona@gmail.com'; 'epsteinjanet@comcast.net'; 'erichdarcy@comcast.net'; 
'erinlevon@hotmail.com'; 'fifig13@msn.com'; 'Guentherc75@aol.com'; 
'hadden.eric.a@gmail.com'; 'heidi.kandathil@gmail.com'; 'hemanthpai@gmail.com'; 
'henryava@comcast.net'; 'hjleveque@comcast.net'; 'jreibman@weberthompson.com'; 
'jumpforjoy2day@hotmail.com'; jwbito@ballardview.com'; 'katyvhanson@gmail.com'; 
'keyescp@comcast.net'; 'kheintz@uw.edu'; 'anderson.kristink@gmail.com'; 
'andrew.sang32@gmail.com'; 'andrews14@verizon.net'; 'anthony.r.marsh@gmail.com'; 
'aprylwaldman@gmail.com'; 'asapuntz@gmail.com'; 'Carolh357@gmail.com'; 
'Cebaker1800@gmail.com'; 'cherylmsykes@gmail.com'; 'chris@hugginsandsons.com'; 
'chrisbcunningham@gmail.com'; 'Christian.geismann@gmail.com'; 
'dhndlymore@aol.com'; 'dinomarshalonis@gmail.com'; 'dkamm844@gmail.com'; 
'drjcamm@gmail.com'; 'dstewart98109@icloud.com'; 'duncangriffinarch@gmail.com'; 
'fryhlecb@plu.edu'; 'Fstriegl@aol.com'; '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'; 'lcandres@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'; 'jkeeler415@gmail.com'; 
'jo.fuller@gmail.com'; johnjeffcott@outlook.com'; 'johnlsmith20@johnlsmith20.com'; 
'jonathan.westerman@gmail.com'; 'jordanccarlson@gmail.com'; 
'lee@destinationtiki.com'; 'lesliesacha@comcast.net'; 'levasseur12@gmail.com'; 
··1uif3lix@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'; 
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Cc: 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

Good morning, 

'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@q.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'; 'mcbel l@seanet.com '; 'mcu rrey@shaw.ca '; 
'melindaelkin@yahoo.com'; 'nfmiller17@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'; 'Shawn.m.baz@gmail.com'; 'simpsonjvj@aol.com'; 'smithem55@gmail.com'; 
'sokolows@q.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'; 'revjessecard@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@comcast.net'; 'katy.mccormick_uk@yahoo.com'; 
'mikelrich@msn.com'; 'smithem55@gmail.com' 
Findings and Recommendation: CF-314356 (Fuchs Rezone) 
CF-314356 Findings and Recommendation 6.5.18.pdf 

Attached please find the Hearing Examiner's Findings and Recommendation for the above referenced application. 

Thank you, 

Alayna Johnson 
Legal Assistant 

City of Seattle Office of Hearing Examiner 
700 Fifth Avenue, Suite 4000, Seattle, WA 98104 
Direct: 206.615.17181 Fax: 206.684.05361 Alayna.Johnson@seattle.gov 
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NOTICE OF APPEAL 
to Seattle City Council 
by Irene Wall and Bob Morgan 
of the Findings and Recommendation by the Seattle Hearing Examiner of a rezone of 
property at 7009 Greenwood Avenue North (CF 314356) 
Page 1 of20 

-·· 

I. Introduction 
-·I 
·----<. , ___ :() 
C') 

r"' -·-o 
Pursuant to SMC 23.76.054 (Council consideration of Hearing Examiner s;: ~.c: 
recommendation on Type IV Council land use decisions), Irene Wall and Bob Mofg~n ~:· 
appeal the Hearing Examiner's Findings and Recommendation ofCF314356 (SDCI :.; 
Reference #3023260) to rezone the two commercial lots of7009 Greenwood Ave Nin 
the Phinney Ridge neighborhood to NC2-55(M) from the current zone designation of ' 
NC2-40. 

The project site is located in the southern part of the" tail" of the Greenwood Phinney 
Urban Village, a 15+ block stretch where Greenwood Avenue North is the lone street in 
the mapped urban village, and where every parcel on Greenwood Avenue North is zoned 
uniformly at NC2-40. The nearest zone higher than 40 feet is almost one mile north of 
the project site. 

The Hearing Examiner's Recommendation to approve the contract rezone for 7009 
Greenwood Ave N should be rejected and the rezone denied because: 

(1) the Examiner recommended a rezone to a zone that does not yet exist in the 
Land Use Code and does not appear on the Official Land Use map for the Phinney Ridge 
area that encompasses the project site, and no city-wide use and development standards 
for that zone have been adopted; 

(2) the Examiner applied the rezone criteria in SMC 23.34.007-009 incorrectly, 
incorporating misrepresentations of material facts and omitting other material facts that 
undermine the analysis and recommendation; and 

(3) the Examiner's recommendations for conditions in a Property Use and 
Development Agreement ("PUDA") that would apply to the requested rezone are 
inadequate because the Examiner failed to recommend that the building comply with 
applicable Land Use Code requirements for setbacks and other requirements where 
commercial lots abut lots in a residential zone (including the setbacks proposed in the 
draft MHA legislation for the NC55 zone), and failed to mention or consider the impact 
of a massive 12-foot high greenhouse on top of the upzoned building that further 
exacerbates the impact of this building on the adjacent single family properties. 

II 

I 

~--:: 
--.. \ 

::_~ -r1 

. ! 
} ,. ("--: 

-··: '---·-' 
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NOTICE OF APPEAL 
to Seattle City Council 
by Irene Wall and Bob Morgan 
of the Findings and Recommendation by the Seattle Hearing Examiner of a rezone of 
property at 7009 Greenwood Avenue North (CF 314356) 
Page2 of20 

II. Appellants 

Irene Wall is a qualified appellant because she submitted comments to SDCI regarding 
this project and also testified at the public hearing before the Examiner on April 30, 2018 
and submitted written comments to the Examiner. SMC 23.76.054.A. Ms. Wall is a 
lifelong resident of the Phinney Ridge neighborhood, and a board member and former 
president of the Phinney Ridge Community Council. 

Mr. Morgan is a qualified appellant because he submitted comments to SDCI regarding 
this project. SMC 23.76.054.A. Mr. Morgan is a resident of the Phinney Ridge 
neighborhood and a retired member of Seattle City Council Central Staff. 

This appeal is timely because the Examiner's recommendation was issued on June 5, 
2018, and this appeal is being filed on June 19, 2018, the 141

h calendar day from the date 
ofissuan,ce of the Hearing Examiner's recommendation. SMC 23.76.054.B. 

Following a description of the proposal, this appeal identifies specific objections to the 
Hearing Examiner's recommendation and the relief sought by appellants. SMC 
23.76.054.C. The myriad errors that appellants identify in the Examiner's 
recommendation are based on applicable law and supported by substantial evidence in the 
record. 

III. The proposed project at 7009 Greenwood Ave N 

The appealed action is the recommendation for a contract rezone of two lots totaling 
approximately 12,000+ square feet on the northwest comer of Greenwood Avenue North 
and N. 701

h Street from NC2-40 to NC2-55(M), a proposal that would upzone one of the 
largest commercial properties in this portion of Phinney Ridge. The lots proposed for 
rezoning abut a single family zone at the rear. The proposal includes a proposed 5-story 
building topped with a 12 foot high, 425-square foot greenhouse and a 10 foot high array 
of solar panels. 

The requested zone designation, NC 2-55(M), does not yet exist in the Land Use Code in 
the Phinney Ridge Neighborhood, or anywhere except three discrete neighborhoods 
where that zone was imposed through separate legislation. 

The owner I developer ("Developer") is a group of friends who call themselves "Shared 
Roof." This group has stated that it plans to occupy all of the units on the fourth and fifth 
floors of the proposed building. The only units that would be available to the public are 
those units located on the second and third floors of the proposed building. The units that 
would be offered to the public are substantially smaller than the units that the Shared 
Roof members are reserving for themselves. 

001490



NOTICE OF APPEAL 
to Seattle City Council 
by Irene Wall and Bob Morgan 
of the Findings and Recommendation by the Seattle Hearing Examiner of a rezone of 
property at 7009 Greenwood Avenue North (CF 314356) 
Page3 of20 

The Developer also owns the two lots in the adjacent single family (SF5000) zone that 
together border the entire west side (rear property line) of the commercial properties 
proposed for rezone. One lot (Lot# 287710-4127) is a vacant, mid-block lot on N. 701

h 

Street. The east side of that lot abuts the rear property line of the southern NC parcel 
(Lot# 287710-4085). The other lot (Lot# 287710-4120), at 7010 Palatine Ave N (the 
street west of Greenwood), contains a classic old craftsman house and shares a rear 
boundary with the northern NC parcel proposed for rezone (Lot # 287710-4100). 

Figure 1 is an annotated version of the zoning and parcel map at Page 3 of the SDCI 
D 

. . I 
ec1s10n. 

Figure 1: 

1 "The parcel numbers in the illustration at Figure 1 are copied from SDCI' s map on Page 
3 of the SDCI Decision. Appellants noticed that two of the parcel numbers contain 
typographical errors. The NE parcel should be 2817104100 and the SW, midblock parcel 
should be 2817104127. The parcel numbers are identified correctly in SDCI's chart on 
page 3 of the Decision. 
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The two single family lots are not proposed for rezoning, are not included in the rezone 
application, and therefore would not be subject to any PUDA restrictions imposed by the 
Council. SMC 23.34.004 (Contract rezones; PUDAs apply only to the property to be 
rezoned). 

The Developer, however, calls all four parcels, which total 20,799 square feet, a 
"development site," a term that is not defined in the Land Use Code. As explained 
below, the Examiner mistakenly embraced this undefined term and infused it throughout 
the Findings and Recommendations, resulting in confused analysis and conclusions. 

The proposed building has the first four floors built right on the shared rear property line 
that separates the two NC parcels proposed for upzoning from the two SFSOOO parcels at 
the rear. The fifth floor is set back only 4-6 feet from the shared rear property line along 
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most of its length, but built right up to the property line at the southwest comer, in 
violation of the Design Review Board's recommendation. 

The applicable Land Use Code, SMC 23.47A.014.B.l prohibits building in a 15' triangle 
where the rear boundary of a commercial lot abuts the side boundary of a residential 
parcel. One of the NC lots proposed for rezone abuts the side boundary of the vacant 
mid-block SF5000 lot on N. 701

h Street. The Examiner, however, recommended approval 
of a building that consumes this entire no-build area without acknowledging or analyzing 
this Code violation. 

The applicable Land Use Code, SMC 23.47A.014.B.3, requires that all floors above the 
first floor be set back at least 15 feet from the property line, with an increasing setback of 
two feet per 10 feet of additional height. The proposed MHA legislation for the NC55 
zone, CB 119184, retains the 15-foot setback for all floors above the first floor up to 40 
feet and then increases the setback for all portions of a building above 40 feet to 3 feet 
per 10 feet of additional height. 

However, the Examiner recommended approval of a building where all floors above the 
first floor would be constructed within the required setback area, resulting in a building 
far more massive than allowed under the current Land Use Code or that would be 
allowed under the most recent proposed MHA legislation. Such a building would also 
breach the consistent development pattern on that block and several blocks in the 
surrounding area where the zoning I propery line runs due north I south on all blocks. 

The 55 foot tall building would be topped with a large 425 square foot "greenhouse," a 
structure larger than the studio apartments that would be offered to the public on the 
lower floors, and that would add approximately 12 additional feet to the building height, 
resulting in a building almost 70 feet high abutting a single family zone and with zero 
setback along most of that height. The Developer's drawings indicate that the 
greenhouse would be less than 15 feet from the rear property line and within the required 
setback where there should be no structure at all. The Examiner did not even mention, 
much less analyze, the impact of placing this large structure on the roof of an upzoned 
building that is adjacent to a single family zone, or the placement of the greenhouse 
within the required setback. 

The building would also be topped with a large solar panel array facing Greenwood 
Avenue north, further increasing the height of the structure. 

The applicable Land Use Code, SMC 23.47A.014.B.5, prohibits entrance, windows or 
other openings closer than 5 feet from an abutting residential lot. However, the Examiner 
recommended approval of a building where almost the entire west side of the building 

001493



NOTICE OF APPEAL 
to Seattle City Council 
by Irene Wall and Bob Morgan 
of the Findings and Recommendation by the Seattle Hearing Examiner of a rezone of 
property at 7009 Greenwood Avenue North (CF 314356) 
Page 6 of20 

violates this provision because it is infused with windows and other openings right on the 
shared property line with the adjacent single family residential zone. 

The Developer has, at various times, stated an intent to impose a so-called "no-build 
easement" on the eastern portion of the two single family lots. The Examiner did not 
mention that aspect of the proposal or analyze the legality of blurring the boundaries 
between commercial and residential zones and incorporating parcels that are not subject 
to the rezone application (or PUDA) with those that are part of the application. 

A comparison of the Land Use Code exhibits showing the required setbacks with the 
Developer's own renderings of the proposed buildings reveal the myriad Code violations 
that the Examiner (and SDCI) ignored when recommending approval of the proposed. 

Figure 2 on the following page shows the illustration in the Land Use Code of the no­
build triangle required in SMC 23.47A.014.B.1. 

Ill 

II 

I 
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Figure 2: 

Exhibit A for 23.47A.014 
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Figure 3 on the following page shows the illustration in the Land Use Code of the 
setbacks required in SMC 23.47 A.014.B.3 on all floors above the first floor when the rear 
boundary of a commercial lot abuts a lot in a residential zone. 
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II 
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Figure 3 
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Figure 4 on the next page shows one of the Developer's images of a view looking 
northeast to the proposed building. The right side (south side) of the building faces N. 
701

h Street, and the left portion (west side) faces the single family zone. The entire comer 
with the driveway is in the 15 foot, no-build triangle required by SMC 23.47A.014.B.l. 
The grassy area and walkway adjacent to the building are in the single family zone. All 
floors above the first floor on the west side are at least 15 feet too close to the property I 
zoning line separating the NC parcels proposed to be upzoned from the single family lots 
at the rear in violation of the setback requirements in SMC 23.47A.014.B.3. 

II 
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Figure4: 

/\looking NE fo project from N 70th St with upper 
floor setback and mid-block modulation 

Figure 5 on the next page is another image from the Developer's material that shows the 
rear (west side) of the proposed building as viewed from the adjacent single family zone. 
Although the final version of the proposed building is slightly different, it retains the 
uniform wall of four stories built right on the shared property line, with only minimal 
setbacks for the fifth floor in violation of SMC 23.47A.O14.B.3, and windows and other 
openings on the first floor in violation of SMC 23.47A.014.B.5. The shaded grey on the 
roof outlines the greenhouse that adds additional height 

II 

i 
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Figures: 

WEST ELEVATION 

IV. Specific objections to the Examiner's Recommendation 

A. The Hearing Examiner erred by recommending a contract rezone to 
the prospective NC2-55(M), a zone that does yet exist in the Land Use 
Code, does not yet have use and development standards against which 
to measure the proposed project, does not exist in the Phinney Ridge 
area on the Official Land Use Map, and instead exists only as 
prelintinary draft legislation that is currently being introduced at 
public forums throughout the City but has not even been presented 
formally to Council for consideration. 

The proposal was initially an application to rezone to NC2-65, self-limited to 55 feet. 
SDCI recommended approval of that rezone, but a few days before a January 2018 public 
hearing in front of the Hearing Examiner, the Developer suddenly withdrew the 
application and resubmitted a new application for a rezone to NC2-55(M) in February 
2018. 

Although the Examiner acknowledged that the City was (and currently is) considering 
area-wide zoning changes, including applying the proposed NC2-55 zone at the 7009 
Greenwood site, e.g., Finding of Fact #11, the Recommendation erroneously relied 
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almost exclusively on the potential of that area wide rezone and proposed legislation to 
justify the Recommendation. See e.g., Conclusion #6, #11, #18. 

The Land Use Code prohibits the use or erection of any structure "except in conformity 
with the regulations specified in this title for the zone ... in which it is or will be 
located." SMC 23.40.002.B. The Examiner cited no authority for recommending a 
rezone to a zone that does not yet exist, has not yet been defined with use and 
development standards, and does not appear anywhere in the Land Use Code or official 
City Land Use Map except as applied in three unique and separately specified areas 
where the Council previously adopted specific legislation for those areas. 

The Examiner cited no authority for recommending approval of a rezone to a zone that is 
described only in draft legislation that has not even been formally submitted to the 
Council, and where the EIS for that draft legislation is currently under appeal. The 
Recommendation is, in effect, a recommendation to upzone to a phantom zone. 

The Examiner ignored entirely the specific rezone criteria in SMC 23.34.008.C, which 
requires that the locational criteria for the specific zone match the characteristics of the 
area to be rezoned better than any other zoning designation. See e.g., Conclusion #4. 
Such an undertaking is impossible because the locational criteria for the prospective 
NC2-55 zone have not been specified. 

Tbe Examiner's willingness to recommend approval of a rezone to the phantom NC2-55 
zone before the MHA legislation is codified will give every developer an incentive to 
apply for a contract rezone without waiting to see if, when, where, or how MHA and the 
proposed NC2-55 rezone is actually implemented. And that, in turn, would undermine 
the MHA legislation that the Council is in the process of creating. 

The Examiner failed to inform the Council that the one known effect of the Developer's 
change in rezone designation to NC2-55 (instead of the originally proposed NC2-65 
zoning) is a substantial reduction in the Developer's MHA obligation because a rezone 
from NC2-40 to NC2-55 results in an "M" suffix whereas a rezone from NC2-40 to NC2-
65 results in an "Ml" suffix. This is the result under Director Rule 14-2016 (Application 
of Mandatory Housing Affordability for Residential Development in contract rezones) 
which sets up categories for MHA obligations and specifies that a rezone from NC2-40 to 
NC2-55 is the same category whereas a rezone to NC2-65 is a different category; see also 
SMC 23.58C. By converting their rezone request to NC2-55(M), instead ofNC2-65, self 
limited to 55 feet, the Developer thereby reduces its MHA obligation by 25% because in 
Phinney Ridge, the MHA contribution for a rezone NC2-40 to NC2-65 would be 3% of 
units (or $20/sq ft) but it would drop to 2% of units (or $13.25 /sq ft) for a rezone from 
NC2-40 to NC2-55. 
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B. The Examiner's Recommendation applied the rezone criteria 
improperly and its Facts and Conclusions were plagued with material 
factual errors and omissions 

The Examiner's analysis of the rezone criteria in SMC 23.34.007- .009 was defective and 
reflected a misunderstanding (or mischaracterization) of the project proposal, the 
surrounding area, and the enforceability of the Developer's various promises regarding 
future use and development of its lots in the single family zone which are not part of the 
rezone application. The Examiner mistakenly accepted the Developer's characterization 
of its four separate lots as a single so-called "development site," which is not defined in 
the Land Use Code (e.g., Findings of Fact 3 and 12), instead ofrealizing that this was 
nothing more than a devise employed by the Developer to evade the setback and other 
requirements of SMC 23.47A.014, and that the Developer did not comply with the 
requirements for a "development site" described in applicable SDCI material. 

From that critical error, the Examiner generated a confused description of the actual 
rezone application and muddled the distinction between the two single family lots that are 
not proposed to be rezoned, and therefore not subject to the PUDA or any other 
restriction on their future use, development or sale (e.g., Finding of Fact #18), and the 
two wholly separate NC2-40 lots that are proposed for rezone. The result was a 
Recommendation that erroneously incorporated the single family lots into the rezone 
analysis and allowed the Developer to obtain far more than it is entitled to under the 
current Land Use Code or the proposed MHA legislation based on representations by the 
Developer that are wholly unenforceable in a PUDA. 

In addition, the Examiner misrepresented the nature of public comment to SDCI and to 
the Examiner and he failed to mention or address the numerous public comments that 
identified specific violations of the Land Use Code and lack of compliance with the 
rezone criteria. E.g., Findings of Fact 24 and 25. All of the written comments submitted 
to the Examiner were from individuals who opposed the project and offered specific 
analysis demonstrating why the project failed to comply with applicable rezone criteria. 
Not a single public comment made at the hearing in favor of the rezone proposal 
contained any analysis of the applicable rezone criteria. 

1. The Examiner's analysis of the ~neral rezone criteria in SMC 
23.34.008 was flawed. 

a. SMC 23.34.008.A, density and zoned capacity. 

The Examiner erroneously concluded that the proposal with five floors instead of the 
currently zoned four floors, would provide "Six additional units." Conclusion #3. The 
Examiner failed to realize that: (1) the building will have only two floors of units 
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available to the general public because the Shared Roof group of owners will be 
occupying the top two floors exclusively for themselves; and (2) the notion of "similarly 
sized" units is too vague to use as a comparison because there is no standard unit size in 
the building, and the unit sizes available to the public are substantially smaller than the 
units that the Shared Roof owners have reserved for themselves. It was therefore 
impossible for the Examiner to conclude that the proposed zoning change would not 
result in less density, particularly where the Examiner ignored evidence in the record that 
immediately across the street, on a substantially smaller lot, is a newly constructed four­
story building with 28 units, many of which are comparable in size to the public units 
proposed for 7009. 

b. SMC 23.34.008.B, Match between Zone Criteria and 
Area Characteristics. 

The Examiner erroneously truncated the analysis of the match between zone criteria and 
area characteristics. The Examiner viewed only the NC2 general criteria and then 
dismissed the height change without further analysis instead of attempting to explain just 
how the specific zone requested - the phantom NC2-55 zone - could match the 
characteristics of the area to be rezoned better than any other zone designation when the 
requested zone does not yet exist. See Conclusion #4. 

c. SMC 23.34.00SC, Zoning history and precedential 
effect. 

The Examiner confused the analysis of zoning history and precedential effect. First, the 
Examiner's observation that the proposal would "match development expectations for the 
area when compared with the City's area wide up-zone proposal" because it would have 
the same height and FAR as the proposed NC2-55 zone is irrelevant to this criteria. 
Conclusion #6. As noted above, the NC2-55 zone does not presently exist for the 
Phinney Ridge neighborhood, nor has final legislation even been presented to Council. 

Next, the Examiner ignored the zoning history and failed to acknowledge that the 
"Phinney tail" portion of Greenwood Avenue -- the approximately one mile stretch of 
Greenwood that includes the project site -- has always been zoned uniformly and that a 
rezone ofone parcel would not only disrupt the historic uniform zoning of this area, but 
would entice other developers to apply for contract rezones of their lots even without 
knowing whether the proposed NC2-55 zone would ever be applied to the whole area. 

The Examiner claimed that if the rezone were approved, its approval could somehow 
influence the Council's consideration of the area wide upzone, even though that proposal 
pre-dates the Application. A correct analysis of the precedential effect of approving this 
rezone would have examined the impact of approving a rezone of a single parcel in an 
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otherwise uniformly zoned area where there is no existing zoned height at or above the 
proposed new height for almost one mile (at 84'h and Greenwood), and then would have 
recognized that such a result would expose every parcel in the City to rezone approval 
and risk undermining not only the proposed MHA legislation, but the Council's carefully 
considered zoning City-wide. 

The Examiner also failed to acknowledge the precedential effect of upzoning a parcel to 
the phantom NC2-55 zone, when the use and development standards for that zone have 
not been defined, and the final draft legislation has not even been presented to Council 
for consideration. Such a decision could jeopardize the current and planned land use 
patterns if a parcel were upzoned prematurely and the final MHA legislation did not 
include that parcel or the surrounding area within the up-zone, or imposes additional 
standards as has been the case for the other neighborhoods where MHA has been 
implemented through specific ordinances. 

The Examiner failed to note the precedential effect of accepting the Developer's so-called 
"development site" designation and allowing the owner of a commercial lot that abuts a 
single family parcel owned by that same owner to evade the setback and other 
requirements that otherwise would apply to commercial lots that abut single family lots. 
Such a result would embrace zoning by ownership, not Official land use map 
designations or code requirements, and would reward those developers able to acquire 
adjacent single family lots with a building far more massive than could be built by a 
different owner who did not happen to own adjacent single family parcels. 

Even though "no single criterion is paramount," SMC 23.34.007.B, the Examiner's 
repeated references to consistency with the proposed MHA legislation reveals that the 
potential for a future area-wide up-zone trumped all other criteria, and any inconvenient 
facts appeared to have been brushed aside. 

d. SMC 23.34.008.D, Neighborhood Plans. 

The Examiner's analysis of the Greenwood/Phinney Ridge Neighborhood Plan was 
incomplete because he failed to acknowledge that the Greenwood/Phinney neighborhood 
plan did not anticipate a 55 foot zone and did not anticipate any variation to the uniform 
zoning that has always applied In this portion of Greenwood Avenue, a result that would 
occur if the 7009 parcel is up-zoned in isolation. Conclusion #5. 

e. SMC 23.34.008.E, Zoning principles, including gradual 
transition and buffers between zoning categories. 

The Examiner misrepresented and misstated the nature and relationship of the various 
zones in the Greenwood/Phinney Urban Village, as well as the zoning designations in the 
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area immediately surrounding the project site, and the relationship of the specific lots 
owned by the Developer. As a result, the Examiner erroneously concluded that there 
would be a gradual transition between zoning categories, including height limits, as well 
as physical buffers, instead of recognizing that there would be an abrupt change from a 
NC2-55 zone to a SF5000 zone right at the shared property line with no buffer 
whatsoever. See e.g., Conclusion #7. 

The Examiner erroneously stated that there are "some examples of a 40 foot height zone 
located adjacent to a 65 foot height zone" when, in fact, the nearest 65 foot zone is almost 
one mile away at N. 84'h Street, and there is no zoned height above 40 feet anywhere 
closer than that to the project site. Conclusion #7. 

The Examiner erroneously claimed that there are examples of"65-foot height zones 
adjacent to the ... single family zones" when, in fact, there is not a single place in the 
Greenwood/Phinney Urban Village, including the more intensely zoned Greenwood 
Town Center, where a NC2-65 parcel shares a rear property line with a single family lot. 
Conclusion #7. The Examiner failed to comprehend that upzoning the 7009 parcel would 
create the only place in the Greenwood/Phinney Urban Village where a single family lot 
shares a rear boundary with a zone greater than NC2-40. 

The Examiner failed to mention that the rear property line of the two NC2 lots proposed 
for rezoning is shared with the rear property line of the two single family lots to the west 
and there is no transition at all because the proposal includes a five story building built 
right on that shared property line. 

The Examiner erroneously concluded that a gradual transition between zoning categories 
occurs between "the mid-portion of the project site and the SF zoned properties to the 
west" because "a private open space area will be landscaped to provide some separation.'' 
Conclusion #7. To the contrary, there is no transition at all between the two NC lots 
proposed for rezoning and the two single family lots that abut the rear boundaries of 
those NC lots. 

The Examiner further failed to comprehend that this alleged. "landscaped open space" is 
located exclusively in the separate single-family-zoned lots that are not subject to the 
rezone application and therefore not subject to any PUDA or any other restrictions 
imposed by Council. Accordingly, there is no way for the Council to enforce the 
Examiner's conclusion that this currently vacant lot "will be landscaped" and not 
developed or sold off at a later date. The Examiner, therefore, mistakenly concluded that 
the Developer's unenforceable representation that a portion of the adjacent single family 
lots "will be landscaped" somehow counts as an "open space" and a buffer" as required 
in SMC 23.008.E.2. 
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The Examiner also failed to acknowledge that the Developer has previously stated that it 
might construct a new residence on the currently vacant SF lot that the Examiner claims 
is a buffer, and that neither the Council nor SDCI could prohibit such a building because 
that single family lot is not part of the rezone proposal. Construction of a building on that 
vacant lot, of course, would destroy the alleged ''buffer" that the Examiner relied on to 
support the Recommendation. 

The Examiner failed to explain how the Council could prohibit the Developer from 
selling off one or both of the single family lots that are part of the phantom "development 
site" when those parcels are not part of the rezone application and therefore not subject to 
any restrictions imposed through a PUDA. 

f. SMC 23.34.008.F, Impact Evaluation. 

The Examiner's evaluation of SMC 23.34.008.F was incomplete and inaccurate. The 
Examiner mistakenly concluded that the rezone would ''positively impact the housing 
supply" by adding 35 new units without acknowledging that the owners are reserving the 
top two floors (and 12 units) for themselves, leaving only 23 units available to the public, 
a substantially smaller number than would be produced if all floors of the building had 
units available to the public. Conclusion #8. 

The Examiner failed to discuss how the Developer substantially reduced its MHA 
obligation by converting its rezone application from a rezone to the NC2-65 zone to the 
phantom NC2-55 zone, and that the Developer's other representations about allegedly 
affordable units through the Multi-Family Tax Exemption program are not presently 
enforceable because they are subject to an entirely separate application process if they 
occur at all. 

The Examiner failed to address the environmental factors such as glare and shadow effect 
that will result from a 55 foot building right on the property line that will have all of its 
upper floors built in the airspace where the Land Use Code requires a setback. Such a 
structure would cast shadows in that area on the properties to the north on that block, in 
addition to the light and glare that will occur from having a five story building so close to 
the single family zone. 

g. SMC 23.034.008.G, Changed Circumstances. 

The Examiner claimed there are no changed circumstances to be considered even though 
the entire Recommendation rests on the Examiner's speculation that the MHA legislation 
would be adopted and that this project would conform to it, whatever the yet-to-be­
adopted NC2-55 provides. 
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The Examiner failed to explain why the Developer argued that the "changed 
circumstances" ofMHAjustify the rezone even when the Examiner claimed there to be 
no changed circumstances. The Examiner further failed to address SDCI' s shifting 
position on this issue, when SDCI first claimed that changed conditions justified the 
rezone when it issued its first recommendation, but then later claimed there to be no 
changed circumstances when it issued its second recommendation. 

2. The Examiner's analysis of the height limits criteria of SMC 
23.34.009 was flawed. 

The Examiner made material factual and legal errors throughout the analysis of the height 
limits criteria. 

a. SMC 23.34.009.A, Function of the zone. 

The Examiner erroneously concludes that this proposal would be "consistent with the 
scale of development in the vicinity and the proposed NC2-55 zoning." Conclusion 15. 
The Examiner· failed to comprehend that the proposed building would be built out on 
almost all floors all the way to the rear property line on NC lots totaling almost 13,000 
square feet, approximately 30 % larger than the recently completed NC2-40 building 
right across the street (Hendon Condominiums at 6800 Greenwood Ave N) that did not 
build all the way to the rear property line at any level. The Examiner also mistakenly 
claimed that the proposal would be consistent with the proposed NC2-55 zoning when, as 
noted above, that zone does not presently exist, nor does it have use and development 
standards that apply citywide. The Examiner, therefore, simply asserted, without a 
factual basis, that the proposal would be "consistent" with a non-existent zone. 

b. SMC 23.34.009.B, Topography and view blockage. 

The Examiner mistakenly concluded that the project may impact only territorial views 
from adjacent properties. Conclusion 16. But the Examiner ignored written testimony 
and photographic evidence that demonstrated that the extra height in a rezone would 
block protected views of the Olympic Mountains from properties across the street to the 
east, views that are specifically protected in the NC2-40 zone in which this project 
currently lies. SMC 23.47A.012.A.1.c. 

c. SMC 23.34.009.C, Height and Scale of the area. 

The Examiner mistakenly concluded that the proposed development would be consistent 
with the "predominant height and scale" of nearby newer development without 
acknowledging every single NC parcel for almost one mile along Greenwood is zoned 
uniformly to a maximum height of 40 feet, the nearest parcel zoned higher than 40 feet is 

001505



NOTICE OF APPEAL 
to Seattle City Council 
by Irene Wall and Bob Morgan 
of the Findings and Reconnnendation by the Seattle Hearing Examiner of a rezone of 
property at 7009 Greenwood Avenue North (CF 314356) 
Page 18 of20 

almost one mile away, and that a rezone of this parcel would destroy that uniformity of 
heights along this portion of the Phinney "tail."Conclusion #17. 

d. SMC 23.34.009.D, Compatibility with surrounding 
area. 

SMC 23.34.009.D.1 requires that "[h]eight limits for an area shall be compatible with the 
actual and zoned heights in surrounding areas," but the Examiner offered a confused and 
conclusory analysis of this criteria that is untethered to the facts on the ground. The 
Examiner asserted, without explanation, that the proposed 55 foot height "would" be 
compatible with "most" of the actual "and potential" zoned heights without explaining 
how a 55 foot zone is compatible with a 40 foot zone, or why compatibility with a 
"potential zoned height" should matter at all. "Potential zoned height" is not a criterion 
in this section. Conclusion #18. 

The Examiner ignored entirely the directive in SMC 23.34.009.D.2 that "[a] gradual 
transition in height and scale and level of activity between zones shall be provided unless 
major physical buffers, as described in subsection 23.34.008.D.2, are present." Instead of 
analyzing and applying this mandatory criterion, the Examiner simply claimed, without 
any supporting evidence, that the requested 55 foot height limit "would be consistent with 
the transition of zoned heights and scale of development in the area." Conclusion #18. 

Because there is no buffer, and obviously no "major physical buffer" between the 
proposed NC2-55 zone and the adjacent SF5000 Jots in the rear, the Examiner's failure to 
adhere to this directive also violated SMC 23.34.007.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 indicated the intent to constitute a requirement ... "). Compliance with the 
"gradual transition in height and scale" in SMC 23.34.009.D.2 is intended to constitute a 
requirement because the text states that a gradual transition in height and scale "shall" be 
provided ''unless" there is a major physical buffer. It is undisputed that there would be 
no major physical buffer separating the zones, and therefore a gradual transition in height 
and scale is required. This proposed rezone fails to meet that requirement. 

As noted above, this proposal would result in the only 55-foot height in an almost one­
mile stretch of parcels zoned uniformly at 40 feet where there is no transition whatsoever 
to the abutting rear single family Jots. Furthermore, the scale of this building on an 
already large site is magnified because the Examiner approved a building that has all of 
its floors above the first floor built within the required 15 foot and greater setback making 
this building out of scale with the surrounding NC structures as well as the abutting 
single family Jots. 
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The Examiner failed to note that there is no transition in the level of activity between 
zones because the proposal has the first floor of conunercial uses built right on the 
property line with windows and doors that open directly onto the single family zone, a 
feature that not only violates the applicable Land Use Code but is also unlike any other 
NC building in Phinney Ridge where the first floor conunercial uses are set back from the 
shared rear property line. 

C. The Examiner's recommended conditions for a PUDA are inadequate 
because they do not require compliance with the applicable Land Use 
Code or with the proposed MHA legislation, they do not restrict the 
additional height resulting from an oversized greenhouse and solar 
array, and they do not memorialize the Developer's claims regarding 
the number of "affordable" units to be included in the building. 

The Examiner required only that the PUDA require compliance with the provisions of 
SMC 23.58 and/or 23.58C and that the rezoned property be developed in "substantial 
conformance with the approved plans." Reconnnendation at p.10. 

The Reconunendation erred by not requiring compliance with: the no-build triangle 
described in SMC 23.47A.014.B.1; the upperlevel setbacks requiring a minimum 15-foot 
setback at all floors above the first floor as required in SMC 23.47 A.014.B.3; and the 
prohibition against windows and other openings within 5 feet of a single family zone as 
required in SMC 23.47A.014.B.5. 

The Reconunendation ell'ed by not eliminating or conditioning the greenhouse and solar 
panel all'ay from the rooftop to limit the impact of the proposed building on the adjacent 
single family zone and on the east side. 

The Examiner ell'ed by allowing railings and planters at the perimeter of the roof, which 
further exacerbates the increased height of the proposed building. 

V. Relief Sought 

The appellants request the relieflisted below. 

(1) The Examiner's Reconunendation should be rejected and the Rezone application 
should be denied. 

(2) In the event the Council approves the rezone, the PUDA should include, at a 
minimum, the following requirements: 

001507



NOTICE OF APPEAL 
to Seattle City Council 
by Irene Wall and Bob Morgan 
of the Findings and Recommendation by the Seattle Hearing Examiner of a rezone of 
property at 7009 Greenwood Avenue North (CF 314356) 
Page 20 of20 

1. the proposed building comply with the requirements of SMC 
23.47A.014.B.1, B.3, and B.5 regarding setbacks and other 
features and prohibitions on buildings located on NC lots that abut 
a lot in a single family zone; 

2. the Greenhouse should be eliminated or moved to the ground level 
and the height of the solar array reduced; 

3. All railings, planters, and any other perimeter features should be 
set back at least four feet from the edge of the building to further 
reduce the impact of any extra height resulting from those features. 

(3) The Council should establish a briefing schedule to allow the parties of record to 
submit written analysis with supporting information from the record; 

(4) The Council should allow oral presentations by the parties ofrecord. 

Dated this tl!f fI;,ofJune,2018. 

f-lliAM1ttUR1U & EUSTIS, LLP 

ARAMBURU & EuSTIS, LLP 
720 Third Avenue, Ste 2000 
Seattle, WA98104 
(206)625-9515 
eustis@aramburu-eustis 
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SEATTLE CITY COUNCIL 

CE 

To: 

From: 

Date: 

Subject: 

, ("> / ? 
Those Persons Who Were Provided Notice of the Hearing Examiner's Recommen.sJat't6~;'< 

'// ·u 
for a Contract Rezone at 7009 Greenwood Avenue North 

Ketil Freeman, Council Central Staff 

June 27, 2018 

Notice of Appeal and Hearing Regarding C.F. 314356; Contract Rezone Application for 

7009 Greenwood Avenue North (SDCI Project No. 3023260) 

Appeal Received: The City Council has received an appeal, which is enclosed with this notice, of the 
Hearing Examiner's recommendation to approve a contract rezone application for a site located at 7009 
Greenwood Avenue North. 

How to Respond to the Appeal: Any party of record may file a response to the appeal no later than 5:00 
p.m. on July 9, 2018. Responses must be in writing and filed, along with a certificate of service, with the 
City Cieri<. Copies of any responses, along with a certificate of service, must also be mailed (via first class 
mail or via e-mail) to all the parties of record. Parties of record are listed at 
the end of this memorandum. 

A certificate of service is a signed, sworn statement that a document has been mailed by first class mail 
or by e-mail on the date stated in the certificate and to the persons named at the addresses listed in the 
certificate. A copy of the appeals and contact information for the parties of record are enclosed with 
this meeting notice. The address of the City Clerk's Office is 600 Fourth Avenue, 3rd Floor, Seattle, 
Washington 98124-4728. 

How to Reply to Responses: Persons who have filed an appeal may file a reply to any response that is 
filed responding to the appeal. Any reply must filed with the City Clerk by 5:00 p.m. July 16, 2018, along 
with a certificate of service certifying that it has been sent by first class mail or by e-mail to the other 
parties of record. 

Meeting schedule for the Planning Land use and Zoning Committee (the Committee): The Committee is 
scheduled to take up this matter on July 18, 2018. The meeting will commence at 9:30 a.m. and will be 
held in City Council chambers, 600 Fourth Avenue, 2nd Floor, in downtown Seattle. The entrances to City 
Hall are located between James and Cherry Streets on the west side of Fifth Avenue and the east side of 
Fourth Avenue. Print and communications access for Council meetings is provided on prior request. 
Please contact Amy Gore at (206) 684-8593 or via e-mail at as soon as possible to 
request accommodations for a disability. 

At the meeting, the Committee will not make a recommendation to the Full Council but may decide 
procedural matters. The Committee may also hear oral argument from appellants and respondents. 

On the Friday before the meeting, a detailed agenda will be available on the Council's website: 
www.seattle.gov/council/com assign.htm (click on "View Agendas" in the section on the Planning, Land 
Use and Zoning Committee). You can also sign up to receive agendas for Council Committee meetings 
via e-mail by clicking on "Sign up for Agendas." 

* * * 
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Consideration of this appeal is a quasi-judicial action of the City Council and is subject to the Council's 
Quasi-judicial Rules. The Council's Quasi-judicial Rules were adopted by Resolution 31602 and are 
available at Copies of Resolution 31602 can also be 
obtained from the City Clerk's Office at 600 4th Avenue, 3rd Floor. The Clerk's Office is open from 8:00 
a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday, and may also be reached at 206.684.8344. 

If you have any other questions, please call me at {206} 684-8178 or contact me by email at 

Applicant Legal Counsel 
Jessica Clawson 

Appellant 

Party 

Appellants Legal Counsel 
Jeffrey M. Eustis 

Department 
Lindsay King 
SDCI 

Method of Service 
D U.S. First Class Mail, postage prepaid 
D Inter-office Mail 
~E-mail 
0Fax 
D Hand Delivery 
D Legal Messenger 

D U.S. First Class Mail, postage prepaid 
D Inter-office Mail 
~E-mail 
0Fax 
D Hand Delivery 
D Legal Messenger 

D U.S. First Class Mail, postage prepaid 
D Inter-office Mail 
~E-mail 
0Fax 
D Hand Delivery 
D Legal Messenger 
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BEFORE THE CITY COUNCIL 
CITY OF SEATTLE 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of Washington that on this 

date I sent true and correct copies of the attached NOTICE OF APPEAL AND CITY COUNCIL 

COMMITTEE HEARJNG to each person listed below, or on the attached mailing list, in the 

matter of the APPLICATION OF 70TH & GREENWOOD AVE, LLC TO REZONE AN 

APPROXIMATELY 12, 18 8 SQUARE FOOT SITE LOCATED AT 7009 GREENWOOD A VENUE FROM 

NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL 2 WITH A 40 FOOT HEIGHT LIMIT (NC2 40) TO 

NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL 2 WITH A 65 FOOT HEIGHT LIMIT (NC2 65) (PROJECT No. 

3023260; TYPE IV), CLERKS FILE 314356, in the manner indicated. 

Party Method of Service 
Applicant Legal Counsel D U.S. First Class Mail, postage prepaid 
Jessica Clawson D Inter-office Mail 
J essie@mhseattle.com lS1 E-mail 

0Fax 
David Fuchs D Hand Delivery 
dfuchs@j ohnstonarchitects. com D Legal Messenger . · 

Appellant D U.S. First Class Mail, postage prepaid 

D Inter-office Mail 

Appellants Legal Counsel ~E-mail 
Jeffrey M. Eustis D Fax 
eustis@arambaru-eustis.com D Hand Delivery 

D Legal Messenger 

Irene Wall 

iwall@serv.net 

Bob Morgan 

bmorgan@comcast.net 

Department D U.S. First Class Mail, postage prepaid 
Lindsay King D Inter-office Mail 
SDCI lS1 E-mail 
Lindsay.king@seattle.gov 0Fax 

D Hand Delivery 
Tami Garrett D Legal Messenger 
SDCI 

1 
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Tami.ganett@seattle.gov 

E-mail D U.S. First Class Mail, postage prepaid 
Marc@streamre.com D Inter-office Mail 
Emily@grouparch.com r;gj E-mail Kwalzak@nbbj.com 
DKutzera@gmail.com 0Fax 
ivanarama@gmail.com D Hand Delivery 
john@sklarchitects.com D Legal Messenger jreibman@weberthompson.com 
iwall@serv.net 
ronrobl@aol.com 
henryava@comcast.net 
ebartfeld@comcast.net 
n.shay@msn.com 
janweldin60@gmail.com 
aandedarcy@comcast.net 
aaronocallaghan@msn.com 
aasmith6@fastmail.com 
aleenada@gmail.com 
aleigh64@yahoo.com 
allyn@allyn.org 
betsyc@windermere.com 
bmorgan@comcast.net 
bookmoose1@yahoo.com 
boydm@hotmail.com 
Brian.gerich@gmail.com 
campkusa@hotmail.com 
jeffboutel@gmail.com 
dan .liebling@gmail.com 
danielle.mcarthur@gmail.com 
danswenson@comcast.net 
davidpsimons@gmail.com 
ddickstein@earthlink.net 
dduthweiler@comcast.net 
Ellen.bezona@gmail.com 
epsteinjanet@comcast.net 
erichdarcy@comcast.net 
erinlevon@hotmail.com 
fifig13@msn.com 
Guentherc75@aol.com 
hadden.eric.a@gmail.com 
heidi.kandathil@gmail.com 
hemanthpai@gmail.com 
henryava@comcast.net 
hileveque@comcast.net 
jreibman@weberthompson.com 
jumpforjoy2day@hotmail.com 
jwbito@ballardview.com 
katyvhanson@gmail.com 
keyescp@comcast.net 
kheintz@uw.edu 
anderson.kristink@gmail.com 
andrew.sang32@gmail.com 
andrews14@verizon.net 
anthony. r. marsh@gmail.com 
aprylwaldman@gmail.com 
asapuntz@gmail.com 
Carolh357@gmail.com 
Cebaker1800@gmail.com 
chervlmsvkes@amail.com 
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chris@huqqinsandsons.com 
chrisbcunninqham@qmail.com 
Christian.geismann@qmail.com 
dhndlymore@aol.com 
dinomarshalonis@qmail.com 
dkamm844@qmail.com 
drjcamm@qmail.com 
dstewart98109@icloud.com 
duncanqriffinarch@gmail.com 
fryhlecb@plu.edu 
Fstriegl@aol.com 
fstriegl@carmelpartners.com 
fstrieql1@qmail.com 
q zuhl@yahoo.com 
galenward@qmail.com 
iskra@iskradesiqn.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 
lcandres@earthlink.net 
Gary.Kriedt@l<inqcounty.gov 
SEPA@pscleanair.org 
separeqister@ecy.wa.gov 
Ramin.pazool<i@wsdot.wa.gov 
rad.cunninqham@doh.wa.gov 
l<elly.cooper@doh.wa.gov 
shirlee.tan@l<inqcounty.gov 
asaxton@corol laryconsu !ting. 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 
qmh507@hotmail.com 
gmsodt@qmail.com 
gordon@rgkennedy.com 
grantrcole@qmail.com 
greqorythomsen@hotmail.com 
jkeeler415@gmail.com 
jo.fuller@gmail.com 
john . .ifilfcott@outlook.com 
johnlsmith20@johnlsmith20.com 
ionathan.westermanfalnmail.com 
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jordanccarlson@gmail.com 
lee@destinationtiki.com 
lesliesacha@comcast.net 
levasseur12@gmail.com 
luif31ix@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 
myguinters@gmail.com 
myra1111@msn.com 
n.shay@msn.com 
nangohring@yahoo.com 
ndsandvik@gmail .. com 
peter.krystad@gmail.com 
peterfarnung@yahoo.com 
philiody@g.com 
physther@peak.org 
phinneyridge.ccouncil@gmail.com 
pickenjen 14@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 
beggars 1002003@gmail.com 
maryjoed@issaguahwa.gov 
MaryMcCann@msn.com 
maykut@serv.net 
mcbell@seanet.com 
mcurrey@shaw.ca 
melindaelkin@yahoo.com 
nfmiller17@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 
Shawri.m.baz@gmail.com 
simpsonjvj@aol.com 
smithem55@gmail:com 
sokolows@g.com 
soteriosan(ri)aol.com 
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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 
Patutie1@comcast.net 
Peggy.Moloney@microsoft.com 
pegmandtomr@gmail.com 
rebedale@hotmail.com 
revjessecard@gmail.com 
rhondasable@gmail.com 
rhondathomsen@gmail.com 
rlandy@comcast.net 
roberta.zook.2014@gmail.com 
sp88ky1@aol.com 
spanishwithteresa@yahoo.com 
srflash32@gmail.com 
steven.bullock@gmail.com 
Suehollis63@gmail.com 
susanfwagner@yahoo.com 
jrudden@comcast.net 
katy.mccormick uk@yahoo.com 
mikelrich@msn.com 
smithem55®amail.com 

U.S. Mail r:g:J U.S. First Class Mail, postage prepaid 
BRIGITTE GRAUPE D Inter-office Mail 
342N 71 8T ST DE-mail 
SEATTLE, WA98103 0Fax 

MELDA FELIX 
D Hand Delivery 

516 N 65TH ST 
D Legal Messenger 

SEATTLE, WA 98103 

SUQUAMISH TRIBE 
POBOX498 
SUQUAMISH, WA 98392 

DUWAMISH TRIBE 
4705 W MARGINAL WAY SW 
SEATTLE, WA 98106 

KAREN WALTER 
WATERSHEDS AND LAND USE TEAM 
LEADER 
MUCKLESHOOT INDIAN TRIBE FISHERIES 
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DNISION HABITAT PROGRAM 
39015 172ND AVE SE 
AUBURN, WA 98092 

Inter-office Mail 
Public Review Documents 
Quick Infonnation Center 
Seattle Public Libra1y 
LB-03-01 

Dated: June 27, 2018 

D U.S. First Class Mail, postage prepaid 
~ Inter-office Mail 
DE-mail 
0Fax 
D Hand Delivery 
D Legal Messenger 

Ketil Freeman 
Legislative Analyst 
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9 In the Matter of the Appeal of: CF 314356 

10 
Irene Wall and Bob Morgan, SDCI Reference: 3023260-LU 
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I. FACTS 

70111 & Greenwood Ave LLC ("Owner") proposes a contract rezone to NC2-55(M) in 

order to construct a five-story mixed use building containing 35 apartment units with ground 

level retail and below-grade parking for 26 vehicles (the "Project"). The Project site is located at 

7009 Greenwood Avenue North, on a currently-vacant lot covered in impervious asphalt. Exhibit 

31, p. 4. The Project's proposed rezone is consistent with the Mandatory Housing Affordability 

("MHA")-proposed rezone for the site, which also proposes to rezone the site to NC2-55(M). 1 

1 / As the Council knows, the MHA legislation (CB 119184) was transmitted to the City Council in November 
2017 and was refeITed to the Select Committee on Citywide Mandatory Affordable Housing on January 29, 2018. It 
has been discussed in Committee and public hearings held eight times to the date of this response. 
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The Project is a unique project in which some of the owners of the Project will be occupy 

a small pmiion of the building's units. 2 This initial group of owners is a collection of friends who 

decided to build a building in which they could live collectively with their families and provide 

market rate and affordable housing and small business retail in the rest of the Project. Exhibit 

31, Testimony of Shannon Loew. Due to the fact that the owners will reside on-site and therefore 

will become part of the Phinney/Greenwood neighborhood, the owners have given much thought 

and care to the design of the Project. The Project includes the following items: 

• Participation in the Mandatory Affordable Housing program, in compliance with 
Director's Rule 14-2016. Exhibit 31, p. I. 

• 60% of the units are family-sized, including a mix of two, three, and four­
bedroom units. Three and four-bedroom units are rare in new construction in the 
City of Seattle. Exhibit 31, p. 2. An emphasis is placed on family living. 

• Participation in the MFTE program, which will provide one studio, two one­
bedrooms, three two-bedrooms, and one three-bedroom units as affordable at the 
required levels under MFTE. Exhibit 31, p. 1. 

• A publicly-accessible 2,110 s.f. courtyard for the community, and 6,160 s.f. of 
neighborhood small business retail. Exhibit 31, p. 2. 

• 0. 74 auto parking ratio despite no parking required, and compliance with new 
bike parking standards. Id; Exhibit 16. 

• TI1e building is LEED Platinum, despite no requirement that the building achieve 
any green building standard. This demonstrates the owners' deep cmmnitment to 
a high-quality building incorporating progressive sustainability strategies. Id. 

The Project is also a unique project in that the Project site includes two parcels zoned 

NC2-40 (fronting Greenwood Avenue North--proposed to be zoned to NC2-55(M)), and it also 

includes two adjacent single family-zoned lots to the west of the NC2-40 pmiion. Exhibit 1, pp. 

2-3 (map of Project site). One of the lots (7010 Palatine) contains a single-family structure, and 

the other lot is cun-ently vacant. The single family-zoned lots will remain zoned single family 

and cannot (and will not) include a multifamily use, but these lots have been included in the 

2 I Contrary to the Appellants' allegation (inelevant to the rezone proceedings), the owners are not reserving 
the entire top two floors for themselves. Testimony of Shannon Loew. 
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Project's development site for pmposes of the Master Use Permit ("MUP") associated with the 

contract rezone. Exhibit 16, Sheet G002. As part of the MUP, the single-family home owned by 

the applicant at 7010 Palatine Ave. N. will remain, and the vacant single-family lot will be 

planted in grass. Exhibit 16, Sheet L.500 (Landscape Plan). The single-family lots and the NC2 

lots were combined into a single development site, as defined by SDCI TIP 247. A development 

site is a project site which SDCI applies all of the development standards for the land use code 

and is required to be reviewed as such for the life of the building. TIP 247, Testimony of Lindsay 

King, Senior Land Use Planner, SDCJ. As a result of the Project site being a single 

development site, certain development standards, such as setbacks and window placement were 

applied to the totality of the development site, consistent with TIP 247. Testimony o,fLindsay 

King, Senior Land Use Planner, SDCl. The outcome of the Project in reality is that the 

acquisition of the two single family lots creates a 55-foot wide physical buffer along the entire 

western edge of the development site, buffering the single-family zoned properties not within the 

development site from the Project. Exhibit 16, p. I 0. The Project created futiher.appropriate 

zone transitions by: 

• Creating large setbacks on all facades, with an emphasis on meeting transitions to 
lower zones--the upper floor of the west facades is setback 4 feet and 6' at the 
notihwest corner, to create a transition to the NC2-40 zone. 

• All of the facades of the building are broken down into four discrete, smaller 
elements that match the bulk and scale of the surrounding buildings and are 
strategically placed to align with features of surrounding context, including the 
jog in N 701h Street and the widths of nearby single-family parcels. 

• Rooftop equipment, solar atrnys, greenhouses and other elements are strategically 
placed away from the building perimeter to minimize shadows on neighboring 
parcels and avoid visibility from the street , futiher reducing height bulk and 
scale. Further, the greenhouse has been inset by perimeter planters to minimize 
visibility from the abutting SF lots. Lastly, following the Design Review Board's 
recommendation, the solar panels have been rotated toward flat as much as 
possible while maintaining their effectiveness so as to lower their overall heigltt 
and visibility. 
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• Perimeter planters, landscaping, and green roof have been designed and placed at 
the edges of the Project to reduce privacy concerns to abutting lots. 

• The Project relies on 55' and 80' adjacent rights-of-way, as well as landscaped 
open space as physical buffers as required by 23.34.008.E 

• The Project was initially proposed to be 65-feet tall (6 stories) but was reduced to 
5 stories in response to community concerns, and to be consistent with the 
pending MHA rezone to 55 feet. 3 

Exhibit31,pp.10-ll,pp.17-18. 

Due to the fact that the development site already contains one single family lot, SDCI has 

determined that no additional single-family home could ever be built on the vacant single-family 

lot. Testimony of Shannon Loew, Testimony of Lindsay King. The recommended rezone 

condition requires that development shall be in substantial confonnance with the approved MUP 

plans, which include the retention of the single-family house, and the vacant lot being planted in 

grass. Exhibit 1, p. 44; Exhibit 16, Sheet G002, Sheet L500. The recommended rezone condition 

also requires a Property Use and Development Agreement ("PUDA") be recorded that 

incorporates the final approved MUP drawings for the proposal. Examiner's Recommendation, 

p. 10. As a result, the PUDA requires that the open space physical buffer as shown on the MUP 

be maintained as long as the building exists. 

The Director issued a Master Use Permit decision and a rezone recommendation. The 

Master Use Permit decision approved design review, approved zoning, and issued a 

Dete1mination ofNonsignificance pursuant to the State Environmental Policy Act ("SEP A"), 

with routine conditions. No appeals of these decisions were filed, and any such appeals would 

3 I The rezone application has had three different iterations. The first was a 65-foot tall building with a 
proposed rezone to 65 feet. This was revised to a 5-story building, with a proposed rezone to 65 feet but self­
limiting to 55 feet. The reason why this was proposed was because the NC2-55 zone did not yet exist. The rezone. 
was further revised to a 5-story building with a proposed rezone to NC2-55(M) when the 55-foot zone was created 
by SDCI and formally acknowledged by the Land Use Code. This is the cunent proposal. 
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be untimely now. The Director recommended approval of the rezone, with routine conditions. 

2 Exhibit 1, Testimony of Lindsay King. 

3 
The Hearing Examiner held an open record public hearing on April 30, 2018. Id. Eight 

4 
members of the public attended and offered testimony at the hearing. Of the eight, four were in 

5 

6 
favor of the project and four were not. Hearing Record, 9:07-9:43. SDCI presented infonnation 

7 supporting its recommendation to approve the contract rezone. Hearing Record, 11:30. The 

8 Owner presented information supporting its contract rezone application. Hearing Record, 9:45 -

9 
11 :30. Specifically, the Owner reviewed every rezone criterion and outlined how the Project 

10 
meets each relevant criterion. Id. 

11 

12 
Following a site visit, and a full consideration of the evidence in the record, the Hearing 

13 Examiner issued a recommendation to approve the contract rezone, with the SDCI-recommended 

14 conditions. Consistent with 23.34.004.A, the Hearing Examiner recommended a condition that 

15 requires a PUDA be recorded against the property to be rezoned conditioning compliance with 

16 
the approved Master Use Permit plans that are ofrecord for the Project. Hearing Examiner 

17 

18 
Recommendation, p. 10. 

19 The Appellants filed a timely appeal of the Hearing Examiner's recommendation. The 

20 appeal raises several claims, each of which is unsupported by the evidence in the record and the 

21 applicable law and are based on a fundamental misreading of the contract rezone criteria and 

22 
omissions of several key facts. The Owner respectfully requests the City Council deny the appeal 

23 

and approve the contract rezone with the Hearing Examiner's recommended conditions. 
24 

25 
II. ARGUMENT 

26 A. The City Council must reject the appeal and must approve the contract rezone with 

27 conditions. 

28 
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1. Standard of Review. 

The Council's decision in a contract rezone shall be based on applicable law and 

supported by substantial evidence in the record. SMC 23.76.056.A. It is the Appellant's burden 

to prove why the Hearing Examiner's recommendation should be rejected or modified. Id. 

Courts interpret the "substantial weight" requirement as mandating the clearly erroneous 

standard of review. Indian Trail Property Owner's Ass 'n. v. City of Spokane, 76 Wn. App. 430, 

431, 886 P.2d 209 (1994); Brown v. Tacoma, 30 Wn. App. 762, 764, 637 P.2d 1005 (1981). 

Under the clearly eIToneous standard, reviewing bodies do not substitute their judgment for that 

of the agency but may invalidate the decision only when left with the definite and finn 

conviction that a mistake has been committed. Whatcom County Fire District No. 21 v. 

Whatcom County, 171Wn.2d421, 427, 256 P.3d 295 (2011), citing Norway Hill Pres. and Prat. 

Ass 'n. v. King County Council, 87 Wn.2d 267, 274, 552 P.2d 674 (1976) (internal quotations 

omitted). 

An Appellant does not meet its burden to show a decision is clearly erroneous ifthe 

evidence shows only that reasonable minds might differ with the decision. Mere complaints, or 

claims without the production of affirmative evidence showing that a decision was erroneous, are 

insufficient to satisfy an Appellant's burden. Boehm v. City of Vancouver, 111 Wn. App. 711, 

47 P.3d 137, 140 (2002); see also Moss v. Bellingham, 109 Wn. App. 6, 13, 31 P.3d 703 (2001). 

Because the City Council is considered an appellate body under SMC 23.76.065(A), its 

detennination is based "solely on the original record, it is not empowered to substitute its 

judgment for that of the examiner, and it must sustain the examiner's findings of fact if they are 

suppmied by substantial evidence." PT Air Watchers v Dep't of Ecology, 179 Wn2d 919, 319 
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P.3d 23, 27 (2014); Maranatha Mining v. Pierce County, 59 Wn. App. 795, 801-2, 801 P.2d 985 

(1990). Substantial evidence is considered evidence that is sufficient "to persuade a fair-minded, 

rational person of the trnth of a declared premise.'" Alejandre v. Bull, 159 Wn.2d 674, 681, 153 

P.3d 864, 867 (2007) (citations omitted). Appellant fails to demonstrate that the Examiner's 

findings are not supported by substantial evidence in the record. The Appellant's claims must be 

denied, and the rezone approved. 

2. The Hearing Examiner's recommendation to rezone to NC2-55(M) was 

proper. 

The Appellants allege that the contract rezone should be denied because the NC2-55(M) 

zone "does not exist." This claim is not supported by substantial evidence in the record, or by the 

Land Use Code, and fails for several reasons. 

First, the Land Use Code and Director's Rule 14-2016 require the contract rezone to 

comply with MHA. See SMC 23.34.004.B and SMC 23.58C.015. It is notable that Director's 

Rule 14-2016 specifically references rezones to NC-55. Director's Rule 14-2016, p. 4. The zone 

does, in fact, exist. 

Second, Appellants' arguments that the Examiner failed to apply the "locational criteria 

for the specific zone" are without merit. The Examiner did apply the locational criteria for the 

NC2 zone. Hearing Examiner Recommendation, Conclusion 4: ("the proposal does not seek a 

change in the existing NC2-zone designation. The NC2 zone criteria in 23.34.076 continue to 

match the characteristics of the area better than any other zone designation"). Note that Chapter 

23.34 SMC does not require the review of each individual zone (NC2-40 versus NC2-55, for 

example), but simply the review of the underlying zone (in this case, remaining NC2), and the 

height limits of the zone (in this case 55 feet). The Hearing Examiner completed a review of both 
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criteria, and recommended approval of the rezone. Id., Conclusion 4, Conclusions 14-15. The 

Appellants' claims are without merit and the rezone must be approved. 

Third, Appellants' arguments that somehow because the NC2-55(M) zone does "not 

exist" that the Project could not comply with zoning standards is without merit and is also an 

argument that is untimely. Compliance with zoning standards is not a rezone criteria cuTI'ently 

before the Council for consideration. See Chapter 23.34. SMC. Assertions that a project does not 

comply with a zoning standard is an appeal of a Type I decision and is only subject to 

administrative review through a land use interpretation. SMC 23.76.022.A.1. Here, the 

Appellants filed no such claim and the time to do so has now passed; this claim has been waived. 

In shoti, the Appellants fail to cite to any substantial evidence in the record or any code that 

supports their claims. The Appellants' claims must be rejected and the rezone approved. 

3. The Examiner's recommendation is factually supported by substantial 

evidence in the Record. 

The Appellants allege that the Examiner "misrepresented the nature of public comment to 

SDCI" and states that "all of the w1itten comments submitted to the Examiner were from 

individuals who opposed the project." Appeal, p. 12. This allegation could not be based on the 

evidence in the record, as it is notably wrong. In fact, the Examiner clearly read every public 

cotmnent in the record and considered them. Examiner's Recommendation, p. 5. In fact, the 

record fully supports the Examiner's findings related to public comment. Comments were 

received both before and after the hearing; the Hearing Examiner allowed the record to be left 

open for additional public comment specifically in response to the Appellants' request. In fact, 

several comments were received that were supportive of the Project, including dozens during the 

SDCI consideration pe1iod, four during the hearing, and several after the hearing. Exhibits 48, 
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51, 53, 54; Hearing Testimony . . It is unclear why the Appellants make this wild claim, but it is 

wrong and without support in the record. 

4. The contract rezone proposal complies with SMC 23.34.008.A (density 

and zoned capacity). 

Appellants claim that the Examiner's recommendation related to density and zoned 

capacity was "flawed." The Appellants cite to no evidence to support its claims. 

SMC 23.34.008.A states: 

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 125 percent of the growth estimates 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 Project is in the Greenwood/Phinney Ridge Residential Urban Village. Exhibit 31, p. 

8. CmTent density in the Urban Village is 21.7 housing units per acre (Seattle Comprehensive 

Plan, Land Use Appendix, Figure A-2). Id. The Comprehensive Plan adopts a residential density 

goal of at least 12 dwelling units per acre for Residential Urban Villages (2035 Comprehensive 

Plan, Citywide Plam1ing, Growth Strategy Figure 1 ). Id. The rezone proposal complies with this 

criterion. The Project is not proposing a downzone, instead, it proposes to upzone to add 

capacity. Therefore, it could not reduce capacity below 125 percent of the growth estimates. 

Second, the density established for the Residential Urban Village is at least 12 units per acre. 

Currently the Residential Urban Village has a density of 21. 7 housing units per acre, meeting this 

criteria. Third, the Project contributes to meeting zoned capacities. The Project site area to be 

rezoned is 12,185 s.f. or just more than 114 of an acre. Exhibit 1, p. 2. The Project proposes 35 
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units on approximately 1/4 of an acre, supporting the density requirements of SMC 23.34.008.A. 

Appellants' claims are not supported by substantial evidence in the record and must be rejected. 

5. The contract rezone proposal complies with SMC 23.34.008.C (zoning 

history and precedential effect). 

Appellants claim that the Examiner's recommendation related to this criterion was 

"confused." Appellants claim that the proposed MHA rezone of the property to NC2-55(M) 

should not be taken into account when reviewing this criterion. Appellants are inco1Tect and this 

claim should be rejected given the clear code language that requires examination of potential 

zoning changes. 

SMC 23.34.008.C states: 

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

Appellants claim that "the NC2-55 zone does not presently exist for the Phinney Ridge 

neighborhood, nor has final legislation event been presented to the Council." Appeal, p. 13. As 

the Council knows, this is not correct. Council Bill 119184 was transmitted to the City Council 

in November 2017 and was referred to the Select Cmmnittee on Citywide MHA on January 29, 

2018. It has been openly discussed and public hearings have been held for the legislation at least 

eight times. Exhibit 31, p. 9. To state that the MHA rezone of the property to NC2-55(M) is not 

"proposed" is not supported by substantial evidence in the record. 

Further, it is required by the tenns of SMC 23.34.008.C that the MHA proposed rezone 

of t11e property be examined to determine compliance with this criterion. The MHA rezone is a 

"potential zoning change"-it has been transmitted to Council and has been discussed publicly 

by the Council, cmTent and fonner Mayors, and the public for two years. It was wholly 
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appropriate and actually. required that the Examiner consider the potential MHA rezone of the 

property to NC2-55(M). The proposed contract rezone matches the proposed legislative rezone, 

and therefore the consideration of the Appellants' claim must be rejected and the rezone 

approved. 

Appellants claim that the Examiner should have considered the "precedential effect" of 

granting the rezone as it could "jeopardize the current and planned land use patterns if a parcel 

were upzoned prematurely." Appeal, p. 14. However, the code language does not require the 

Examiner to do this. It only requires him to compare the Project's rezone to the proposed MHA 

rezone; there are no other "proposed rezones" for him to consider. The Examiner followed the 

clear language of the code. The Appellants' claims are without merit. The rezone must be 

approved. 

6. The contract rezone proposal complies with SMC 23.34.008.D 

(Neighborhood Plans). 

Appellants claim that because the Greenwood/Phinney Neighborhood plan "did not 

anticipate a 55-foot zone" the contract rezone could not be consistent with this criterion. This 

argument is not consistent with the code criterion or the Greenwood/Phinney Neighborhood Plan 

and should be rejected. 

SMC 23.34.008.D states: 

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 rezone shall 
be taken into consideration. 

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 
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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. 

Here, the Greenwood/Phinney Neighborhood Plan was adopted after 1995 and is part of 

6 the City's Comprehensive Plan. Exhibit 31, p. 10. It does not contain policies for guiding 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

rezones, it does not cite to specific zones, and it does not contain information about rezones of 

particular sites. It does not speak to any heights at all; and in fact the Neighborhood Plan was re-

adopted in 2016 after MHA upzones had been drafted and publicly discussed. been approved 

with the approval of the neighborhood plan. SMC 23.34.008.D.4. 

The Examiner properly took into consideration the Greenwood/Phinney Neighborhood 

Plan. Examiner's Recommendation, p. 3 (Findings 12, 13), p. 7 (Conclusion 5). Indeed, all 

substantial evidence in the record shows that the Project supports the goals and policies of the 

Greenwood/Phinney Neighborhood Plan. Exhibit 31, pp 21-31. Appellants' claims are without 

merit and should be rejected. 

7. The contract rezone proposal complies with SMC 23.34.008.E (zoning 

principles, including gradual transition and buffers). 

The Appellants claim that the Hearing Examiner's recommendation erred in analyzing 

23.34.004.E, including zoning principles and transitions. Appellants' claims are not supported 

by the record, and misrepresent the Examiner's recommendation. 

Appellants claim that the Examiner erred when he described zoning transitions elsewhere 

in the Greenwood/Phinney Urban Village, stating that he said that 65-foot zoned parcels share . 

property lines with single family parcels. The Examiner did not state this. In fact, the Examiner 
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described the myriad of zoning transitions that occur generally in the Greenwood/Phinney Urban 

Village: 

The predominant zoning patterns 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. 

Examiner's Recommendation, p. 7 (Conclusion 7). It should also be noted that the Project is not 

proposing a rezone to 65 feet, but instead to 55 feet. 

In fact, when one reads the code, the Project meets all of the criteria in 23.34.008.E, and 

the Examiner properly considered the criteria: 

E. Zoning P1inciples. The following zoning p1inciples 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 
prefeITed. 
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; 
c. Distinct changes in street layout and block orientation; 
d. Open space and greenspaces. 
3. Zone boundaries. 
a. In establishing boundaries the following elements shall be considered: 
(1) Physical buffers as described in subsection E2 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. 

The Examiner properly considered the potential impact of more intensive zones on less 

intensive zones. The rezone remains the same intensity of zone (NC2), so this will not change. 

However, the Examiner carefully discussed the gradual transition that the code prefers between 
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height limits.4 The Examiner notes the gradual transition that will occur between the 55-foot 

height and the 40-foot height. He notes the full height modulation to break down the mass of the 

building, and notes that the open space on the single-family parcel and the upper level setbacks 

will create a physical buffer as transition between the Project and single-family zones. 

Examiner's Recommendation, p. 8. 

Appellants allege that the landscaped open space on the single-family lot cannot be 

considered a physical buffer because the PUDA cannot apply to the single-family zoned lots. 

This is based on a misunderstanding of PUDAs and MUPs. The code does not limit the right of 

a propetiy owner to voluntarily bind his/her property by PUDA even if it is not being rezoned. 

SMC 23.34.004. In fact, a PUDA is specifically contemplated to impose restrictions that are 

"directly related to the impacts that may be expected to result from the rezone." SMC 23.34.004. 

Indeed, the contract rezone is conditioned upon compliance with the PUDA; the contract rezone 

may be revoked if compliance does not occur. SMC 23.34.004.C. Finally, the recommended 

conditions by the Examiner not only require a PUDA but require compliance with the MUP as a 

condition of the PUDA. The MUP plan show retention of the single-family house on the west, 

and also the landscaped open space; all lots are tied together as a development site and must be 

maintained as one development site as long as the Project exists. Testimony of Lindsay King, 

Exhibit 9. As a result, the physical buffers and gradual transition are guaranteed as a condition 

of the rezone/PUDA. The Appellants claims regarding gradual transition must be denied as they 

are not supported by the code or substantial evidence in the record. 

8. The contract rezone proposal complies with SMC 23.34.008.F (Impact 

Evaluation). 

4/ It should be noted here that the code does not require transition in height limit, but prefers it. It also does 
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The Appellants allege that the Examiner's recommendation was deficient but fail to 

provide substantial evidence in the record that proves that his analysis related to impacts was 

wrong. 

The facts do not suppmi the Appellants' allegations. In fact, the Project increases the 

number of housing units in the neighborhood on this site from zero to 35.5 Exhibit 1. In fact, the 

Project is compliant with the MHA program, increasing affordability in the City. Exhibit 1. In 

fact, the Project thoroughly addresses all listed environmental impacts. All of the factors listed in 

23.34.008.F were analyzed by both the Applicant and the Department, and substantial evidence 

in the record shows that the Project does not create significant shadows or light and glare; these 

potential impacts were specifically walked through with the Examiner during the hearing as part 

of the Owner's presentation. Exhibit 31, Exhibit 50, Testimony o.f Shannon Loew. Views were. 

also discussed during the hearing with the Examiner. All substantial evidence in the record 

shows that views will not be blocked as a result of the rezone (or, to put it differently, as a result 

of the difference between a 40-foot tall and a 55-foot tall building). The buildings smTounding 

the Project site are one, two, three, or four-story (40-foot) structures. Exhibit 50. Any views 

would be at least partially blocked as a result of a 40-foot tall building, so the 55-foot tall 

building has no significant impact to views. Further, the Project was subject to review under the 

State Environmental Policy Act ("SEP A"), which discloses and reviews enviromnental impacts 

of the Project; this fact was stated by the Examiner in his recommendation. 6 Examiner's 

Recommendation, p. 8 (Conclusion 9 ). 

not require physical buffers to be present. 
5 I It is irrelevant to the Examiner's or Council's rezone analysis, but the Appellants' allegation that the top 
two floors are designated for owners' use only is not true and is not supported by the record. Testin1ony o/Loe1v. 
6 Shadows, views, and light and glare impacts are specifically disclosed and addressed in the SEPA checklist 
submitted to the City, reviewed and accepted by SDCI, andreviewed by the Examiner. See Exhibit 3. In addition, 
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View 

9. The Appellants claims related to SMC 23.34.008.G (changed 

circumstances) are without basis. 

It is frankly difficult to understand the Appellants' arguments related to changed 

circumstances. The Examiner determined that there are no changed circumstances. Examiner's 

Recommendation, p8, Conclusion 12. The fact that SDCI and the Owner argued differently does 

not create error. This argument should be rejected. 

10. The contract rezone complies with SMC 23.34.009.A (function of the 

zone). 

Appellants claim that fue Examiner's recommendation is in error because the Project will 

be larger than the currently built environment. But this allegation, even if true, is not relevant to 

the criterion required in SMC 23.34.009.A, which states: 

A. Function of fue zone. Height limits shall be consistent with the type and scale of 
development intended for each zone classification. The demand for pennitted goods 
and services and the potential for displacement of preferred uses shall be considered. 

Thus, the code does not require the Examiner to analyze the existing development as it relates to 

this code criterion. Instead, fue Examiner states that increased density in the Urban Village, the 

proposal's multifamily and commercial uses are consistent with fue function of the zone, and it 

would not change the size of cmmnercial uses allowed. He also specifically mentioned the lack 

of displacement that would occur from the Project of prefe1Ted uses in the zone (multifamily and 

cmmnercial/retail). Examiner's Recommendation, Conclusion 15. The Examiner's 

recommendation was solid. The Appellants' arguments are without merit 

the NC2 zone requires the City to review light and glare specifically as part of zoning review. See SMC 
23.47A.022. As a reminder, the Appellant did not file an appeal/interpretation of the zoning compliance 
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11. The contract rezone complies with SMC 23.34.009.B (Topography of the 

2 area and its snrronndings). 

3 
The Appellants argue that the Examiner's recommendation is in error because his conclusion that 

4 
the Project may impact only tenitorial views "ignored written testimony." The Appellants' 

5 

6 
claims are not supported by the code or substantial evidence in the record. SMC 23.34.009.B 

7 states: 

8 B. Topography of the area and its sunoundings. Height limits shall reinforce the natural 

9 topography of the area and its surroundings, and the likelihood of view blockage shall 

10 
be considered. 

11 

12 
Here, the Examiner considered the potential view blockage and stated that views could be 

13 blocked. There is no evidence in the record that the Examiner "ignored" written comments. This 

14 claim must be rejected. In addition, Appellants argue that SMC 23.47A.012.A.l.c creates 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

"protected" views. This is a zoning provision and does not create "protected" views, and is not 

relevant to the rezone discussion. This claim should be rejected.7 

12. The contract rezone complies with SMC 23.34.009.C (Height and Scale of 

the Area). 

The Appellants assign enor to the Examiner's detennination that the Project is consistent with 

the predominant height and scale of nearby newer development, which is representative of the 

area's overall development potential. Appellants argue that the Project is not consistent because 

it is taller than the 40-foot zone. But evidence in the record shows that the Project is generally 

consistent with newer development in the area, which reaches to 59 feet (40 feet+ 4-foot bonus 

determination, and did not file a SEP A appeal. 
7 As noted, the appellants failed to file an appeal of the zoning approval, any allegation that the project does 
not con1ply with zoning is untitnely. 
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+ 15-foot rooftop appurtenances). An overall height difference of 15 feet can be considered 

"compatible" per SMC 23.34.009.C. This argument is without merit and should be rejected. 

13. The contract rezone complies with SMC 23.34.009.D (Compatibility with 

Surrounding Area). 

Appellants argue that the Examiner's recommendation related to this criterion was in error. 

However, the Examiner's recmmnendation regarding this criterion was spot-on and tracks the 

analysis related to SMC 23.34.008.D.2 (see Section 7 above). All substantial evidence in the 

record shows that general transition occurs, and physical buffers are present and will be required 

in perpetuity. The Appellants' arguments are without merit. 

14. The Examiner's proposed conditions are adequate; however, the Council 

makes the final decision on the reqnired conditions of approval. 

The Appellants allege that the Examiner's recommendation includes inadequate 

conditions of approval, and therefore it should be rejected. But the Appellants forget that it is the 

Council that makes the rezone decision and therefore the Council may condition a rezone 

consistent with SMC 23.34.004. In addition, the Appellants attempt an end-around to evade their 

failure to appeal the zoning decision. The Appellants' suggested conditions must be rejected. 

First, the Appellants state that the recommendation should require compliance with certain 

zoning provisions. The zoning provisions have been applied to the overall development site. 

The Appellants failed to file an appeal of that zoning decision if they disagreed. The Appellants' 

time to file such an appeal has passed, and the zoning detennination is now valid. 

Second, the Appellants want the greenhouse and solar panel away from the rooftop edge to limit 

impacts on the single-family zone. But the record reflects that the greenhouse and solar array 
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were already adjusted to minimize any potential impacts. The request is not suppmied by the 

record and should be rejected. 

Third, the Appellants state that the railings and planters exacerbate height impacts of the 

building, but point to no evidence in the record that the railings and planters create impacts. The 

request is not supported by the record and should be rejected. 

III. CONCLUSION 

The Hearing Examiner's recommendation is supported by substantial evidence in the 

record. The Appellants have failed to support their allegations with clear and convincing 

evidence that an elTor has been made. As a result, the appeal must be rejected, and the contract 

rezone must be approved. 

DATED this'9th day of July, 2018. 

OWNER'S RESPONSE 

MCCULLOUGH HILL LEARY, P.S. 

By: 

r 
if''\ 

/ \ \_.,, 
JessicaM. Clawson, WSBA #36901 
Attorneys for Owner 
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BEFORE THE SEATTLE CITY COUNCIL 

In the Matter of the Appeal of: 

Irene Wall and Bob Morgan, 

Of the Hearing Examiner's 
Recommendation. 

CF 314356 

SDCI Reference: 3023260-LU 

OWNER'S RESPONSE TO APPEAL 

I, Jessica M. Clawson, declare as follows: 

I am employed with McCullough Hill Leary, P .S., which represents the Applicant for this 

matter. I served a copy of the APPLICANT'S RESPONSE TO APPEAL and this 

DECLARATION OF SERVICE via electronic mail service and by U.S. Mail on the following 

parties: 

Jeffrey M. Eustis 
Appellants' legal counsel 
eustis@Daramburu-eustis.com 

Irene Wall 
iwall@serv.net 

Bob Morgan 
bmorgan@comcast.net 

DECLARATION OF SERVICE- Page I of2 

Lindsay King and Tami Garrett, Senior 
Planner, SDCI 
Linsdav.king(aJ,seattle.gov, 
ta mi. garret@ilseattl e. gov 

Nathan Torgelson 
Director, SDCI 
Na than. torgelson(Zilseattle. gov 

McCullough Hill Leary. PS 
701 Fifth Avenue, Suite 6600 

Seattle, Washington 98104 
206.812.3388 

206.812.3389 fax 
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I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of Washington that the 

foregoing is true and cotTect to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

DATED this 9th day of July, 2018. 

Ill 

DECLARATION OF SERVICE - Page 2 of2 

slJessica M. Clawson 
McCULLOUGH HILL LEARY PS 
701 Fifth Avenue, Suite 6600 
Seattle, WA 98104 
Tel: 206-812-3388 
Fax: 206-812-3389 
Email: jessie(l[lmhseattle.com 

McCullough Hill Leary, PS 
701 Fifth Avenue, Suite 6600 

Seattle, Washington 98104 
206.812.3388 

206.812.3389 fax 
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BEFORE THE SEATTLE CITY COUNC~~,JUL .. i; ?ii .): 
36 

In the Matter of the Application of 

DAVID FUCHS 

For approval of a rezone of property 
Located at 7009 Greenwood Avenue North 

CF 314356 

SDCI Project No. 3023260 

SDCI Response to Appeal 

Irene Wall and Bob Morgan have submitted an appeal of the Findings and Recommendations of 
the Seattle Hearing Examiner. This is SDCI' s response to arguments raised in that appeal. 

Appellants argue that the proposed zoning designation, NC2-55(M) does not exist in the Land 
Use Code in the Phinney Ridge Neighborhood. However, nothing in the code requires that there 
must already be property in the neighborhood with a particular zoning designation in order for 
that designation to be applied to a new prope1ty through a contract rezone. The zoning 
designation with a 55-foot height limit and the "(M)" suffix are both relatively new, but there are 
standards in the code relating to these components of the zoning designation. (See, e.g., SMC 
23.47A.017.) The list of zone classifications in SMC 23.30.010 does not individually address 
every possible suffix in a zone designation, but suffixes for height limits and "letter 
suffixes ... enclosed in parentheses indicating the applicability ofmandat01y housing affordability 
provisions" are discussed, generally, in SMC 23.30.010.B. At least one other property in the 
city, at 1410 - 24th Avenue, is currently zoned NC2-55(M). The Appellants argue that there are 
no specific rezone criteria for the NC2-55(M) zone. But there are no rezone criteria in Chapter 
23.34 for any other specific height limit that might be included in a zoning designation, either. 
There are general criteria relating to zoned height limits, in SMC 23.34.009, and these were 
considered in the Department's and Hearing Examiner's analysis. 

For purposes of the Land Use Code, and as reflected in the definition of"lot" in SMC 
23.84A.024, a "lot" is generally the unit of property to which development standards are applied. 
For purposes of these standards, a "lot" may include multiple platted lots, or portions of platted 
lots, or tax parcels. The te1m "development site," while not in the Land Use Code, is sometimes 
used to clarify that a reference is to the entire property that is the site of a proposed development. 
In this case, the lot includes all or part of ten platted lots, and four tax parcels. Applicable code 
provisions include setbacks from certain lot lines or property lines. The lines from which 
setbacks are required under the code are the lines that form the boundary of the entire lot 
(development site) as opposed to platted lot lines or zone boundary lines within the site, or tax 
parcel lines. The appeal includes multiple assertions that the proposed development fails to meet 
development standards. These are all based on the misapprehension that the zone boundary line 
(which coincides with some underlying platted lot lines and tax parcel lines) should be treated as 
a rear lot line. 

SDCI Response to Appeal - Page 1 
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Appellants erroneously assert (at page 4) that under SMC 23.34.004, a PUDA may not include 
restrictions on a portion of a site where the zoning designation is not proposed to change. 
Nothing in that section says that a contract rezone can't change the zoning designation of a part 
of a lot, alone, or that the portion of the lot for which the designation is changed must be 
regulated as a separate lot. In the event of such a contract rezone, nothing in SMC 23.34.004 
says that conditions may not be imposed through the PUDA on portions of the property for 
which the zoning designation is not changed. 

Appellants argue that nothing would prevent the applicants from selling off the existing single­
family residence at 7010 Palatine Avenue North, on the Single-Family-zoned portion of the 
property, or building another single-family house on the remainder of the site in the Single 
Family zone. This is not accurate: Because the 7010 Palatine Avenue North property will be 
required to meet development standards for the proposed building, it will no longer qualify as a 
separate legal building site under the Land Use Code. It may be possible to do a lot boundary 
adjustment so that the proposed commercial/residential building will retain a portion of the 
property in the Single Family zone in order to continue to meet standards. For this to be 
approved, it would have to be demonstrated that the existing house meets development standards 
without requiring the eastern portion of the property that would have to remain a part of the site 
of the commercial/residential building. The same issue would apply to a proposal to develop the 
vacant parcel to the south in the Single Family zone with a new house. If the portion of the 
property that is in the Single Family zone remains a part of the site of the commercial/residential 
building, an additional house may not be built in that area, as this would result in two single­
family houses on the same lot in a Single Family zone, which is not allowed under SMC 
23.44.006.A. In order for the parcel to be split off for separate development, a lot boundary 
adjustment would be necessary so that the site of the commercial/residential building continues 
to include sufficient area to meet development standards such as setback requirements. 

Dated this 9th day of July, 2018. 

Tami Garrett, Senior Land Use Planner 
Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections 
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BEFORE THE CITY COUNCIL 
CITY OF SEATTLE 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I, Tami Ganett, certify under penalty of perjmy under the laws of the State of 

Washington that on this date I sent hue and conect copies of the attached SDCI Response 

to Appeal to each person listed below in the manner indicated. 

Party Method of Service 
Applicant D U.S. First Class Mail, postage prepaid 

D Inter-office Mail 
Applicant Legal Counsel ~E-mail 
Jessica Clawson 0Fax 
Jessie@mhseattle.com D Hand Delivery 

D Legal Messenger 
David Fuchs 
dfuchs@johnstonarchitects.com 

Appellants D U.S. First Class Mail, postage prepaid 
D Inter-office Mail 

Appellants Legal Counsel 181 E-mail 

Jeffrey M. Eustis 0Fax 

eustis@arambmu-eustis.com D Hand Delive1y 
D Legal Messenger 

Irene Wall 
iwall@serv.net 

Bob Morgan 
bmorgan@comcast.net 

Dated this 9th day of July, 2018. 

Tami Gan·ett, Senior Land Use Planner 

1 
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July 13, 2018 
 

M E M O R A N D U M 
 
To:   Planning, Land Use and Zoning Committee  
From:  Ketil Freeman, Council Central Staff    
Subject:    Clerk File (CF) 314356 – Contract Rezone Application and Appeal for 7009 

Greenwood Ave North 
 
On July 18, 2018, the Planning, Land Use and Zoning Committee (Committee) will consider an 
application by 70th & Greenwood Ave, LLC (Applicant) to rezone a property located at 7009 Greenwood 
Avenue North (Property) from Neighborhood Commercial 2 with a 40-foot height limit (NC2 40) to 
neighborhood Commercial 2 with a 55-foot height limit and M Mandatory Housing Affordability (MHA) 
suffix (NC2 55 (M)) and an appeal of that application by Irene Wall and Bob Morgan (Appellants).  
  
This memorandum (1) provides an overview of the application to rezone the Property; (2) sets out 
procedural standards, such as the type of action, standard of review, and burden of proof that apply to 
the Council’s decision; and (3) summarizes issues on appeal. 
 
Overview 
The Applicant has applied for a Mater Use Permit (MUP) including a contract rezone for an 
approximately 21,000 square foot site located at 7009 Greenwood Avenue North.  The Property is split-
zoned: the western half of the Property is zoned NC2 40 and the eastern half of the Property is zoned Single 
Family 5000 (SF 5000).  The Applicant is seeking to rezone the NC2 40 portion of the Property to NC2 55 
(M).  No rezone is proposed for the SF 5000 portion of the Property.  The NC2 40-zoned portion of the 
Property is cleared; the SF-5000 zoned portion is currently developed with a single-family house and 
detached garage.    The entire Property is treated as a “development site” for the purposes of the MUP 
application. 
 
The Applicant plans to redevelop the Property with a 35-unit apartment building with approximately 
6,000 square feet of retail space surrounding an interior courtyard.  The Applicant proposes to 
participate in the multi-family tax exemption program, which would require that 20 percent of units be 
affordable to households at 60 to 80 percent of area median income.  Sixty percent of the units are 
proposed to have two or more bedrooms.  The building would have below-grade parking for 26 vehicles. 
The proposed structure would be approximately five stories tall with a deck, solar array, and greenhouse 
located on the roof.  
 
The Applicant filed a rezone application in December 2016.  That original application contemplated a 
rezone to a zone designation with a 65-foot height limit.  The Applicant revised the application in 
February 2018 to seek a 55-foot height limit.   On April 9, 2018, the Seattle Department of Construction 
and Inspections (SDCI) issued an affirmative rezone recommendation, State Environmental Policy Act 
decision, and design review decision. The Hearing Examiner held an open record hearing on the rezone 
recommendation on April 30, 2018. Eight people testified at the hearing, with testimony both for and 
against the proposal.   On June 5, 2018, the Hearing Examiner issued a recommendation to Council to 
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approve the rezone subject to conditions in a Property Use and Development Agreement (PUDA).  On 
June 19, 2018, the Appellants filed an appeal with the City Clerk.   
 
In addition to the testimony at the hearing, the record for the application contains well over 100 
individual pieces of public comment related to the project.  This includes comments received by SDCI1 
and the Hearing Examiner2. 
 
Procedural Matters 

Type of Action and Materials in the Record 
A Council decision on a contract rezone is a quasi-judicial action. A quasi-judicial action is, “an action of 
the City Council that determines the legal rights, duties, or privileges of specific parties in a hearing or 
other contested case proceeding.”3 Quasi-judicial actions are subject to the state Appearance of 
Fairness Doctrine prohibiting ex-parte communication. Council decisions must be made on the record 
established by the Hearing Examiner. The Hearing Examiner establishes the record at an open-record 
hearing. The record contains the substance of the testimony provided at the Hearing Examiner’s open-
record hearing and the exhibits entered into the record at that hearing.  
 
The entire record is available for review in my office at Councilmembers’ convenience.  SDCI’s 
recommendation; the Hearing Examiner’s exhibit list; minutes of the hearing; a full plan set; other, but 
not all, exhibits; and the Hearing Examiner’s recommendation are available in CF 314356.  This 
information, as well as an audio recording of the hearing, are also available through the Hearing 
Examiner at HE File Number CF-314356.4  
 
Pursuant to the Seattle Municipal Code, when the Hearing Examiner’s recommendation is appealed, the 
Council must issue its decision within 120 days of receiving the Hearing Examiner’s recommendation, 
meaning the Council must act by October 4, 2018.5 
 
Standard of Review and Burden of Proof 
In making its decision on a quasi-judicial rezone application, the Council applies the substantial evidence 
standard of review. This means that the Council’s decision to approve, approve with conditions, or deny 
the recommendation must be supported by substantial evidence in the record. The Appellant bears the 
burden of proving that the Hearing Examiner’s recommendation should be rejected or modified.6 
 
Amended Clerk File Title  
CF 314356 contains the application to rezone the Property. The original CF title does not accurately 
reflect the proposal as it was revised in February.  The title will be revised as follows: 

                                                           
1 Hearing Examiner’s Exhibit 54, available at 
https://seattle.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=2818084&GUID=EAC1BA09-5631-4BB3-B250-
D358930231DE&Options=Advanced&Search 
2 Hearing Examiner’s Exhibit 53, available at 
https://seattle.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=2818084&GUID=EAC1BA09-5631-4BB3-B250-
D358930231DE&Options=Advanced&Search 
3 Council Quasi-judicial Rules II.I. 
4 https://web6.seattle.gov/Examiner/case/CF-314356 
5 Seattle Municipal Code (SMC) 23.76.005.D.3. 
6 SMC 23.76.056.A.  

001542

https://seattle.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=2818084&GUID=EAC1BA09-5631-4BB3-B250-D358930231DE&Options=Advanced&Search=
https://seattle.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=2818084&GUID=EAC1BA09-5631-4BB3-B250-D358930231DE&Options=Advanced&Search=
https://web6.seattle.gov/Examiner/case/CF-314356
https://web6.seattle.gov/Examiner/case/CF-314356
https://seattle.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=2818084&GUID=EAC1BA09-5631-4BB3-B250-D358930231DE&Options=Advanced&Search
https://seattle.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=2818084&GUID=EAC1BA09-5631-4BB3-B250-D358930231DE&Options=Advanced&Search
https://seattle.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=2818084&GUID=EAC1BA09-5631-4BB3-B250-D358930231DE&Options=Advanced&Search
https://seattle.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=2818084&GUID=EAC1BA09-5631-4BB3-B250-D358930231DE&Options=Advanced&Search
https://seattle.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=2818084&GUID=EAC1BA09-5631-4BB3-B250-D358930231DE&Options=Advanced&Search
https://seattle.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=2818084&GUID=EAC1BA09-5631-4BB3-B250-D358930231DE&Options=Advanced&Search
https://seattle.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=2818084&GUID=EAC1BA09-5631-4BB3-B250-D358930231DE&Options=Advanced&Search
https://seattle.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=2818084&GUID=EAC1BA09-5631-4BB3-B250-D358930231DE&Options=Advanced&Search
http://seattle.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=3867374&GUID=DBAC5ADE-1CDE-4453-8CB6-D6D89BB4A800
http://seattle.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=3867374&GUID=DBAC5ADE-1CDE-4453-8CB6-D6D89BB4A800
https://web6.seattle.gov/Examiner/case/CF-314356
https://web6.seattle.gov/Examiner/case/CF-314356
https://library.municode.com/wa/seattle/codes/municipal_code?nodeId=TIT23LAUSCO_SUBTITLE_IVAD_CH23.76PRMAUSPECOLAUSDE_SUBCHAPTER_IGEPR_23.76.005TIDE
https://library.municode.com/wa/seattle/codes/municipal_code?nodeId=TIT23LAUSCO_SUBTITLE_IVAD_CH23.76PRMAUSPECOLAUSDE_SUBCHAPTER_IGEPR_23.76.005TIDE
https://library.municode.com/wa/seattle/codes/municipal_code?nodeId=TIT23LAUSCO_SUBTITLE_IVAD_CH23.76PRMAUSPECOLAUSDE_SUBCHAPTER_IIICOLAUSDE_23.76.056CODEHEEXRETYIVCOLAUSDE
https://library.municode.com/wa/seattle/codes/municipal_code?nodeId=TIT23LAUSCO_SUBTITLE_IVAD_CH23.76PRMAUSPECOLAUSDE_SUBCHAPTER_IIICOLAUSDE_23.76.056CODEHEEXRETYIVCOLAUSDE


 
 

  Page 3 of 3 

 
Application of 70th & Greenwood Ave, LLC to rezone an approximately 12,188 square foot site 
located at 7009 Greenwood Avenue North from Neighborhood Commercial 2 with a 40 foot height 
limit (NC2 40) to Neighborhood Commercial 2 with a 65 55 foot height limit and M Mandatory 
Housing Affordability suffix (NC2 65 NC2 55 (M)) (Project No. 3023260; Type IV). 

 
With these revisions, the CF title will accurately reflect the requested zoning designation and the 
addition of the MHA suffix to reflect the inclusionary zoning requirement. 
 
Issues on Appeal 

Issues on appeal are briefly summarized below. This summary is not intended to be exhaustive. Full 
copies of the appeal, responses to the appeal by the Applicant and SDCI, and a reply by the Appellants 
are contained in Clerk File 314356.  
 
Issues 
The Appellants assert that the Hearing Examiner’s recommendation contains multiple errors.  Issues that 
the Committee may hear oral argument about are: 
 
 Whether the Hearing Examiner erred by recommending a rezone to the NC2 55 (M) zone 

designation; 
 Whether the Hearing Examiner’s findings of fact and conclusions related to application of rezone 

criteria are in error; and 
 Whether the Hearing Examiner’s recommended conditions related to rooftop features and 

affordable housing are sufficient. 
 
Relief sought by the Appellants includes denying the application to rezone the Property or, alternatively, 
including conditions in the PUDA requiring setbacks from the adjacent single-family zone and reduced 
height of rooftop features. 
 
Next Steps 
At the meeting on July 18, the Committee will hear oral argument and may discuss the merits of the 
appeal and application.  The Committee will make recommendations on the appeal and application at a 
subsequent committee meeting. The options before the Committee on the appeal and the rezone 
request include:  

 Approving the rezone with conditions,  
 Modifying proposed condition, or  
 Denying the rezone. 

 
Attachments  

1. Hearing Examiner’s recommendation 
2. Appeal of the Hearing Examiner’s recommendation – 6.19.2018  
3. Applicant’s response to the appeal – 7.9.2018 
4. SDCI’s response to the appeal – 7.9.2018 
5. Appellants reply to the response – 7.16.2018 (anticipated, will be added when received). 
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REPLY MEMORANDUM 
IN SUPPORT OF NOTICE OF APPEAL r·· / 1 r . r-·1 
to Seattle City Council 1 '( ( : ' • 

1 
· /-~ , : 1 

by Irene Wall and Bob Morgan . ' '···'· 
of the Findings and Recommendation by the Seattle Hearing ExaminJr~-/IA!.rctzoneFQ)f 4: 56 
property at 7009 Greenwood Avenue North (CF314356) 
Page 1 of26 

I. INTRODUCTION 

The 7009 Greenwood rezone application is a creative shell game that exploits the 
applicants' common ownership of two separate single family lots along the western ,.~;:) 
boundary of the commercial lots it has proposed to rezone, using those lots to unlawfull)f- c, 
erase lot lines, evade unambiguous setback requirements in the Land Use Code, access ~·= ' ~:'. 
retail space in the commercial building that lacks exterior access on the commerciarfot,z;: ,--, -r, 
and create a building substantially larger than the Code allows, right on a property ~iiie -n ;-·-

shared with two single family lots in a manner that renders it ineligible for a contra~t ::.;;~ ['' 
rezone pursuant to numerous criteria in SMC 23.34. ----·. ~; .... 

('1 
er. 

In this case, the Applicant claims to have created so-called "development site" - a term 
undefined in the Land Use Code - because the Applicant drew an imaginary line around 
four legal lots it owns in the northwest comer ofN. 701

h and Greenwood Avenue North 
and deemed those four lots a single "development site," even though it did not comply 
with SDCI's own guidelines for creating a development site. Using that so-called 
"development site," and aided and abetted by SDCI, the Applicant insists it is immune 
from Code requirements that would apply to all other owners of commercial lots that abut 
lots in a residential zone, and from rezone criteria that requires transitions and buffers 
between zones, not between property owners. See, Appeal at 1-10, describing the project 
and applicable setback provisions that should have been applied to this project. 

The application relies on linguistic sleight-of-hand throughout to create the misleading 
impressions that: (1) there are large setbacks and transitions between the massive 
commercial building and the adjacent single family zone, when in fact there are no 
buffers or transitions; (2) the Applicant is creating substantial "affordable housing" onsite 
through MHA compliant units when in fact the evidence confirms that it has chosen to 
comply with MHA through payments, not onsite units, and that by revising its application 
at the last minute to the NC2-55 zone instead of the original NC-65 zone, it has reduced 
its MHA payment obligation by over $250,000; and that (3) a property upzoned to 55 feet 
(with an actual height of almost 70 feet with the massive greenhouse on top) is somehow 
"compatible" and "consistent" with the existing zoning in the area despite substantial 
evidence in the record that shows the nearest parcel zoned higher than the uniform NC2-
40 along Greenwood A venue is almost a mile away. 

The Examiner simply accepted these representations at face value despite substantial 
evidence in the Record that contradicts his findings of fact and conclusions oflaw. The 
Record also contains substantial evidence that reveals numerous material facts and 
applicable law that the Examiner omitted entirely in his Recommendation, facts and law 
that, together, undermine the Recommendation and require its rejection. 
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The Applicant and SDCI perpetuate these same techniques in their respective Responses. 
The Applicant's Response is rife with specious arguments that at first blush appear to be 
valid but in fact are fallacious. The Response is peppered with numerous unfounded 
accusations against the appellants as well as incorrect statements about Appellants' 
arguments and evidence in the Record that are easily exposed as untrue. SDCI' s 
Response also misrepresents Appellants' arguments, as well as its own guidance on 
development sites and the applicable Code provisions that apply to this project. And, as 
often happens when multiple parties attempt to skirt the law, the various parties' stories 
are inconsistent and often contradictory. 

Although the Examiner ignored substantial evidence in the Record and rendered a 
Recominendation that conflicts with substantial evidence in the record, the Council 
should not be similarly duped by the Applicant's and SDCI' s creative efforts to disguise 
the realities of this project. Without the cloak of the fictitious "development site," the 
7009 application is revealed as an unlawful, oversized building that breaches the 
protections of setbacks and upper level air corridors along zoning lines that separate 
commercial lots from single family lots, a situation that should not be blessed by the 
Council through the rezone process. 

Similarly, the Council should not be misled by the Examiner's mischaracterization of the 
land use pattern in the immediate area of the project and his failure to acknowledge, 
despite substantial evidence in the record, that the nearest parcel with a height greater 
than the uniform NC2-40 zoning in the immediate project area is almost one mile north in 
the Greenwood Town Center. See Tab 1. Instead of evaluating this project against the 
current zoning in the area (other than unsupported conclusory statements that a 55 foot 
zone was "consistent" and "compatible" with the surrounding 40-foot zone and adjacent 
single family zone (Conclusions# 15, 17, 18), the Examiner improperly based his 
Recommendation upon perceived consistency with the allegedly forthcoming MHA 
legislation even though: that legislation is still in draft form as the Council seeks public 
input throughout the City; it does not have established development standards; it has not 
been formally implemented City wide as envisioned by MHA; and it is the subject of 
pending litigation that prevents the Council from passing any such legislation at this time. 

The substantial evidence in the record demonstrates that without the cloak of a MHA­
enabled 55-foot zone all along Greenwood Avenue in this area, an upzone of this parcel 
would create ajagged point protruding almost 70 feet upward from the heart of the 
otherwise uniform N C2-40 zoning along this one mile stretch of Greenwood A venue, 
destroying the historic zoning uniformity. Appellants are not aware of any other 
approved contract rezone application, based on MHA or otherwise, where there is not a 
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single parcel at or near the requested height in the immediate vicinity of the proposed 
rezone site. 

The lone parcel that SDCI cites as proof that there is "at least one other property" zoned 
NC2-55(M) was not a contract rezone but instead is a part of the area-wide Central 
District upzone that applied the NC2-55 zone to several parcels in that area, including the 
cited parcel, and where the parcels across the street are zoned to 65 and 70 foot heights. 
The Applicant insists that "[a ]n overall height difference of 15 feet can be considered 
'compatible"' with the existing NC2-40 zoning. Response at 17. But ifthat kind of 
conclusory jargon carries the day, there is no parcel in the City that would be immune 
from contract rezoning, regardless of its surroundings, and the rezone criteria of SMC 
23 .34 would be rendered meaningless. 

It is in the Council's interest to adhere to established legal standards and think holistically 
where the MHA upzones will actually be instituted, and what development standards will 
be associated with the proposed MHA zoning designations, including the proposed NC2-
55 zone, instead of rushing to upzone an isolated parcel in an otherwise uniform zone 
when it is impossible to know what later-enacted development standards may apply in 
that zone to the surrounding parcels. If the Council rezones this isolated parcel now 
instead of waiting to see how, whether, and where a proposed NC2-55 zone is actually 
applied in the Phinney Ridge area, the Council would be getting ahead of itself and 
brushing aside established legal standards for contract rezones and application of the 
Land Use Code that would destroy the uniform zoning that this portion of Phinney Ridge 
has always enjoyed. Moreover, given the unique circumstances of this portion of 
Phinney Ridge, which is the only urban village in the City with a one-mile long, one 
street wide "urban village," where every commercial parcel shares a rear property line 
with a single family lot - the Council should instead be considering as a potential 
modification to MHA legislation, whether the NC2-55 zone is appropriate at all in this 
location. 

The risks of allowing this rezone extend far beyond Phinney Ridge. If the Council lets 
this genie out of the bottle, it would be endorsing SDCI' s decision to ignore unambiguous 
provisions in the Land Use Code and ignore its own guidance to enable projects that 
should have been denied. And the Council would bless the untenable concept of zoning 
by property ownership, rather than established zoning maps and Land Use Code 
provisions, where developers (or other owners) rich enough and lucky enough to acquire 
adjacent parcels would be exempt from Code provisions that would otherwise define the 
allowable uses of that property. Using the techniques that the Applicant is using here, that 
SDCI enabled and that the Examiner ignored entirely in this Recommendation, 
developers throughout the City could sweep up single family parcels adjoining their 
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commercial lots, use those parcels to extract a building larger than the Code would 
otherwise allow, and then discard those parcels after they have served their purpose. And, 
given that the 7009 parcel is located almost one mile away from any parcel of a higher 
zoned height, a location that previously would have rendered a rezone unthinkable, the 
Council will likely unleash a flood of rezone applications from developers like the 7009 
applicants who 3eek to jumpstart legislation that is not yet fully formed and who have 
isolated parcels like the 7009 parcel that would never be considered for upzoning without 
the background presence of the MHA legislation. When established legal standards are 
cast aside as the Examiner has done in his Recommendation, the Council loses control to 
use the power of legislation and zoning to shape land use patterns in the City. 

The 7009 rezone application should be denied. 

II. STANDARD OF REVIEW 

The Council's decision to approve, approve with conditions, remand, or deny an 
application for a Type IV Council land use decision such as a contract rezone shall be 
based on applicable law and supported by substantial evidence in the record established 
by the Hearing Examiner. SMC 23.76.056.A. The appellant does bear the burden of 
proving that the Hearing Examiner's recommendation should be rejected or modified. Id. 

But the applicant attempts to graft a "clearly erroneous" standard on this Code 
requirement, without citing a single case that supports that proposition. The Council is 
acting in a quasi-judicial capacity and must do as the Code requires: make its decision 
based on applicable law and supported by substantial evidence in the record. The "clearly 
erroneous" standard advocated by the applicant may apply at the superior court level, but 
it does not apply here. 

The Appeal Statement identified numerous instances where the Examiner ignored, 
misstated, or misapplied material evidence in the Record and misconstrued or simply 
overlooked the applicable Land Use Code provisions in the Recommendation to approve 
the rezone application. Substantial evidence in the record, together with a proper 
application of applicable law, confirm that the 7009 rezone application fails to meet the 
rezone criteria in SMC 23.34.007-009, and that the proposed building violates numerous 
provisions of the Land Use Code that would further exacerbate the problems posed by 
upzoning this site. 

III.ARGUMENT 

The Council should reject the Examiner's Recommendation because it is not supported 
by substantial evidence in the record and it ignored and I or misapplied applicable Land 
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Use Code provisions that undermine the recommendation to rezone this parcel. Instead, 
the Record includes substantial evidence that demonstrates that a rezone of the 7009 
parcel does not meet applicable Code criteria and that the Examiner's Recommendation 
should be rejected. 

First, the Examiner failed to comprehend the details or impact of the developer's reliance 
on a so-called "development site," a ploy that colors the entire application and the 
Examiner's Recommendation. No "development site" has been established in this case. 
As a result of this oversight, the Examiner misapplied several criteria in SMC 23.34 
governing rezones and failed to even mention, much less analyze, the voluminous 
material in the record proving that the proposal violates numerous provisions of the Land 
Use Code. 

Next, the Examiner did not mention or attempt to explain how a rezone could be granted 
to a NC2-55(M) zone when the specific details of that zone and the specific areas where 
it may be applied at a future date have not been determined. 

Finally, the evidence in the record and the proper application of the rezone criteria in 
SMC 23.34.007-009 undermine the Examiner's recommendation. There is substantial 
evidence demonstrating that the rezone criteria are not met for this project, particularly 
the requirements for buffers and setbacks between zones (not between property owners as 
the Examiner mistakenly concluded), prevention of view blockage, and compatibility 
with the existing zoning in the area. 

A. The Examiner's Recommendation is not supported by substantial 
evidence in the Record or applicable law 

Every argument in the Appeal rested on facts and law presented directly to the Examiner 
before, during and after the open record hearing on April 30, 2017, as well as material 
presented to SDCI since the project's inception in 2016. The Applicant mistakenly 
challenges Appellant's statement that "all of the written comments submitted to the 
Examiner were from individuals who opposed the project," and accuses Appellants of 
"mak[ing] this wild claim," Response at 8-9 (citing Appeal at 12). But far from a "wild 
claim," Appellant's statement accurately represents the Record. 

The statement refers to Exhibit 53 of the Hearing Examiner's Record, titled "Public 
Comments received by the Hearing Examiner's Office." That Exhibit includes all of the 
written comments submitted by the public after the hearing concluded but while the 
Record remained open. Every single one of those letters offered substantive analysis 
demonstrating that the 7009 Rezone application did not comply with applicable Code 
provisions. The Examiner's Recommendation did not acknowledge or address a single 
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one of the issues raised in those letters. The contents of Exhibit 53 are attached here at 
Tab 2 in the order and form that Appellant Irene Wall received them from the Hearing 
Examiner's Office. 

The Applicant then makes the obviously unknowable claim that "the Examiner clearly 
read every public comment in the record and considered them," citing only to the 
Examiner's Conclusions #24 and #25, generic statements that generally confirm that 
comments were received in support of and opposed to the proposed rezone and could be 
easily replicated in any contract rezone case regardless of whether any, much less "every 
single" comment had been actually reviewed. Response at 8. 

The Applicant also includes Exhibit 53 in its list of Exhibits that it claims to be 
"supportive of the Project." But as explained above, and easily confirmed by reviewing 
those letters at attached Tab 2, every one of those comments in Exhibit 53 opposed the 
project. Far from Appellants making a "wild claim" about the Record, it appears that the 
Applicant didn't bother to read the record before leveling that accusation. 

Furthermore, it is not the quantity of public comments that matters, it is the content of 
those comments and whether they include substantive, material information that informs 
a decision about whether the project satisfies applicable Code provisions as well as the 
criteria in SMC 23.34.007-009 for contract rezones. The various exhibits titled "Support 
Letters (Ex 48) and "Public Support Letters" (Ex 51 ), supplied the Applicant, represented 
various versions of "I like this Project" letters that offer no relevant facts or law that 
relate to any criteria in SMC 23.34.007-.009 that guide rezone decisions. 

Similarly, not a single public comment offered at the hearing in support of this project 
addressed the rezone criteria in SMC 23.34.007-.009. In contrast, every public comment 
at the hearing that opposed the project presented specific facts and law that showed why a 
rezone did not meet the Code criteria. At the hearing, the Examiner was provided 
detailed analysis of errors in SDCI's recommendation and he was presented evidence 
showing why the Project failed to comply with applicable laws and failed to meet the 
rezone criteria in SMC 23.34.007-009. See Ex. 49, "Documents submitted by Esther 
Bartfeld," and Hearing Transcript through 9:43 a.m. (the public comments occurred in 
the first 40 minutes of the hearing). But the Recommendation gave no indication whether 
the Examiner actually considered any of the public comment; in fact, the contents of the 
Recommendation reveal that the Examiner entirely ignored material information that was 
presented directly in multiple forms and at multiple times. 

In addition, SDCI admitted at the hearing that it had not provided the Examiner with the 
public comments it had received throughout the process. See Testimony of Lindsay King, 
SDCI. SDCI eventually provided those public comment letters at the Examiner's 
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direction. See Ex 54 (Public Comments received by SDCI). Appellants are aware of 
numerous substantive comments submitted to SDCI that documented factual and legal 
reasons why the 7009 rezone application should be denied, but Appellants have not had 
the opportunity to review the full set of comment letters SDCI eventually provided to the 
Examiner. 

B. The applicant has not created a "Development Site" but has instead 
purloined the two adjacent single family lots it owns in an effort to construct 
an oversized building that rises directly on the shared rear property line with 
:ots in the single family zone, in violation of several Land Use Code 
Provisions and numerous criteria in SMC 23.34 governing contract rezones 

The Owners insist that the four discrete legal lots (tax parcels) they own at the northwest 
comer of Greenwood Avenue N and N. 70th Street were "combined into a single 
development site, as defined by SDCI TIP 247." Response at 3. But even a cursory 
reading of TIP 247 reveals that no development site was created for the 7009 project. 
Instead of following the requirements in TIP 24 7, the Owners merely drew a fictitious 
line around their four parcels, proposed the two commercial parcels for upzoning and 
claimed their ownership of the adjacent single family lots enabled them to avoid the 
setback and other Code requirements that apply to lots in the NC2-40 zones that abut lots 
in single family zones. The Owners also used this fictitious line to escape compliance 
with the rezone criteria that requires setbacks and transitions between zones. The 
Examiner evidently accepted this fiction, as the Recommendation makes no mention of 
these myriad errors. When umaveled, the Examiner's Recommendation umavels too and 
must be rejected. 

1. The so-called development site does not comply with published 
SDCI guidance on how to create a development site 

"Development site" is not a defined term in the Land Use Code, but it the subject of an 
SDCI "Tip." According to SDCI's website, "Tips are designed to provide user-friendly 
information on the range of City permitting, land use and code compliance polities and 
procedures that you may encounter while conducting business within the City." See 
http://web6.seattle.gov/DPD/CAMS/camlist.aspx. TIP 247 is SDCI's "Development Site 
Permitting Guidelines." See Tab 3. 

TIP 247 explains that "a 'development site' is a piece ofland within the boundaries of 
which we apply all the development standards for the land use, building, and electrical 
code ... "In the section entitled "How do I Create a Development Site?" TIP 247 
explains that "You must have an existing development site before you can submit your 
permit application or early design guidance application." It then explains that "[a] 
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development site is considered to be existing for permit application purposes if it is 
platted with a recording number or if a platting action or lot boundary adjustment is 
currently under review in the department." (emphasis added). 

In this case, the Owners possess four discrete lots (or tax parcels): two commercial lots 
front Greenwood A venue and two single family parcels abutting the rear property line of 
the commercial lots. One is a vacant mid-block lot with an entrance on N. 70111 Street, 
and the other is a craftsman home at 7010 Palatine Ave N. Each of the four parcels is a 
separate legal lot according to the Land Use Code, and each has its own recording 
number and its own legal description that is referenced in various plan sets for this 
project. See Appeal Statement at 2-5; See also SDCI Recommendation at 3. Appellants 
did not find any record of any lot boundary adjustments for any of those parcels. 

Neither SDCI nor the Applicant has ever explained how four discrete legal lots, each with 
its own discrete recording number and an imaginary line drawn around the four of them 
meet the requirement that a development site be platted with "a" recording number. 
Instead, SDCI has enabled this so-called "development site" that violates its own 
guidance and its prior advice. 

The Examiner ignored this issue entirely and simply parroted the applicant's proclaimed 
"development site" despite substantial evidence in the Record that exposed this ruse. See 
Recommendation at Finding #1 ("subject site is 20,799 square feet),#3, #12, #18 
(describing features on the so-called development site); Conclusion #7 "(the entire 
development site abuts three streets"), etc. 

The substantial evidence in the Record shows that the Applicant failed to properly create 
a "development site," and therefore all legal conclusions that flow from that fictitious site 
- such as the lack of compliance with setback requirements and allowing buffers between 
property owners not between zones -- are fatally flawed. 

2. The Hearing Examiner ignored substantial evidence in the 
Record and applicable Code provisions that prove that the 
proposed building violates numerous provisions of the Land 
Use Code, which the Applicant now attempts to dissuade the 
Council from investigating. 

Relying on the fictitious "development site" instead of the actual lot boundaries, the 
Examiner essentially erased legal boundary lot lines that are the basis for numerous Land 
Use Code provisions, and recommended approval of a building without legally required 
setbacks, in a location that offers no transition or buffers between zones as required in the 
rezone criteria of SMC 23.34. At the hearing, SDCI planner informed the Examiner that 
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SDCI had somehow applied development standards to the "totality" of the development 
site, not to the individual legal lots. See testimony of Lindsay King, SDCI; see also 
Applicant's Response at 3. But that approach subverts the Land Use Code and relies on 
zoning by property ownership not established legal boundary lines. See e.g., SMC 
23.02.020.A ("The Land Use Code classifies land within the City into various land use 
zones ... in order to regulate uses and structures .... ")and SMC 23.02.020.C ("All 
structures or uses shall be built or established on a lot or lots.") 

As a result of the unlawful "development site" maneuver, the Owners produced an 
oversized building that did not comply with several provisions of SMC 23.47A.O14 that 
requires several types of setbacks where commercial lots (such as the Applicant's two 
NC2-40 lots that are proposed for r.:.:zone) ?;hut a Jot in a residential zone (such as the two 
single family lots that abut the rear lot line of the two NC2-40 commercial lots. 

Specifically, SMC 23.47A.014.B imposes setback requirements: (1) it requires a 15' 
triangular "no build" area where a commercial lot abuts the side and front yard of a lot in 
a single family zone (SMC 23.47A.014.B.1); (2) it requires all floors above the first floor 
to be set back at least 15 feet from the rear lot line (SMC 23.47A.014.B.3); and (3) it 
prohibits windows and doors on the first floor of a building within 5 feet of a property 
line when a commercial lot abuts a single family zone (SMC 23.47A.014.B.5). See e.g., 
Appeal at 2-10, describing the applicable Code provisions and including illustrations 
showing how the 7009 building violates these provisions; see also Tab 7 (markups of 
drawings from Ex. 16 plan set that show the unlawful portions of the building). 

The Examiner's Recommendation made no mention of any of this despite substantial 
evidence in the record that exposed this unlawful action. See e.g., Ex. 49 (Bartfeld 
documents), Ex. 53 (public comment letters to Examiner), Ex 54 (letters received by 
SDCI). By accepting an imaginary "development site" without question, the Examiner 
erroneously recommended approval of a building far in excess of what the Code allows. 

The Owners now would prefer that the Council not investigate the matter. See Response 
at 8 (incorrectly stating that Appellants were required to seek a code Interpretation even 
though this is not an administrative proceeding and the Council changed the 
Interpretation Code several months ago) and Response at 18 incorrectly claiming that any 
"zoning determinations" are automatically valid now because the Appellants supposedly 
missed some unknown deadline. Nothing, however, prevents the Council from reviewing 
the entirety of the Examiner's Recommendation - including the material issues he 
overlooked entirely - as the Council decides whether the proposed rezone of 7009 should 
be granted. As a result, the Examiner's Recommendation allowed the Applicant to avoid 
complying with those setback requirements, just as he allowed a massive greenhouse on 
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the rooftop near the single family zone in an area where there should be no building at all. 
See SMC 23.47A.014.A (portions of structures including rooftop features are included in 
this section). 

SDCl, in tum, injects needless confusion by using inaccurate Code definitions and 
mischaracterizing Appellants' argument. Contrary to SDCI's assertions, it is the lots 
defined by those tax parcels with discrete legal boundary lines against which Code 
requirements are measured and that inform how a development site is created, not the 
historic platted lines that do not define a boundary. See e.g., SMC 28.28 Lot Boundary 
Adjustments; SDCI TIP 213B ("Application Requirements for Lot Boundary 
Adjustments," noting that "Washington State law allows adjustments of boundary lines if 
certain conditions are met." See also SMC 23.84A.024 ("Lot" means, ... a parcel of land 
that qualifies for separate development or has been separately developed. A lot is the unit 
that the development standards of each zone are typically applied to.). 

The Examiner accepted this so-called development site at face value despite substantial 
evidence in the record showing why it was unlawful. See e.g., Ex. 49 (Bartfeld evidence 
submitted at 4.30.18 hearing), also included in Ex. 53 (Public comments received by the 
Hearing Examiner's office, and attached here at Tab 2. As a result, the Examiner 
erroneously recommended rezoning the 7009 parcel to accommodate an oversized 
building that rises four stories right on the shared property line with the abutting single 
family lots, with the fifth floor set back only 4-6 feet, a placement that violates numerous 
provisions in the Land Use Code, and violates express provisions in the MHA proposed 
legislation for the NC2-55(M) zone that applicants seek, where Phinney Ridge is called 
out specifically as a reason for the greater setbacks that would be required for buildings 
over forty feet tall in the proposed NC2-55 zone the applicant seeks. 

The history of the project application reveals that SDCI and the Applicant worked 
together to avoid setback requirements. In a letter dated August 15, 2016, SDCI 
transmitted to the City Clerk the required notice that an Early Design Guidance 
application had been accepted for a Type IV Council Land Use action. Tab 4. That letter 
included a site map that showed how a building could be constructed on the commercial 
parcels, adhering to the comer setbacks of SMC 23.47A.014.B.l and the upper level 
setbacks of SMC 23.47 A.014.B.3. It also showed how a house could be placed on the 
vacant single family lot. 

In February 2017, SDCI issued two Correction Notices for Zoning that each flagged the 
need for compliance with the setback provisions of SMC 23.047A.014. See Tab 5, at #7; 
Tab 6, at #7. But afterwards references to compliance with setback provisions 
disappeared after that time. 
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3. With a fictitious development site, the Owners are unlawfully 
using the single family lot for the benefit of the commercial 
parcels proposed for upzoning. 

Even though the Owners have acquired among the largest commercial parcels in the 
Phinney Ridge neighborhood, they are seeking to build more than allowed on those sites 
and they have reached unlawfully into the single family lots to do that. 

a. Concrete walkway in single family zone 

The building plans show a concrete walkway on the eastern edge of the single family 
properties that provides access from North 70th Street to a retail use in the commercial 
building that would be constructed right on the shared property line (in violation of SMC 
23 .4 7 A.0.14.B.5 t.hatprohibits windows and doors within five feet of a residential lot. 
See~.·· •.... < ifl,tJfiib:: .. ·;,., But that access is unlawful. It violates SMC 23.42.040.A 
(Access to Uses) that allows pedestrian access to be "provided to a use in one zone across 
property in a different zone if the use to which access is being provided is permitted, 
either outright or as a conditional use, in the zone across which access is to be provided." 
Here the access is being provided across a single family zone to a retail use in a 
commercial zone. Retail use is not allowed in a single family zone, so access to such a 
use may not be provided over a single family zone. 

b. Easement 

The Applicant has also indicated at various times that they intend to record an access I 
no-build easement over the single family lots. But the existence of that easement seems 
to come and go in the various plan sets like an apparition. It is labeled on one page of the 
Plan Set in Exhibit 16, see Tab 7, but was not labeled anywhere in the two prior plan sets 
with the same version number, although the drawings showing the west side do include 
an unlabeled line west of the commercial boundary line in the approximate location of the 
easement labeled in the present plan set and that had appeared in early design materials. 

The easement is not mentioned in the Rezone Application, nor was it discussed at the 
hearing. As of July 13, 2018, Appellants were unable to find evidence of a recorded 
easement. 

Moreover, it is unclear how such an easement could occur because an easement, by 
definition, is a nonpossessory property interest in land owned by another person. In this 
case, the Owners have relied on their common ownership of all four legal lots as the 
rationale for their fictitious development site. An easement cannot be granted to oneself. 
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But even assuming that the Owners could somehow grant themselves an easement, such 
an action supports Appellants' argument that the Owners' four parcels are wholly 
independent legal lots. An easement must be recorded on a legal lot, and in this case the 
two single family lots - allegedly part of the development site - would be burdened with 
this no-build easement for the benefit of the two commercial lots. If the Owners had 
created a development site according to SDCI' s guidelines, there would be no need for 
such an easement because all four tax parcels would have been combined into a single 
development site. 

The Owners evidently believe they may use this easement, if it exists at all, as another 
vehicle to evade a setback requirement in SMC 23.47A.015.B.5, which prohibits 
windows and entrances within five feet of a property line shared with a residential zone. 
A previous version of the Plans claimed that, notwithstanding a building with numerous 
windows right on the shared property line with the residential zone, the provision of SMC 
23.47 A.014.B.5 that prohibited such a location did not apply "due to 15' easement on 
adjacent residential properties to the west under common ownership." See Plan Set from 
February 2018. That explanation, however, was omitted from subsequent plan sets, 
including the version at Exhibit 16, which simply asserts that there are no windows or 
entrances at a prohibited location notwithstanding dozens of drawings in the plan set to 
the contrary. See Tab 7, Ex. 16 Plan Set, page G002, #13. Easements, however, may not 
be used to evade setback requirements - or any other Code requirement between the 
commercial and single family zones. 

c. Architectural cornice extension 

The plans reveal that a cornice at the southwest comer of the building would extend over 
the single family zone. See Tab7. Perhaps the "easement" is expected to authorize this 
intrusion as well. 

d. Green factor 

The Street Level Landscape Plan in Ex 16 (Plan Set) appears to indicate that the Owners 
are using the separate lots in the single family zone to meet their Green factor 
requirements for their building in NC zone where they have built right up to the rear 
property line and left virtually no room for ground level landscaping anywhere else on 
those lots. See Tab 7 (Ex. 16, Site Plan, Ll.10) 

As with the Owners' other schemes for creating a larger building than the Code allows, 
the Council should carefully review these issues before deciding to uphold the 
Examiner's Recommendation. 
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4. The Council could not bind the legally separate single family 
sites in the fictitious development site with a PUDA recorded 
on the commercial parcels because the single family lots are 
not part of the application for rezone. 

Of the Applicant's four legal lots, only the two commercial lots that face Greenwood 
A venue are proposed for rezone. The applicant specifically excluded the two single 
family lots that share the rear boundary line of the commercial parcels. See Exh.31 
(updated rezone application), p3, at Tab 8. 

A Property Use and Development Agreement ("PUDA") would apply only to the two 
commercial parcels that are proposed for rezone. SMC 23.34.004 (authorizing the 
Council to approve a map amendment subject to the recording of a property use and 
development (PUDA) containing self-imposed restrictions upon the use and development 
of the property to be rezoned). The definition of a contract rezone also confirms that 
PUDAs apply to the property that will be rezoned. SMC 23.84A ("Rezone, contract") 
amends the Official Land Use Map to change the zone classification "subject to the 
execution, delivery, and recording of a property use and development agreement 
executed by the legal or beneficial owner of the property to be rezoned.") 

Because only the two commercial lots will be subject to the PUDA, and the fictitious 
development site did not legally bind the two single family sites to anything, those two 
lots remain out of the Council's reach. If the rezone is granted, the Owners could easily 
built whatever is legally allowed on those lots or sell them altogether, since they would 
have served their purpose of enabling an oversized building for the owners. 

Neither SDCI nor the Owners has explained what would legally prohibit the applicant 
from developing or redeveloping those single family lots in any manner allowed by the 
Code, or selling them off at a later date after they have served their useful purpose of 
enabling an oversized building on the 7009 site since they are tied together only by the 
fictitious "development site." The two single family lots remain discrete legal lots with 
unique recording numbers, and they meet the definition of "lot" as it is used to apply to 
the development standards in the single family zone. 

SDCI's largely indecipherable response ignores the fact that the single family parcels are 
not legally part of the two commercial lots proposed for rezone, and that the PUDA may, 
by definition, only apply to the property to be rezoned. SDCI Response at 2. 

Moreover, the Owners and SDCI have offered inconsistent and contradictory 
explanations for how - and whether - the current vacant lot would remain open space if a 
rezone is granted. 
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The Owners insist that the PUDA would also control the future uses of the single family 
lots because the MUP drawings contain a map showing those lots and the Examiner's 
recommended substantial conformance with the MUP as a condition for the PUDA. 
Response at 4. According to the Owners, a MUP drawing showing open space on the 
vacant lot requires that open space to be "maintained as long as the building exists." Id. 

SDCI, however, informed the Examiner that an Accessory Dwelling unit could be built 
on that site, and the Owners have repeatedly expressed an interest in building something 
on that vacant lot. 1 

SDCI also testified at the hearing that the lots could not be separated. See Testimony of 
Lindsay King. But the SDCI planner who wrote SDCI's response in this appeal 
explained how the single family parcels could be carved off: "In order for the [single 
family] parcel to be split off for separate development, a lot boundary adjust would be 
necessary." SDCI Response at 2. These various stories cannot be reconciled for the 
simple reason that the PUDA will be recorded against only the two commercial lots that 
are part of the rezone application, and the single family lots will remain unburdened. 

C. Substantial evidence in the record demonstrates that the NC2-55 Zone, as 
envisioned by MHA, exists only in preliminary draft form and has not 
reached even final draft legislation formally presented to Council, and as 
such it lacks established development standards, and has not been mapped or 
applied anywhere in the City except in limited areas by special legislation, 
and therefore rezoning an isolated parcel in a uniformly zoned area based on 
presumed compliance with an undefined zone is premature. 

The Examiner repeatedly claimed that the 7009 project would be consistent with 
allegedly forthcoming MHA upzones even though it is not possible to determine whether 
that zone will actually be applied in this portion of Phinney Ridge, what the development 
standards of that zone will entail, and whether the 7009 project would comply with those 
yet-to-be-dete1mined development standards. 

The Applicant and SDCI mischaracterized Appellants' argument on this issue and neither 
offered any evidence to rebut the undisputed fact that the proposed MHA legislation upon 
which the Examiner relies exists now only as draft legislation that has not even been 

1 It is unclear how an ADU could be built on the vacant single family lot because an 
ADU, by definition is accessory to a principal use, and there is no principal use on that 
site. The principal use (house) exists on the entirely separate 7010 Palatine site. There is 
no provision in the Land Use code that allows a principal use on one site to have an 
"accessory" use on another site. 
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finalized for Council consideration, much less enacted into law. There are no 
development standards established for the NC2-55 zone because the zone has not been 
enacted Citywide. There was no way for the Examiner to ensure that a rezone of the 
7009 parcel, which lies in the middle of a uniformly zoned area, would grant to the 
Applicant what might ultimately be allowed for all other NC2-40 parcels in that zone that 
might, or might not, be upzoned through MHA. 

In fact, the presentation materials for the July 16, 2018 meeting of the Select Committee 
on Citywide Mandatory Housing Affordability (MHA) confirms that (1) the current 
version of MHA legislation is in draft form only and subject to future discussion and 
amendment by the Council, and (2) that the Council is expressly prohibited from voting 
on MHA legislation as long as the current EIS appeal is ongoing, and it is precluded from 
acting on the proposed rezones, land use regulations, and Comprehensive Plan 
amendments until the appeal of the Final Environmental impact Statement has been 
resolved. The materials also describe a two-phased Council Review Process for this 
legislation noting that Phase 2 includes "development of Potential Amendments for 
Committee Discussion and Vote." And the material confirms that "[t]he Committee may 
begin to discuss issues and review additional information identified through public 
hearings or other outreach related to potential changes to the proposed rezones, land use 
regulations, and Comprehensive Plan amendments."2 

1. The Director's Rule on MHA contribution requirements 
makes no mention of development standards that may be 
applied in the MHA zones identified in the draft legislation, 
but it does confirm the substantial windfall the Owners gave 
themselves when they changed their application to request a 
rezone to NC2-55 instead of the NC2-65 zone in the original 

The Applicant claims it is "notable" that "the Director's Rule 14-2016 specifically 
references rezones to NC-55" and that is proof the NC55 zone exists. But that Director's 
Rule only refers to the required MHA contributions - either units or dollars. It says 
nothing about development standards for the NC2-55 zone. 

What is "notable" about Director's Rule 14-2016 is that it confirms that Applicant's last 
minute decision to withdraw its original rezone application just days before the originally 
scheduled open record and re-submit it days later as a rezone to NC2-55(M) instead of 

2 The presentation materials are available on the Council website for CB 119184. The 
Council may take notice of its own materials without a Request to Supplement the 
Record. 
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the original NC2-65, self-limited to 55 feet generated a windfall to the Applicant and a 
substantial reduction in its required MHA contribution. Rule 14-2016 establishes that 
rezones from NC40 to NC55 remain in the same category ofMHA contributions, 
whereas rezones from NC40 to NC65 move up to a higher category. According to the 
tables in Rule 14-2016, therefore, Applicant reduced its MHA obligation by 25 percent 
when it withdrew its original NC2-65 application and resubmitted a virtually identical 
application to the NC2-55 zone instead. See Appeal at 11; and see Director Rule 14-2016. 

SDCI's argument that there are "standards" for the NC-55 zone, citing only to SMC 
23.47 A.017 which specifies floor-area ratios (FAR) for the NC-55 zone, misses the point 
entirely. There are no development standards confirming the setbacks that will apply in 
this zone or any other development standards against which to measure the present 
proposal. 

Finally, SDCI proclaims that there is "[a]t least one other property in the city" zoned 
NC2-55(M). But the lone address that SDCI cites is not a contract rezone, it is a property 
in the Central District where the entire block was zoned to NC2-55 in separate, special 
legislation created for that area. See ordinance excerpt Land Use Map 113, attached at 
Tab 10. Moreover, the parcels across the street from the cited NC2-55 parcel are all 
zoned to 65 and 75 foot heights, and the parcel does not abut a single family zone as does 
the 7009 cite. In other words, SDCI's one example merely confirms Appellants' 
argument: The NC2-55 zone does not exist outside the few specific neighborhoods 
where the Council enacted special legislation that tailored that zone to that Community. 

D. Substantial evidence in the Record confirms that the Examiner applied 
the rezone criteria incorrectly and, accordingly, his Recommendation should 
be rejected. 

SMC 23.34.007 confirms that "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. ... " The Appeal at pages 12-19 detailed the Examiner's 
numerous errors of fact and law that undermined his Recommendation. It is abundantly 
clear that the Examiner simply presumed that the NC2-55 zone would blanket this area of 
Phinney Ridge eventually - and that was good enough to recommend rezoning the 7009 
parcel. But the prospect of a future area-wide upzone cannot override the current 
conditions that show unequivocally, that there is no other parcel for almost a mile away 
that is zoned higher than the NC2-40 zoning of the 7009 site. On those facts, it is 
impossible to conclude, as the Code requires, that a rezone of the 7009 parcel is 
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"compatible" with the height limits for the area or that the balance of the rezone criteria 
favor rezoning this parcel. 

1. SMC 23.34.008.A- Urban villages and zoned capacity 

The Owners' Response to the Appeal on this issue is puzzling. It attributes a quoted term 
to Appellants that appears nowhere in this section of the Appeal Statement, and then 
accuses Appellants of citing no evidence to support its claims. Response at 9. For this 
zoning criterion, however, the Appellants questioned the Examiner's Conclusion in his 
analysis of this section because it simply assumed the obvious: that an existing proposal 
for a five story building would obviously yield more housing units than would the same 
building at four stories. Appeal at 12-13. Appellants challenged that approach, pointed 
out that only a portion of the Shared Roof building would be available to members of the 
public, and reiterated evidence in the record that a recently completed building right 
across the street, on a substantially smaller lot offered more publicly available units than 
would Shared Roof. 

2. SMC 23.34.008C -- Zoning History and Precedential Effect 

The Appeal at 13-14 details Appellants' specific objections to the Examiner's 
conclusions regarding this criteria. The Owners erroneously assert that the rezone must 
be approved based on this criteria alone, evidently because it "matches the proposed 
legislative rezone." Response at 11. That argument, however, flies in the face of 
23.34.007 that species "no single criterion ... shall be applied as an absolute requirement 
... unless a provision indicates the intent to constitute a requirement." SMC 
23.34.007.B. 

The Zoning History and Precedential Effect criterion is not intended as an absolute 
requirement. It merely states that "Previous and potential zoning changes both in and 
around the area proposed for rezone shall be examined." SMC 23.34.008.C. The 7009 
rezone does not "match the proposed legislation" as the Owners allege because a 
substantial chunk of the west side of the building, including the rooftop greenhouse, is 
built within the light corridor adjacent to the single family zone that the Director 
specifically wanted to protect in the Phinney Ridge area ifthe NC2-55 zone was 
implemented there. See Tab 11. But even ifthe 7009 rezone did match the proposed 
legislation as the Owners allege (it does not), the current draft legislation is far from final, 
as evidenced presentation materials for a July 16, 2018 presentation to the Council Select 
Committee on MHA that confirms the Council will soon begin considering modifications 
to the current proposal. The MHA legislation is too far from final to be used as a basis 
for upzoning a parcel that doesn't otherwise meet the rezone criteria. 
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3. SMC 23.34.008.D -- Neighborhood Plans 

Page 14 of the Appeal details Appellants' specific objections to the Examiner's 
conclusions regarding this criterion. The Owners assert that the Greenwood /Phinney 
Neighborhood Plan was "re-adopted in 2016 after MHA up zones had been drafted and 
publicly discussed." But that assertion is false. The Greenwood Phinney Neighborhood 
Plan has never been "re-adopted" after it was originally adopted in 1999. See Tab 12 at 
p585 (Legislative History of the Seattle 2035 Comprehensive Plan, showing Greenwood 
Phinney Ridge neighborhood plan adopted on November 15, 1999, and no "re-adoptions" 
after that date.). When the Plan was adopted in 1999, there was no discussion of area­
wide rezones and no need for the Plan to address such a concept. 

4. SMC 23.34.008.E - Zoning Principles, including a gradual 
transition between zoning categories and physical buffers 

Pages 14-16 of the Appeal detail Appellants' specific objections to the Examiner's 
conclusions regarding this criterion. 

The Owners claim that the Appeal "stat[ ed] that the Examiner said that 65 foot zoned 
parcels share property line with single family parcels," and then the Owners assert that 
"[t[he Examiner never said that." Response at 12. The Examiner never made that 
invented statement and neither did Appellants. See Appeal at 14-14-15. Instead, the 
Owners regrettably invented a statement that misstates Appellants argument, and then 
attributed that falsehood to Appellants. 

What Appellants actually argued, based on substantial evidence in the Record, is that the 
Examiner misstated the nature and relationship of the various zones. Appeal at 14-15, 
citing Recommendation at Conclusion #7. The Appeal demonstrated that when the 
Examiner referred to "some examples of a 40 foot height zone located adjacent to a 65 
foot zone," he failed to recognize that the nearest 65 foot zone is almost one mile away 
from the project site. And the Appeal demonstrated that when the Examiner claimed 
there were examples of 65 foot zones adjacent to single family zones, he failed to 
recognize there is nowhere in the Greenwood/Phinney Urban Village where a 65 foot 
zone shares a property line with a single family zone. Those statements are supported by 
substantial evidence in the record, specifically the City's own zoning maps that prove 
these points. 

The Owners next challenge Appellants' argument that the vacant NC lot cannot be a 
buffer between zones as the Code requires because it is in the single family Zone. The 
drawings in the Owners' Plan Set clearly indicate that the so-called "private open space 
area" located at the "mid-portion of the project site" is the presently vacant single family 
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lot that, obviously is located in the single family zone, not "between the five-story 
building and the single-family zone" as the Examiner mistakenly concluded. 
Recommendation at 8, Conclusion #7; Appeal at 15. 

Moreover, the "Open space" that SMC 23.34.008.E.2 requires as a buffer between zones 
does not appear to meet the definitions of "open space" or "landscaped open space" in the 
Code. SMC 23.84A.028. 

The Owners next allege that a PUDA recorded on the commercial lots could would 
somehow "guarantee[]" the physical buffers "as a condition of the rezone I PUDA" 
because the MUP drawings show landscaped open space " Response at 14. But that 
position cannot be reconciled with the Site Plan drawing in the Record that delineates and 
labels a "possible floor print of future detached accessory dwelling unit (DADU)" on that 
site." See Tab_, Ex 16, sheet AlOO. Nor can that position be reconciled with SDCI's 
testimony at the hearing that an ADU could be built on the presently vacant lot. 
Testimony of Lindsay King. And it certainly cannot be reconciled with SDCI's Response 
that outlines how a portion of allegedly "guaranteed" buffer could be "split off for 
separate development." SDCI Response at 2, or that site could be transferred to the 
commercial lot through a lot boundary adjustment. 

On these facts, the 7009 rezone proposal obviously does not provide the physical buffers 
envisioned in SMC 23.34.008.E. 

5. SMC 23.34.008.F - Impact Evaluation 

Page 16 of the Appeal details Appellants' specific objections to the Examiner's 
conclusions regarding this criterion. 

The Owners do not rebut these objections, but instead create and approve their own 
points. Response at 15. The fact that the project "is compliant with the MHA program" 
is irrelevant because that is a requirement for any property attempting to secure a contract 
rezone with the (M) designation. Response at15. In this case, the Code favors the 
provision of low-income housing in the area proposed for rezone. SMC 23.34.008.F. l.a. 
The 7009 project is not providing any MHA units onsite. It chose to comply with MHA 
through payments, and saved itself $250,000 when it converted its application to the 
NC2-55(M) zone instead of the NC2-65 zone, self-limited to the same 55 foot height it 
now seeks. See Argument infi'a. 

The Owners' remaining claims about views, which is not a factor in SMC 23.34.008.F, 
are addressed and proven false, in the section discussing SMC 23.34.009.B below. 
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6. SMC 23.34.008.G - Changed Circumstances 

Pages 16-17 of the Appeal details Appellants' specific objections to the Examiner's 
conclusions regarding this criterion and the inconsistent positions the Owner and SDCI 
have taken on this issue. Whether or not the Examiner concluded that changed 
circumstances existed for purposes of this specific section, he obviously relied on the 
potential for area-wide legislative changes when recommending approval of this rezone. 

7. SMC 23.34.009.A - Height limits of the proposed zone: 
Consistency 

Page 17 of the Appeal details Appellants' specific objections to the Examiner's 
conclusions regarding this criteria. SMC 23.34.009.A states that "Height limits shall be 
consistent with the type and scale of development intended for each zone classification." 
The use of "shall" makes this a mandatory criterion. SMC 23.34.007. 

The Examiner observed that the proposal's residential "uses" would be consistent with 
the type and scale of development in the vicinity and the proposed NC2-55 zoning but he 
said nothing about consistency of the height limits that are the subject of this criteria. 
The Owners again misstated one of Appellants' arguments and entirely ignored the other. 
Response at 16. 

Because the NC2-55 zone does not yet have final development standards, there is no way 
to know whether a 55-foot building topped with a massive 12-foot greenhouse would be 
"consistent with" or even allowed in the final NC2-55 legislation if such legislation ever 
is implemented in this area. But the building as presently designed in not consistent with 
the current draft NC2-55 legislation because it does not comply with the setbacks that 
would be required to minimize the impact of the additional height of a 55 foot zone 
adjacent to a single family zone. 

8. SMC 23.34.009.B - Topography of the area and its 
surrounding 

Page 17 of the Appeal details Appellants' specific objections to the Examiner's 
conclusions regarding this criterion. SMC 23.34.009.B states that "[h]eight limits shall 
reinforce the natural topography of the area and its surroundings, and the likelihood of 
view blockage shall be considered." (Emphasis added.) The use of "shall" makes this a 
mandatory criteria. SMC 23.34.007. 

The Examiner concluded that the proposed structure "may impact territorial views from 
adjacent properties. But he provided no discussion of the views of the Olympic 

001563



REPLY MEMORANDUM 
IN SUPPORT OF NOTICE OF APPEAL 
to Seattle City Council 
by Irene Wall and Bob Morgan 
of the Findings and Recommendation by the Seattle Hearing Examiner of a rezone of 
property at 7009 Greenwood Avenue North (CF314356) 
Page 21 of 26 

Mountains that would be unlawfully blocked by this project (but not by projects built to 
the current NC2-40 Zone.) in violation of SMC 23.47 A.012.A. l.c, nor did he 
acknowledge photographic evidence submitted directly to the Examiner that proved the 
7009 project would block Olympic Mountain views from neighboring properties, views 
that would not be blocked by construction of a NC2-40 building on that site. 

SMC 23.47 A.012.A.1.c states that "[t]he Director shall reduce or denv t.he additional 
structure height allowed by this subsection ... if the additiQ[lal height would significantly 
block views from neighborhind residential struc~~g·~-;~ ..:u1y of the following [including] 
the Olympic and Cascade Mountai:>:c§ ... : \tmphasis aqded.) .~,-· 

The Owners once again employ a sleight-of-hand misrepresentation to avoid Appellants' 
inconvenient proof of view blockage. The Owners quote only three words of the 
Appellants' appeal on this topic and leave off the remaining material portion .. Specifally 
the Owners say only that Appellants allege error because the Examiner "ignored written 
testimony. But they omit the remainder of the quoted sentence: "and photographic 
evidence that demonstrated that the extra height in a rezone would block protected views 
of the Olympic Mountains from properties across the street to the east, views that are 
specifically protected in the NC2-40 zone in which this project currently lies. SMC 
23.47A.012.A.l.c." (emphasis added). The Owners then make the demonstrably false 
statement that Appellants' 

The Owners then offer only a laugh-out-loud defense that Appellants claim that this 
section "creates 'protected'views" and that "This is a zoning provision and does not 
create 'protected' views, and is not relevant to the rezone discussion." Response at 17. 

Elsewhere, the Owners make the demonstrably false statements that "[a]ll substantial 
evidence in the record shows that views will not be blocked as a result of the rezone (or, 
to put it differently, as a result of the difference between a 40-foot tall and a 55-foot tall 
building);" and that "Any views would be at least partially blocked as a result of a 40-
foot tall building, so the 55-foot tall building has no significant impact to views." 
Response at 15. 

Perhaps the Owners did not review the Record before writing those statements. Exhibit 
53, the Public Comments Received by the Examiner, contains photographic evidence 
proving that the proposed 7009 building would block Olympic Mountain views where a 
building built to the maximum height in the NC2-40 zone would not block those views. 
See Tab 2, Exh. 53, at 11, a photograph of the view from the rooftop of Hendon Condos 
at 6800 Greenwood Avenue North (one block south of the 7009 site) showing the 
Olympic Mountains visible over the rooftop of the Fini Condos directly across 
Greenwood Avenue, which is built to the identical maximum height in a NC2-40 zone as 
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the Hendon Condos, and showing how the additional height of the 7009 building would 
wall off that view entirely because that additional height is equal to or greater than the 
height of the elevator shaft and umbrella on the Fini rooftop that extend above the 
mountain view. See also id. at 7-9 (applicable pages of Supplemental Comments from 
Esther Bartfeld regarding the unlawful view blockage and explanation of accompanying 
photo of westward Olympic Mountains view taken from the roof of Hendon Condos). 

If the Owners of the 7009 site-were building in the NC2-40 zone, they would be required 
to produce a view study proving that the additional height allowed in the NC2-40 zone. 
But with their rezone application, no one investigated the issue or required a view study. 
The owners of properties east and northeast of the 7009 site would continue to enjoy 
views of the Olympic Mountains ifthe 7009 site were developed as an NC2-40 parcel. 
But if the site contract rezone request is approved, those same owners would be denied 
those views (and the substantial value associated with them) and left looking into the fifth 
floor units with their soaring ceiling heights, and a massive rooftop greenhouse instead of 
the otherwise protected Olympic Mountain views. SMC 23.34.009.B. is a mandatory 
rezone criterion that cannot be ignored as it was here given the substantial and 
uncontroverted evidence showing the likelihood of view blockage. 

9 SMC 23.34.009.C, D- Height and Scale of the proposed rezone 

Pages 17-19 of the Appeal details Appellants' specfic objections to the Examiner's 
conclusions regarding this criteria. SMC 23.34.009C. 2 requires permitted height limits 
to be compatible with the "predominant height and scale of existing development". And 
SMC 23.34.009.D states that "Height limits shall be compatible with actual and zoned 
heights in surrounding areas" and that "a gradual transition in height and scale and 
level of activity between zones shall be provided unless major physical buffers, as 
described in 23 .34.008.D .2 are present." The use of "shall" makes this a mandatory 
criteria. SMC 23.34.007.The Examiner simply asserted without support, that the 
proposed development -- at a zone height of 55 feet but actual height of almost 70 feet 
with the rooftop greenhouse that the Examiner failed to maneion -- would be "consistent" 
with the nearby height of nearby development when substantial evidence in the record 
readily undermines that conclusion. See e.g., Tab 1 (map of Greenwood Phinney Urban 
Village showing uniform zoning ofNC2-40 all along Greenwood, with the nearest 65 
foot zone almost a mile to the north, and all NC2-40 parcels backed by lots in the single 
family zone.). conclusory statement. 

The Examiner also asserted, again with any support and inspite of substantial evidence to 
the contrary, that the 7009 building would be "compatible" with "most" of the actual and 
"potential" zoned heights in the area. That analysis is not what this mandatory provision 
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requires and it is a fatal error. The Examiner also made another fatal flaw by failing to 
even mention the mandatory gradual transition in height and scale that SMC 23.34.D.2 
requires absent a "major physical buffer." See Appeal at 18-19. As the substantial 
evidence in the record indicates - specifically the Owners own plan sets - there is no 
transition whatsoever between zones. The five story building is built right on the shared 
property line. Moreover, SDCI had indicated in a Correction Notice dated Aril 4, 2017, 
that "it is unclear how the proposed reone meets this criteria. The code states permitted 
heights shall be compatible with predominant height and scale of existing development, 
actual and zoned heights in the surround[ sic] area." See Tab 13. Nothing has changed 
since that time. But both SDCI and the Examiner decided to simply deem the project 
"compatible" regardless of the evidence. The Council should not be fooled. 

The Owners yet again misrepresent Appellants' argument, claiming that Appellants 
object because the 7009 building would be "taller than the 40 foot zone" and then assert 
their building isn't that much taller. Response at 1 7. And the best they off er as a 
defense is that an overall height difference of 15 feet "can be considered "compatible." 
Response at 17. That conclusory observation would wipe out all need for rezone criteria, 
including mandatory, if every 15 foot height difference was deemed "compatible" 
regardless of the surrounding area. Similarly the Owners proclaim the Examiner's 
analysis of SMC 23.34.009.D "spot-on" even though he failed to mention one of the 
mandatory criteria - gradual transitions unless major physical buffers exist - a missing 
mandatory criteria that doome this rezone application. 

Weighing all of the rezone criteria in SMC 23.34.007-009, it is clear that the Examiner 
erred. The rezone application should be denied. 

E. If the Council decides to grant the 7009 rezone despite the substantial 
evidence in the record proving such a decision unlawful, it should shrink the 
building size by requiring compliance with all Code provisions for 
Commercial lots, and remove the greenhouse and prohibit any use of the 
single family lots for access, or any other uses that expand the envelope of 
allowable uses on the NC parcels alone 

The Owners make the preposterous allegation that Appellants "forgot" that the Council 
makes the rezone decision and that the Council may condition a rezone consistent with 
SMC 23.34.004. Response at 18. To the contrary, Appellants specified the deficiencies 
in the Examiner's recommended conditions for a PUDA in Section IV.C, Appeal at 19, 
and then offered specific conditions for the Council to incorporate into a PUDA in the 
event the Council decides to rezone this parcel. Appeal at 9-10 (Item #2). Of course the 
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Owners contradicted their absurd accusation two sentences later by urging the Council to 
reject the conditions that Appellants suggested. Response at 18. 

The Owners also accuse Appellants of attempting "an end-around to evade their failure to 
appeal the zoning decision." Response at 18. Although it is unclear what deadline 
Appellants allegedly missed given that this is a quasi-judicial appeal of the Examiner's 
Recommendation, not an administrative MUP appeal, it is very clear that the Owners 
desperately want to avoid having the Council review their fictitious development site ruse 
that SDCI enabled and the Examiner ignored entirely. There is no portion of the 
Examiner's Recommendation that is unreviewable by the Council and automatically 
deemed valid as the Owners allege. 

But even if the Owners were correct that these unspedified "zoning provisions" were 
"now valid," nothing prohibits the Council from imposing, through a PUDA, the same 
Code requirements that should have been applied in the first instance to prohibit a 
building of this size. SMC 23.34.004.A authorizes the Council to require the recording of 
a PUDA containing "restrictions upon the use and development of the property in order 
to ameliorate adverse impacts that could occur from unrestricted use and development 
permitted by development regulations otherwise applicable after the rezone." The 
restrictions imposed by the PUDA shall be directly related to the impacts that may be 
expected to result from the rezone." Id. 

All of Appellants' proposed PUDA conditions adhere to this requirement. Appellants 
suggested three conditions at a minimum for the PUDA. Appeal at 20. First, Appellants 
suggested that the PUDA require that the building comply with the requirements of 
specified sections of SMC 23.47 A.014.B regarding setbacks and other features on 
buildings located on NC lots that abut a lot in a single family zone. This would require 
shrinking the building to fit the NC parcels that are proposed for rezone. 

Under Appellants' proposed PUDA conditions, the Owners would be: (1) prohibited from 
building in the 15-foot setback triangle adjacent to the vacant single family lot at the 
southwest comer (where it now has a driveway); (2) required to set back the second 
through fourth floors on the west side 15 feet from the property line instead of being built 
right on the property line in the current proposal, and the fifth floor and all rooftop 
features would have to be set back even further, at a rate of 2 feet per 10 feet of height 
above 40 feet; and (3) prohibited from having windows and doors on the first floor of the 
west side adjacent to the single family zone unless the first floor was set back at least five 
feet from the property line. Such restrictions on the size of the building would preserve 
the setbacks and air and light corridors in that block (and the blocks to the north), where 
the zoning boundary runs due north/ south and aligns exactly with the rear property lines 
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of the commercial lots fronting Greenwood and the single family lots in the adjacent 
single family zone. 

To comply with the currently proposed MHA legislation for NC2-55 zones, the Council 
should consider imposing even greater upper level setbacks consistent with the proposed 
MHA legislation. This would require setbacks of 3 feet per 10 feet of height above the 
40 foot building height instead of the 2 feet rate in the current Code. As noted in the 
Director's Report on MHA, which specifically called out the unique Phinney Ridge edge 
condition, these greater setbacks would help "preserve more light into adjacent property 
when NC zones abut single-family zones." See Tab 1, 11. 

Next Appellants recommended that the massive rooftop greenhouse that raises the height 
of the building to almost 70 feet, be eliminated or moved to the ground, and the height of 
the solar array reduced. These requests, too, directly relate to the impacts of these 
rooftop features. The greenhouse appears to be less than 15 feet from the adjacent single 
family zone, a location where no portion should be at all pursuant to SMC 
23.47A.014.B.3. It should also be obvious that, regardless of this Code provision, a 
discretionary rooftop feature that creates an almost 70-foot tall building adjacent to a 
single family zone is inappropriate and intrusive and should be curtailed through a 
PUDA. Appellants are not aware of any other building in the City where a 425 square 
foot, 12-foot high greenhouse (allegedly devoted to food production) has been placed 
anywhere on the rooftop of a commercial lot adjacent to a single family zone. 

The solar arrays, too, add substantial height on the Greenwood A venue side to what 
would already be the tallest building within almost a mile of uniformly zoned buildings. 
A PUDA condition limiting the height even further would directly relate to the impacts of 
this rooftop feature. 

The Owners claim that the greenhouse and solar panels were "already adjusted to 
minimize any potential impacts," but that is merely their assertion Consistent with SMC 
23.34.004.A. the Council may- and should- impose Appellants' requested conditions in 
a PUDA. The applicable criteria for PUDA conditions is stated in SMC 23.34.004.A, 
and Appellants' request meets that criteria and would help mitigate the impact of 
upzoning an isolated parcel in an otherwise uniformly zoned area that should have no 
individual rezones at all. 

IV. CONCLUSION 

The Examiner's Recommendation is not supported by substantial evidence. To the 
contrary, there is substantial evidence in the record that demonstrates the Examiner's 
numerous errors of fact and law and undermines the Examiner's Recommendation. The 
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substantial evidence in the record, combined with a proper application of the applicable 
Land Use Code provisions confirms that the Council should deny this rezone. 

But in the event that the Council decides to approve the rezone, it should adopt 
Appellant's proposed rezone conditions, as further enhanced in this Reply, to mitigate the 
impacts of rezoning an isolated parcel in a uniformly zoned area that is surrounded by 
single family zoning. K 

Dated this «;,day of July, 2018. 

s, 
ne Wall and Bob Morgan 

/ 
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From: Johnson, Alayna 
Sent: Monday, June 11, 2018 2:53 PM 
To: 'iwall@serv.net' <iwall@serv.net> 
Subject: Public Comments on Greenwood Rezone 

Good afternoon, 

I've attached a zip folder containing all of the public comments received directly by our office (this does 
not include those that were received by SDCI and passed on to us for the record). 

Thank you, 

I~ Assistant 

Alayna Johnson 

City of Seattle ··'·' .. '··'·'·"·'·'· .. ·"·'····'···'·"'·'''·'·-'··'·'·"····"··'·'·'·"'··'··'·'·'··'·"'·'· 
700 Fifth ,!\venue. Suite 4000, WA 98104 

Direct 206.6"15.1718 I Fax: 206.684 0536 I '··-'-'·"'·s··'·'..'''·'"·'"·'·'·'··'·'""''·'""'·'"'·"''·'·'"·'·'"'-·''"·'· 

Name: Public Comments.zip 
iType: application/~~z.ip~C()f11pressed 

Move message to ... 
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Comment letters sent to the Hearing Examiner provided by Alayna Johnson via 
email on June 11, 2018 at the request oflrene Wall 

-,.;· Bartfeld.r Esther 2 Attachment. pdf 

-,,;· Bartfeld.r Esther 2.pdf 

"'~· Bartfeld1 Esther .3 Attachment.pdf 

~ Bartfeld, Esther .3.pdf 

-,,:. Bartfeld, .Esther Attachment.pdf 

-,:· Bartfeld1 Esther .pdf 

..,.:. Boyle1 Margaret.pdf 

-,:· Dixon-Horton1 Jessica.pdf 

_,:' Fryhle, Craig.pdf 

i!IJ:' Gohringr Nancy.pdf 

.,;,'Peltier r Tracy.pdf 

-;t.: Richards.r Mid1ael 2. pdf 

~: Richards.r Michael 3.pdf 

-,: Richards1 Michael.pdf 

-,: Vaage,r Karen.pdf 

~. Wall1 Irene Attachment. pdf 

-,~ Wall.r Irene.pdf 
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Adobe Acrobat Document 
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Supplemental material from Esther Bartfeld following Public Hearing 
on 7009 Greenwood Ave Contract Rezone Application,# 314356 

This outline responds to several points made by SDCI and I or the Applicant 
at the Public Hearing. There was no opportunity for the public to offer 
additional comments after the Applicant and SDCI presentations, so this 
outline attempts to address some of the misinformation that was provided at 
the hearing, with additional evidence why the proposed rezone should be 
denied. 

Summary Outline of SDCI and Applicant Errors at hearing 4.30.18 

I. The so-called "Development Site" argument to evade the setback requirements is 
a gimmick intended to evade the setback requirements 

A. Applicant claimed that "SDCI required them" to call the four 
separate lots a "development site" and they had to do that to 
accomplish their objectives 

B. The historical documents tell a different story: 

1. The developers initially acquired the old "Orowheat" or 
"Entemann 's Bakery" site that was marketed as three distinct parcels 
in one sale: two commercial parcels facing Greenwood and one parcel 
zoned single-family (facing N. 70t11

). See attached. 

2. Those parcels could have been developed separately, but the 
applicant chose not to do that; 

3. The applicant later acquired the 7010 Palatine house in a separate 
transaction; 

C. There is a "Site Plan" in the Record dated December 16, 2015 that 
shows the following setbacks required under SMC 23.47A.014.B that 
SDCI and the applicant now disavow: 

1. A 15 foot setback for all floors above 13 feet height for first floor; 

2. A 15-foot triangular setback at the SW corner of the commercial 
lot where it abuts the side lot line of the SF lot on N. 

Page 1 Exh. 53 Public Comments Received by H.E. Office 
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D. Pre-Submittal meeting minutes in the Record dated August 12, 2016 
show that the applicant was searching for ways to evade the setback 
requirements by incorporating the single family parcels at the rear or 
seeking a departure from the required setbacks (see p3, "Clarifying 
Questions for Ms. King"). 

E. There is a correction notice dated February 2, 2017 (Correction #1 
Zoning) by SDCI reviewer Emily Lofsted that specifies the required 
setbacks in SMC 23.47 A.014.B that SDCI and applicant are now 
ignoring (see #7 "Setback requirements" in Correction Notice), along 
with the need for a sight triangle easement (#12) 

F. The same requirements were included in the February 23, 2017 
correction notice. 

G. The setback requirement (#7 in the Feb 2 and Feb 23 notices) was 
then NOT included in the Correction Notice dated March 30, 2017, 
although the sight triangle requirement remained. 

H. Interestingly, March 30, 2017 was also the date that SDCI issued its 
"Interpretation" in the Phinney Flats case where it claimed that the 
setbacks of SMC 23.47 A.014 did not apply in that case, but the 
Examiner later reversed. 

I. All plan sets and presentations after this date showed the five-story 
building built right on the property line with no setbacks whatsoever. 

II. At the hearing, SDCI claimed it applied the "development standards" to the 
"development site" but this is not possible 

A. Development standards are applied based on the~ in which the 
affected lot is located, not to an undefined "development site" that 
comprises several discrete lots in different zones 

B. See e.g., SMC 23.02.020 General Purpose 

1. SMC 23.02.020.A " .... The Land Use Code classifies land within 
the City into various land use zones and overlay districts in order to 
regulate uses and structures .... " 

2. SMC 23.02.020.C " .... All structures or uses shall be built or 
established on a lot or lots." 

Page 2 Exh. 53 Public Comments Received by H.E. Office 
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3. The 7009 proposal is to upzone two established, commercial lots in 
the NC2-40 zone to build a 5 story structure with a massive 
greenhouse on top 

C. SMC 23.47 A identifies the "authorized uses and development 
standards" for the NC2 zone, as well as other commercial zones. See 
SMC 23.47 A.002.A 

1. SMC 23.47 A.014 identifies "setback requirements" for "lots" that 
"abut" a "lot" in a residential zone. 

2. "lot" and "lot lines" and "abut" and "residential zone" ("zone, 
residential") are defined term. See SMC 23.84.A 

3. "Setback" means the minimum required distance between a 
structure or portion thereof and a lot line of the lot on which it is 
located, or another line described in a particular section of this title" 
See definitions in SMC 23.84A.036. 

4. 'Development site" is not defined in the Land Use Code (see 
defined terms in SMC 23.84A). 

5. Therefore the specified setbacks must be applied on the two 
commercial lots zoned NC and proposed for upzone, and the proposal 
fails to meet those requirements. 

6. There is no "development standard" to apply to a "development 
site" that spans multiple zones. 

7. There is no Code provision that waives the setback requirements 
for an invented "development site" that is untethered to recorded lot 
lines, including lots within different zones. 

D. To the extent a "development site" is referenced at all, it is in the 
SDCI publication TIP 247 ("Development Site Permitting 
Guidelines"), and the proposal does not meet those requirements. See 
http://www.seattle.gov ID PD/Pu blications/CAM/Tip24 7. pdf 

1. SDCI states that "Tips are designed to provide user-friendly 
information on the range of City permitting, land use and code 
compliance polities and procedures that you may encounter while 
conducting business within the City." See 
http ://web6.seattle.gov ID PD/CAMS/ cam list.as px 
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2. TIP 247 confirms that a 'development site' is " a piece of land 
within the boundaries of which we apply all of the developments 
standards for the land use ... code. BUT, it ALSO requires that a 
development site must be platted with a recording number or a lot 
boundary adjustment if a developer wants to combine multiple lots to 
create a development site that does not already exist 

3. There are Code requirements for lot boundary adjustments (SMC 
23.38) 

4. There is no record of any lot boundary adjustments for any of the 
four discrete tax lots purported to be a "development site" 

5. The SDCI Recommendation confirms that there are four discrete 
tax parcels. See Recommendation at 3. 

E. In the Phinney Flats Decision (MUP-17-009) the Examiner reaffirmed 
that "lot" as used in SMC 23.47 A.014 means what it says, and rejected 
and reversed SDCl's convoluted excuse for not applying setbacks in 
that case (See Conclusion #3 at plO: ""[T]he Code provides that the 
setback is required where the proposal's rear lot line 'abuts a lot in a 
residential zone.' SMC 23.47 A.014.B.3 [emphasis in original 
Decision] .... "[T]he setback is required where the proposal's rear lot 
line abuts a lot that is within a residential zone." 

1. The same analysis applies in this case. 

2. The situation is not a split-zone lot, as in Phinney Flats, but the 
same application of the same defined terms that SDCI and applicant 
pretend do not apply simply because the applicant drew an imaginary 
line around several parcels that it owned 

III. SDCI and the Applicant claimed there would be various restrictions on the 
vacant single family lot (e.g., no single family home), but any PUDA granted for this 
rezone would only apply to the two commercial parcels and the two separate single 
family lots would not have any legal prohibitions on their development, 
redevelopment, or sale at a future date. 

A. This application applies only to the two commercial parcels requested 
for upzoning. See application at 3 (#2, 3 confirming that only the two 
NC2-40 parcels are subject to the "upzone application.") 
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B. The PUDA requirements apply only to the parcels that get upzoned 
through the contract rezone process. SMC 23.34.004 (authorizing the 
Council to approve a map amendment subject to the recording of a 
property use and development (PUDA) containing self-imposed 
restrictions upon the use and development of the property to be 
rezoned). 

C. A contract rezone ("Rezone, contract") amends the Official Land Use 
Map to change the zone classification "subject to the execution, 
delivery, and recording of a property use and development agreement 
executed by the legal or beneficial owner of the property to be 
rezoned." 

D. The two single family lots would remain distinct tax lots after any 
rezone of the commercial lots and would not have any legal 
encumbrances 

E. Neither SDCI nor the applicant has explained what would legally 
prohibit the applicant from developing, redeveloping, and I or selling 
either or both of the single family lots it claims as part of an undefined 
"development site." 

IV. SDCI and Applicant made inconsistent representations about the currently 
vacant single family lot on N. 70°1, claiming that it counts as "open-space" and a 
"buffer" to the single-family house on the NW corner of 70th and Palatine to satisfy 
the rezone criteria, but also admitting that a house could be built on that land in the 
future. 

A. The SDCI Recommendation analysis of SMC 23.34.008.E.2 Physical 
buffers claims that "a 55'wide buffer exists between the zoning 
designation line and the shared property line between the 
development site and the neighboring property to the west ... This 
area is planned to be landscaped open space." See Recommendation 
at p32. 

B. But both the Applicant and SDCI admitted at the hearing that an 
Accessory Dwelling Unit could be built on that vacant single family lot 
on N. 70th at some point in the future. 

C. The same lot cannot be both a "buffer" and have a house on it. 

D. Furthermore, the vacant lot, even without a house, does not meet the 
definition of "open space" as it is used in the Land Use Code SMC 
23.34.008.E.2.d or as it is defined in SMC 23.84A.028: 
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1. "Open space" means land and/or water area with its surface 
predominately open to the sky or predominantly undeveloped, 
that is set aside to serve the purposes of providing park and 
recreation opportunities, conserving valuable natural 
resources, or structuring urban development and form. 

2. "Open space, landscaped" means exterior space, at ground 
level, predominantly open to public view and used for the 
planting of trees, shrubs, ground cover, and other natural 
vegetation, and the installation of bioretention facilities. 

V. SDCI erred when it asserted that a single family home could not be built on the 
vacant lot, but an accessory dwelling unit (ADU) could be built there 

A. The vacant lot and the 7010 Palatine lot are each discrete lots and tax 
parcels. See e.g., SDCI Recommendation at 3, and Application at 3 

B. SMC 23.44.006.A ("Principal uses permitted outright" in a single 
family zone) allows one single family dwelling unit per lot, except that 
an accessory dwelling unit may also be approved pursuant to SMC 
23.44.031 

C. There is no record of a lot boundary adjustment combining the two 
single-family lots owned by the applicant. 

D. The 7010 Palatine lot already has a principle use, single family home 
on it. 

E. There is no principal use structure on the currently vacant lot on N. 
70th, but it is an entirely separate legal lot that could be developed 
with a single family home pursuant to SMC 23.44.006.A 

F. Because there is no existing principal use (or any use or structure) on 
the vacant lot on N. 70 11

\ there is nothing for which a new structure 
("ADU") would be an accessory. See also Owner occupancy 
requirements at SMC 23.44.041.C) 

G. Neither SDCI nor applicant has identified any Code section that 
would (1) prevent a single family home from being developed on the 
vacant lot currently claimed to be an "open space buffer;" (2) how an 
ADU could be built on a vacant lot that lacks a principal use 
structure; or (3) any legal mechanism that would prohibit the 
applicant from selling off either or both of the single family lots at a 
later date 
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VI. The applicant argues that its provision of "affordable housing" weighs in favor 
of the rezone, but also admits it will be claiming the Multi Family Tax Exemption 
(MFTE) credits for several units, an action that should not weigh in favor of a 
rezone 

A. The MHA requirements for this project impose minimal "affordable 
housing" requirements, less than would have been imposed when the 
developer sought a rezone to NC265, self-limited to 55 feet. See 
Director Rule 14-2016 ("Application of Mandatory Housing 
Affordability for Residential Development in contract rezones") 

B. Any units for which the applicant plans to take the MFTE credits 
should not weigh in favor of granting a rezone because: 

1. The MFTE credits eliminate the developer's property tax 
obligation on those units at the same time as homeowners throughout 
the City are seeing soaring property tax increases; 

2. The MFTE exemption is only for 12 years, but the developer 
boasted of creating a "100-year" building. 

C. The King County Assessor, John Wilson, spoke to the Phinney Ridge 
Community Council on Tuesday May 1, 2018 and confirmed that the 
MFTE credits are being used by developers in a way that was never 
intended when they were created to help with urban renewal, and that 
he is working with Mayor Durkin to phase out and/or eliminate the 
MFTE credit 

VII. SDCl's unsubstantiated claim that there will be no "view blockage" from the 
rezone is not supported by the facts 

A. SMC 23.34.009 (Height limits of proposed rezone) requires 
consideration of the height limits established by current zoning and 
the view blocking potential of the proposed rezone 

B. Every commercial parcel in the one-mile stretch of the "Phinney tail" 
surrounding the proposed rezone site is zoned NC2-40, which is 
subject to the extra view-protection analysis the Code requires for NC 
parcels zoned at 30 or 40 feet. SMC 23.47 A.012.A. 

C. That means that every project proposed for more than 40 feet must 
submit a view study proving that it would not block protected views of 
the Olympics, Cascades, Mt. Rainier, and Greenlake. SMC 
23.47 A.012.A.1.a, c See also, Record documents submitted with the 
Phinney Flats appeal, MUP 17-009. 
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D. On Thursday, May 3, 2018, I went on the roof of the newly finished 
"Hendon Condominiums" (formerly the Isola building) located at 
6800 Greenwood Avenue N, which is on the east side of the street, 
directly across from another 4-story condominium building, the 
"Fini," and one block south of the 7009 Greenwood rezone site. 

E. The rooftop of the Fini is 44 feet, with an additional 4 feet for the 
railings. 

F. The views of the Olympics looking west across the top of the Fini were 
unobstructed except where the elevator shaft protruded from the 
rooftop and blocked the mountain view entirely. 

G. The photos I took from the rooftop of the Hendon condominium 
building across the street from the Fini, which is built to a comparable 
height, strongly suggest that the additional height (to 55 feet plus 
railings) of the 7009 project would block the protected views to the 
Olympics from all parcels directly east and northeast on Greenwood 
and that those views would not be blocked if this building were built 
to the current zoning heights. See attached photos. 

H. U pzoning of 7009 Greenwood in advance of any area wide rezone that 
may (or may not) occur in the future, violates all requirements of 
SMC 23.34.009 regarding contract rezones that would raise the 
allowed height of a parcel 

I. There are also solar panels and a massive greenhouse ( 425 sq feet, 
larger than the studio apartments on the lower floors) larding up the 
rooftop and further blocking views (see drawings A300-A310) 

J. Pre-submittal meeting notes dated July 25, 2017 (listed under SDCI 
Project #6596357) confirm that the greenhouse and raised solar array 
would be considered as additional stories for purposes of the Seattle 
building Code (see 1.07 "Roof Decks") and the applicant admits that, 
for purposes of the Seattle Building Code, this is a 6-story building. 

VIII. The proposed MHA legislation is in draft form only and the City Council is 
still holding public hearings throughout the City 

A. The Applicant claimed that MHA legislation has already been 
transmitted to Council 
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B. But nothing other than a preliminary draft has been introduced, and 
nothing has yet emerged that purports to incorporate any of the 
hundreds (thousands?) of comments throughout the City, including 
the rising opposition as the public learns what is at stake 

C. The mere potential for upzoning substantial portions of the City is not 
grounds to upzone a single parcel in a uniformly zoned area where 
nothing of a comparable height is within almost a mile of the 
proposed site 

D. In addition, a careful review of the Official Land Use Maps 39 and 40 
that cover this area will show there is not a single place in the 
Greenwood I Phinney UV where a 65 foot commercial lot abuts a 
single family lot along a side or rear lot line, contrary to SDCl's 
representations. 
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Johnson, Alayna 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Dear Hearing Examiner Vancil: 

Esther Bartfeld <ebartfeld@comcast.net> 
Monday, May 07, 2018 4:36 PM 
Examiner, Hearing 
Additional public comments for 7009 Greenwood REzone, #314356 
7009 - Errors in SDCI and Applicant testimony at hearing.pdf; 7009 Coldwell listing.tiff 

Please consider the proposed outline of issues that respond to various statements made by SDCI and the 
Applicant at the hearing for the proposed rezone of 7009 Greenwood Ave N on April 30, 2017. There was no 
opportunity for additional public comment at that time. I have also included attachments referenced in the 
Exhibit (that are not otherwise available through SDCI website). 

I hope you will carefully review the rezone criteria as it applies to this project. It was telling that not a single 
public comment in favor of this proposal referenced the applicable rezone criteria or attempted to show how this 
proposal would comply. Instead they simply testified to their "liking" this building and its onsite parking, none 
of which are criteria for a contract rezone. 

Moreover, a close look at the proposal shows that this proposal is really for two different types of living 
experiences within a single building: The owners have reserved the top two floors for themselves where they 
will enjoy fewer units per floor and substantially larger units with higher ceiling heights than the units reserved 
for the public. See the plan set drawings at A200-206, and A300-3.10. And because they have reserved 12 of 
the 35 units for themselves, they are, in effect, providing fewer units to the public than would be available if this 
site had similar units, all available to the public. It is, of course, their choice how to allocate units within a 
building, but when the specific proposal is subject to a rezone, then careful attention to those criteria and the 
specific aspects of the building is required. This building, however nice it might be, is too large for its already 
large site and does not meet the criteria for rezone. The rezone should be denied. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

-Esther Bartfeld 

Plus attachments: 

View from Hendon Condos at 6800 Greenwood showing Olympics view over rooftop of Fini Condo to the 
west, and view blockage caused by rooftop projections of umbrella and elevator shaft, at heights similar to 
additional building height proposed for 7009 Greenwood rezone 

1 
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Real estate listing showing separate lots 

SDCI TIP 247: www.seattle.gov/DPD/Publications/CAM/Tip247.pdf 

2 
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Public Hearing Testimony for 7009 Greenwood Contract Rezone: Outline of Esther 
Bartfeld Testimony 
April 30, 2018 
Page I of 7 

OUTLINE of Esther Bartfeld testimony at Public Hearing for 7009 Greenwood 
contract rezone, 4.30.18 (testimony at 9:25:57 - 9:37:37 a.m on "Minutes" of Hearing 
I. The rezone should be denied because it does not meet the criteria for a 
rezone and is not compatible with the neighborhood, specifically: 

1. The rezone criteria of SMC 23.34.007-009 are not met, 
2. The NC255 zone does not exist anywhere except a couple of 
places that were subject to their own individualized areawide 
analysis 
3. The proposed building violates numerous setback provisions 
and should not be allowed in its current form even if a rezone to 
something is recommended 
4. The ramifications of granting this rezone - a single parcel in a 
uniformly zoned area with nothing zoned to a comparable height 
anywhere in the vicinity-cannot be underestimated 

II. The proposal does not comply with the requirements for a contract rezone 
A. 23.34.007 Rezone Criteria 

1. The provisions of this chapter shall be weighed and balanced 
together to determine which zone or height designation best meets 
those provisions 
2. No single criterion or group of criteria shall be applied as an 
absolute requirement or tests, nor is there a hierarchy 
3. After reading the application and SDCl's two decisions, it is 
obvious that the potential for a future MHA upzone of the area 
has trumped everything else, and the shortfalls in almost every 
other criteria are ignored, distorted, or misrepresented 

B. 23.34.00SC (Zoning History and Precedential Effect) 
1. Phinney Ridge has always been zoned uniformly regardless of 
height. 
2. It doesn't matter if the area height was once higher, it was 
always uniform 
3. This parcel is at 70th and Greenwood. The nearest parcel 
higher than NC240 is on the north side of g4th and Greenwood, 
almost a mile away. You'll see that on a UV map I provided, and 
also on pages 39, 40 of the official Land Use Map. 
4. So think about the precedent that would be set if the City could 
pick out one parcel in a uniformly zoned area and upzone it 
through a contract rezone to a height that is nowhere in the 
vicinity. What kind of precedent does that set for every other 
property on Phinney Ridge in this area? 

C. Several criteria in SMC 23.34.008 emphasis the need for buffers, 
gradual transition between zoning categories 

1. There are NO BUFFERS and no gradual transition 
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Public Hearing Testimony for 7009 Greenwood Contract Rezone: Outline of Esther 
Bartfeld Testimony 
April 30, 2018 
Page 2of7 

2. If you look closely at the drawings you'll see that the building 
is proposed to be built right on the platted lot line that separates 
the NC zones from the adjacent SF zone at the rear 
3. The so-called "buffers" are all on the SF parcels that are not 
part of the rezone request and therefore not part of any PUDA 
that would be granted. 
4. One buffer is a 10-foot swath of land on the SF parcels, but as 
of 4.29.18 there did not seem to be anything recorded on the SF 
parcels. 
5. The other buffer is the 53-ft wide vacant SF lot that borders 
the southern 2/3 of the commercial parcels. There is nothing in 
this rezone request that legally obligates the owners to keep that 
vacant in perpetuity, and at various times they have discussed 
building on it. 
6. Even if it did remain vacant, the Code requires separation 
between ZONES, not properties under different ownership. 
7. And the other buffer is the currently vacant SF lot 
8. But here's the catch: only the NC parcels are part of this 
rezone application. Only the NC lots would be subject to a PUDA. 
9. The applicant calls these 4 lots a "development site," but that is 
just a stunt is hopes to use to avoid complying with setback 
requirements. 
10. The two SF lots are just like any other SF lot in the city and 
could be re-developed. 
11. Every other multi-family building in Phinney Ridge has even 
the first floor set back from the property rear property line and 
far larger upper level setbacks (above the Code requirements in 
many cases) than proposed for 7009 Greenwood. 

D. The big elephant in the room is SMC 23.34.008G, Changed 
Circumstances 

1. Evidence of changed circumstances shall be taken into 
consideration but is not required 
2. It is obvious that the potential for an areawide HALA upzone 
is driving this bus. 
3. Look at how many times the applicant touted alleged 
compliance with MHA in its application materials and included 
the potential for MHA upzone as a changed circumstance. 
4. SDCI also made that claim in its initial recommendation, but 
then curiously reversed course in the current decision. 
5. But SDCI forgot to cleanse the revised documents of MHA 
compliance statements and you'll see elsewhere that it touts this 
project's compliance with MHA as justification for upzoning 
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Public Hearing Testimony for 7009 Greenwood Contract Rezone: Outline of Esther 
Bartfeld Testimony 
April 30, 2018 
Page 3of7 

6. But, a proposal under consideration is not a changed 
circumstance. It hasn't happened. It may or may not happen and 
if it does, we don't know what it will look like. 

E. SMC 23.34.009 talks about height limits and the need to consider the 
current heights, that any upzoned height shall be compatible, and that 
there SHALL BE a gradual transition in height and scale and level of 
activity unless there is a major physical buffer 

F. 

1. There is no buffer, there is nothing else of this site for almost a 
mile, and the vacant lot in an SF zone is not the type of buffer that 
allows one to evade the gradual transition requirement 
2. The lack of gradual transition also violates the applicable 
neighborhood and citywide design guidelines for transitions 
between zones 

III. Why should a rezone be granted to a zone that doesn't yet exist?. 
A. NC55 is concept with features merely proposed and shopped at open 
houses throughout the City 
B. he Council is still on a listening tour and hopping the current SDCI 
proposals 
C. Only part of MHA that is codified is FAR 
D. Only places were MHA implemented are areawide rezones in CD and 
QA uptown 
E. We Do not know what features will be in NC55 zone in Code or as 
applied (or if applied) to Phinney Ridge 

1. E.g., there are view blockage requirements for 40 foot zones 
but not 65 foot zones 

F. So how do you a analyze whether this applicant would get more than 
would otherwise be allowed in a zone that has not been defined? 
G. The applicant claims it has changed from its original rezone to 
NC565, self-limited to 55, to NC255(M) because the NC255 was not an 
option at the time of their original submittal 
H. I don't know what changed between SDCl's January Decision and 
their withdraw of their application just days before the hearing, but I did 
figure out one fact that should be noted: 

1. By converting their application request to NC55(M), instead of 
NC265, self limited, they save 25% on their MHA obligation. 

I. Director Rule 14-2016 (Application of Mandatory Housing 
Affordability for Residential Development in contract rezones) became 
effective in April 2017 

1. It sets up categories for MHA obligations 
2. If you rezone from NC240 to NC265 (the original proposal), 
you move up one category in the matrix 
3. But if you rezone from NC240 to NC255, you say in the same 
category 
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Public Hearing Testimony for 7009 Greenwood Contract Rezone: Outline of Esther 
Bartfeld Testimony 
April 30, 2018 
Page 4of6 

4. And staying in the same category is substantially cheaper. 
5. In Phinney Ridge, the MHA contribution for NC265 would be 
3% of units of $20/sq ft. 
6. But it would drop to 2% of units or $13.25 I SF for a rezone 
N C240 to N C255 

IV. This project violates numerous setback provisions of SMC 23.47 A.014 
because the applicant has employed a creative stunt that I hope you will expose 
and reject. 

A. The details are in the handout I provided at the hearing and further 
explained in an email dated 5.4.18 on this topic. 
B. You will see on page G002 of the plan sets that the applicant 
specifically states that since they own the adjacent SF parcels, they are 
part of a so-called "development site," the setback requirements on NC 
lots that abut lots in a residential zone on the west side don't apply. 
C. But there is no definition of a "Development site" in the Code, there is 
no exemption from Code requirements for parcels in different zones that 
have the same owner, and the Setback requirements are based on "lots" 
and "lot lines" and it is undisputed that there are four separate lots at 
issue here: the two NC lots proposed for rezone and the 2 SF lots long the 
west (rear boundary) 
D. This is the same Code provision where you reversed SDCl's 
interpretation in the Phinney Flats case, although it's a slightly different 
version of the same problem 
E. These are the three violations: 

1. The Code at SMC 23.47 A.014.B.3 requires a 15 foot setback on 
all levels above the first floor up to 40 feet high when a commercial 
lot abuts a residential lot, and an additional setback that increases 
as a structure exceeds 40 feet 

a. This building is proposed to be right on the property 
line for the first 4 floors, and then set back only 4-6 feet at 
the 5th floor instead of 15-18 ft feet as the Code would 
require 
b. There is a425 sq ft greenhouse on the roof that is too 
close 

2. The Code at SMC 23.47 A.014.B.1 prohibits any structure 
within a 15 foot corner triangle when the rear yard of a 
commercial lot abuts the side lot in a residential zone. 

a. This is the driveway area where they requested a 
departure 
b. There shouldn't be any building there 
c. The Code includes several design alternatives 
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Public Hearing Testimony for 7009 Greenwood Contract Rezone: Outline of Esther 
Bartfeld Testimony 
April 30, 2018 
Page 5of6 

3. The Code at SMC 23.47 A.014.B.5 prohibits windows and doors 
within 5 feet of a residential zone. You can see in the west 
elevation image (page A310) that the west wall is full of windows 
and door 

F. The zoning code doesn't have an exception for common ownership 
nor an exception for an invented "development site." 
G. Allowing a five story building in this spot will block the light and air 
that would otherwise flow through that corridor for the whole block and 
will cast shadows in an area that would otherwise not be encumbered 
with shadows. 
H. The whole block has the same zoning line between parcels. Allowing a 
breach of that line here makes this project incompatible with the 
surrounding area and a violation of the rezone criteria 

V. In addition, the current design fails to meet a condition imposed by the 
Design Review Board at the final May 1, 2017 meeting and SDCI erroneously 
concluded that all of the recommendations were met 

A. The DRB required a 5th floor setback along the entire west side 
1. See Decision at l:"The Board conditioned that an additional 
setback should be provided in the southwest corner of the 
structure consistent with the northwest corner. The setback 
should be a minimum of 4 feet in depth" (top of page, 
summarizing Board recommendations) 
2. See Decision at 21: "Provide an additional setback in the 
southwest corner of the structure, consistent with the northwest 
corner, at a minimum of 4 feet in depth" (Board Recommendation 
#1) 

B. The current plan set reveals that the 5t1i floor is NOT setback at the 
southwest corner (see page A205, A206) 
C. The application incorrectly states that there are "[new]setbacks, 
including the entire 5th floor of the whole west fa\!ade" (pl) 
D. SDCI erroneously concluded that all of the recommendations were 
met: See Decision at 23 ("The Director is satisfied that all of the 
recommendations have been met.') 

VI. This may be a "good" building but it should not be approved through the 
rezone process because it does not meet the criteria. If the applicant can't afford 
to build this type of building at the currently zoned height, then it should revise 
its plans or wait until the HALA process is concluded. 
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Johnson, Alayna 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Dear Hearing Examiner Vancil: 

Esther Bartfeld <ebartfeld@comcast.net> 
Monday, May 07, 2018 5:00 PM 
Examiner, Hearing 
outline of public comments for 7009 rezone, #314356 
7009 outline of testimony at hearing, for HE record .pdf 

Attached is an outline of the testimony I presented at the April 30, 2018 public hearing on the 7009 Rezone. 

-Esther Bartfeld 

1 
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Dear SDCI: 

P.O. Box 31932 
Seattle, WA 98103 
March 18, 2018 
VIA EMAIL 

Please consider these comments when you re-evaluate the proposed contract 
rezone of the 7009 Greenwood to the currently undefined "NCSS" zone (Proj. No. 
3023260). This letter is to urge you to NOT recommend approval of the 
proposed contract rezone for 7009 Greenwood Ave Nin the Phinney Ridge 
neighborhood. 

This project fails to meet the criteria for a rezone in SMC 23.34.008. 009, as 
described below. And, because it is located in the middle of a consistently-zoned 
area without any unique or special characteristics that might otherwise support a 
rezone, a recommendation to approve this rezone would render the Code criteria 
meaningless and open the floodgates to contract rezones everywhere. The NCSS 
zone has not yet been fully defined. In the few neighborhoods where it is in effect, 
those communities negotiated special setbacks or other features tailored to their 
communities. Phinney Ridge should have that same opportunity before a massive 
five story building is planted on one of the largest commercial parcels in the area. 
Moreover, the Council is still holding meetings throughout the City to help shape the 
final MHA legislation, and the environmental analysis Is tied up in litigation. Under 
these circumstances, there is no reason to approve this project at this time. The lack 
of an existing, fully defined NCSS zone, alone, should cause SDCI to reject this 
proposed contract rezone, notwithstanding its earlier recommendation in support. 

This proposal not only fails to meet the rezone criteria, but also violates 
numerous setback reguirements in SMC 23.47 A.014 with a five-story building built 
right on the property line where the Code requires a 15-foot setback above the 1st 
floor, with an increasing setback back above 40 feet. In addition to violating current 
Code requirements, it violates the letter and spirit of the proposed MHA legislation. 
The Director's report on the proposed MHA legislation specifically highlighted 
Phinney Ridge in its recommendation to increase the rate of setback in buildings 
over 40 feet to allow for greater separation to the adjacent single family zone. So 
why should SDCI recommend approval of this rezone when four floors will be built 
right on the property line of the abutting SF zone, and the fifth floor has only a 
minimal setback when MHA would require that a building of this height be setback 
almost 20 feet at the top?. 

I. THE PRJECT DOES NOT MEET THE REQUIREMENTS FOR A REZONE 

SMC 23.34.008 and .009 detailsthe general rezone criteria, and this 
proposed rezone fails on all accounts. 
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Comments on revised 7009 Greenwood proposed contract rezone (#3023260) 
March 18, 2018 
Page 2of6 

SMC 23.34.008.C - Zoning History and Precedential Effect: Everything in the 
Phinney Ridge portion of the Greenwood/ Phinney urban village is zoned NC2-40. 
There are no NC2-65 parcels anywhere in the vicinity of this project. The 
closest NC2-6S parcels are 1S blocks away at 8Sth and Greenwood in the Greenwood 
Town Center, an entirely different area. This parcel is located in the "tail" of the 
Greenwood/ Phinney Urban Village, a parcel that does not meet any of the criteria 
of an urban village, should never have been included as an urban village, and likely 
will see increasing calls to remove that designation going forward. Given that there 
is nothing unique about this parcel (other than its size) that justifies singling it out 
for rezone, the precedential effect of a rezone here would be disastrous for Phinney 
Ridge and throughout the City. The MHA legislation hasn't even been finalized. How 
can SDCI know if it is approving a project that would be consistent with the criteria 
of the future NCSS zone and/ or that zone as applied in Phinney Ridge? If this 
rezone is approved, how could SDCI deny any proposed rezone to NCSS? Given that 
the environmental analysis of MHA is tied up in litigation, it could be years before 
MHA is implemented (or perhaps not at all in its current form or scope), Will the 
City simply be upzoned parcel-by-parcel through contract rezone while MHA is 
being considered, defined, and litigated? 

SMC 23.34.008.D Neighborhood Plans: The Phinney Ridge neighborhood 
plan does not anticipate SS-feet, S story buildings (70 feet in this case with the 
greenhouse) built on the shared property line of the single family zone. 

SMC 23.34.008.E - Zoning Principles: The west boundary of the parcels 
proposed for rezone is a single family zone. It is irrelevant that the applicant also 
owns the abutting SF parcels. The proposal violates the requirement for a "gradual 
transition between zoning categories. including height limits." There is NO 
TRANSITION. The application deceptively claims an alleged SS-foot "buffer" all 
along the west boundary. This is not accurate as the 7010 Palatine house (part of 
the so-called development site) is closer than SS feet to its rear property line. 
Regardless, the Code requirement is a transition between ZONES not a 
measurement of grass. The zoning line is the west property line of the commercial 
parcels proposed for rezone, the proposal here is for a five-story building built right 
on the property I zoning line with the single family zone. This is not a "gradual 
transition," it is a SS -foot wall. 

Look at Site Plan drawings A100-20S and you will see the zoning line and the 
building right on the line for floors 1-4; the minimal 4-6 foot setback for the fifth 
floor, except the SW corner which is built right on the line. And, at drawing A206, 
you will the 1S-foot greenhouse on top of the SS-foot roof, approximately 12-feet 
from the property/ zoning line, and within the required setback. Look at the site 

plan at 310), West elevation. That is the building as viewed from the single family 
zone, and built ON THE LINE dividing the NC from the SF zone. 
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Comments on revised 7009 Greenwood proposed contract rezone (#3023260) 
March 18, 2018 
Page 3of6 

SMC 23.34.008.G Changed Circumstances. There are no changed 
circumstances to warrant this rezone. The fact that some day in the future, the 
City may decide to impose a NC55 zone is not a reason to rezone this parcel now. 
The MHA process should play out entirely so that careful consideration is given to 
what the NC55 zone will look like and where it will be imposed. Upzoning to a zone 
that has not been fully defined is irresponsible. Moreover, the applicant may claim it 
is adhering to the MHA proposals for affordable housing, but it is flouting the MHA 
requirements for setbacks from adjacent single family zones. The proposed MHA 
legislation requires that mixed use buildings adjacent to single family zones be 
setback 15 feet above the first 13 feet height, up to 40 feet height, and then an 
increasing setback of 3 feet per 10 feet of height. The Director's Report on MHA 
specifically highlighted Phinney Ridge as a reason why the proposed MHA 
legislation increases this above-40-foot setback. Given that callout, why would SDCI 
recommend approval of this building in Phinney Ridge that not only violates that 
aspect of MHA, but violates the existing setbacks as well? 

SMC 23.34.009 - Height limits of the proposed rezone: This project fails to 
satisfy the additional requirements for increased height. This parcel sits on top 
of Phinney Ridge and the visual impacts of upzoning this parcel prematurely would 
be seen for miles. The only other building of similar height on the Ridge - the 
massive Norse Home at 55th and Phinney that was built before the current zoning 
code imposed the present height limits - is easily visible from the Ballard Bridge, 
and looms over the houses downhill to the west. Similarly, allowing this oversized 
commercial parcel to be rezoned prematurely will create massive, hulking structure 
looming not only over the commercial area of Phinney Ridge, but over the single 
family neighborhood to the west for several blocks .. 

II. THE PROPOSED BUILDING VIOLATES THE SETBACK REQUIREMENTS OF 
SMC 23.47A.014B. 

This proposal violates numerous provisions of SMC 23.47 A.014, which 
requires setbacks for mixed use commercial buildings that abut a single family zone. 

The parcel map attached to these comments shows the north/ south zoning 
line that divides the block between Greenwood and Palatine between 70th and 72nct. 
All parcels on Greenwood are zoned NC, all parcels on Palatine are zoned SF. The 
proposed building is built right on the property line for four stories, with a minimal 
setback at most (but not all) of the fifth floor. This placement violates the following 
Code provisions: 

1. SMC 23.4 7 A.014.B.1requiringa15-foot triangular setback when the 
commercial parcel abuts the intersection of a side lot line and front lot line of a SF 
parcel (this occurs on N. 70th in the area where the driveway is located). 
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Comments on revised 7009 Greenwood proposed contract rezone (#3023260) 
March 18, 2018 
Page 4of6 

2. SMC 23.47 A.014.B.3., requiring a setback of 15 feet for portions of 
structures above 13 feet in height up to 40 feet, and an additional setback at the rate 
of 2 feet per 10 feet of height above 40 feet, 

3. SMC 23.47A.014.B.5, prohibiting an entrance, window, or other 
opening closer than 5 feet to an abutting SF lot. 

The site plan drawings at A100 - A206, and G006.1 show these violations, 
and the west and south elevation drawings on Site Plan page A310 show the visual 
impact of these violations. 

Evidently the applicant claims this is all one "development site" since it 
acquired the abutting single family parcels and therefore these setback 
requirements shouldn't apply. But that conclusion is nowhere in the Code, and to 
the contrary, it is undermined by SDCl's TIP 247 ("Development Sites"), which 
requires lot boundary adjustments to combine separate lots into a single 
development site. This project has four separate and discreet tax parcels: two 
zoned NC and proposed for rezone, and two zoned SF, one vacant and one with an 
old Craftsman home. These are four lots and SMC 23.4 7 A.014 requires setbacks 
when commercial lots abut a lot in a single family zone. There are no exceptions for 
common ownership, and SDCI should not be fooled by this stunt. 

Also, since only the commercial parcels are proposed for rezone, a PUDA 
would only apply to those parcels. The applicant could sell off the SF parcels at a 
later date after building an oversized building right on the property line using this 
so-called "development site" stunt. But even it they didn't sell, a five story building 
right on the property line steals the light and air open space that would otherwise 
stretch for this entire block 

Note also that SD Cl's initial approval of this project contained several 
material errors such as claiming that (1) the proposed development would be 
consistent with the predominant height and scale of nearby newer development 
when not a single parcel for at least 15 blocks is either zoned for or built to anything 
higher than allowed in NC40 zone; (2) a gradual transition to NC2-40 parcels to the 
west exists, when everything to the west is SF right along the shared rear property 
line and the five-story building is built right on the line; and (3) the zone edge of the 
upzoned parcel would be "in proximity" to the SF zone when it would really be at 
the SF zone along the rear boundary. Please spend some time in our neighborhood 
and you will see that this project should not be recommended for rezone. 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 

Sincerely, 
/sf 

Esther Bartfeld, Phinney Ridge 
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King County Parcel Viewer showing 4 separate lots, 4 separate recording 
numbers for lots in 7009 project 
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Comments on revised 7009 Greenwood proposed contract rezone (#3023260) 

March 18, 2018 
Page 6 of 6 

Zoning map (#39, partial) showing 7009 project area 
-specific location : on 70th above the "NC2-40" text, at parcels 1-5 (the two 

commercial lots) ; parcels 9 (partial) -12 (vacant SF lot on 70th) and the lot 
labeled "701 O" on Palatine (that has parcel 8, and part of 9) 

-shows zoning line running N/S at the rear property lines for several blocks 

in that area 

... -~ .. -- -
I ri : c·~~~ 7213 .. i !JJ ,.. ~ 15 0075 ~ 472091 

:-ono . ~ 
,. 

rr iv s .. t, 7210 14 ,.:;- 5 m:rzt.1 1 
~ 

.. 
" ..... 006·· z ·6 : ~ ~ 6 v. " I 

,_~O! '" 
'7 ~ MM 12 ' ~"'- 1 

. ft 

a.:; .. 
" ' 

7203 ~ 
,. .:.n n, 11 ..... < 

8 ' ' 
" " 

0130 J 
.. 20.:t. tliflnlly 

9 0050 10 ' 9 0040 l 
.. 

... ........... {Con .. } 

'\ / N 72i B:. ST R""" 
' pl)., i tt.J'J !·' 

'1 •. ~'1 7116 

/ " ~: ~/ 3~7400 

7035 '1 I kl 16• '.f 'U~I ''.~'!! 1 ::: ' 
' I'll' P".! l ...... . ~ 

:• Grooo Th 
071 0 2 ~ ·- ' ' " ·~ .._,..,, './, ... < (()<f' .. J 

~ Q J,,..v ~ fr ~noo 
EIV 3 C<M w ' --...._ 3 ~ J I f: 

~'i 2ail200 

11 4 i ~ tJ. 10 !f;j 4 U1 ~ ·-
0541: 

7027 5 '- r:-·· .. ' ,./A 
;~~~ " crr~o 6 I 

"' 
'>.!:~: 6 <[' " '~ 

J ! 
~ ........ 

7019 7 I ... 1JJt tl'011 7Q17 7 ~ , .. ~ -.. 
I~ 

0740 .~ 
., 

~ ~I · .. L 
~ 9 ~3 OO:l\J 8 ' ' ~ ... I ' ~. 

7015 f V I 
J OH €i I ~ ~ 

4170 6 ' 1 411! ......._"Uta 
! .• 2() 19 

; . ' ["-... 

7011 5 
.., 

~ 70108 ~- s " ~ 
... ,........._ 

"ltt60 1-<-<t'HW ~ ' 
RB 4 i Lw\ ,: l 

!{ ~ 
·~ . f ·" 24 

Ell : 
I ' ;· 

3 J ' 
. ~ 

ho2· : ! • 
. :;: 70032 ' ~, 5 2 1QIO 

L 4J 'Xl 
I ·~ti 

'"if1 .. ., 1 
..,; j .. -

.._J 
112 

" 
1 l ' ... ['/· ... 1$ . .. -... '"' 

· -

'· " I/ N 70 ':1"::-J l ... ~ 
!Ci&~.: <'a • 

' - ~ " ti~6 
/ "-11,.V~ 

! 
' " .,. ,,., W'!~ 

~ ~ Q 
_, V:. I:> i 

- 2!i ....... ' 2'I " 
1&1~ ~ .> ·; ~ 682.0 h 

Z3 Jn> ~ 23 I r. .' 0007 • ~" 

753 Zl l ~ ZI' 22~ :-....... 12 :l 
:t '" 

'l'tt) 
j 

~95(1 
'1>11 I 8814 

21 I · 28 ~ · 

i?.<o ~21 .• i ~ 
7.47 20 i ' ~ 

~ 
I L ' OOH 

29 
.'. 

" ' ~- ··· .-i .,,. .,.. ,..; 

700 G l ~ 30 r ''6801 " 
' 

~ .. , 
1743 11,1 I ! 

. :"--2539.BO " i ..... 

1690 17 ~1-41) ..... . 6800 ........ 
,, 

'.Ul4t 3(2 ' ~ f'Jnl ~ >-:;<_l.Q.1.6-~ 
~ .... 

'.37 16 I ~ 673833 1 
"-...(Conda) ~ ' ft ( i i?J 

~ 
lBO 15 I 

. !. :NJ.1tN: 

--67-34 l ..., _, "-,. 
,_"'~ ... --

Page 23 Exh. 53 Public Comments Received by H.E. Office 

001597



Johnson, Alayna 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Attachments: 

Dear Hearing Examiner Vancil: 

Esther Bartfeld < ebartfeld@comcast.net> 
Friday, April 27, 2018 1:33 PM 
Examiner, Hearing 
Comments for CF314356, proposed contract rezone of 7009 Greenwood (for Hearing 
4.30.18) 
7009, comments for revised application 3.18.18.pdf 

In advance of the public hearing on Monday April 30, 2018 on the proposed contract rezone of 7009 
Greenwood Ave N in the Phinney Ridge neighborhood, I want to provide you with the comments I had 
submitted to SDCI during the comment period before their revised Recommendation was issued. These 
comments explain in detail why a contract rezone of this parcel should be denied. Although SDCI, 
unfortunately, ignored these comments, they are relevant to your review as you consider whether to approve 
SDCI's recommendation. 

I assume you have been informed that SDCI issued its initial recommendation in January 2018 when the 
applicant had proposed to rezone the commercial lots from NC2-40 to NC2-65, "self-limited" to 55 feet. That 
application was then withdrawn and resubmitted in February 2018 as a proposal to rezone to the not-officially­
developed "NC-55(M)" zone, but without any other changes. SDCI again accepted public comments and then 
issued an almost verbatim recommendation I decision on April 9, 2018 that is the subject of the hearing on April 
30th. 

For the 7009 project, the applicant has acquired 4 parcels on the northwest corner of Greenwood Ave N and N. 
70th street: two parcels that are in the single family zone and two that are in the NC 2-40 zone and proposed for 
upzoning. The 7009 proposal is, in essence, a request to pluck out a uniquely large commercial parcel (12, 185 
combined square footage of the NC2-40 parcels proposed for uponing) in an otherwise uniformly-zoned area 
and upzone it to accommodate a grand, oversized building envisioned as the future homes of the 
owners/developers who have reserved the top two floors of this building for themselves. 

The project site is in the southern part of the one-mile "tail" of the Greenwood I Phinney Urban Village. This 
area of Phinney Ridge has always been zoned uniformly and, in fact, the nearest NC2-65 zone does not occur 
until 15 blocks north of the subject property at Greenwood A Venue on the north side of N. 84th street in the 
Greenwood Town Center area. You can see this zoning on maps 39 and 40 of the official Seattle Land Use 
Map. There is nothing unique about the 7009 parcel that justifies a contract rezone. 

Moreover, it is abundantly clear that the potential of MHA upzoning of all NC2-40 areas in the city is being 
used to justify this rezone request. Indeed the applicant argued this point as a "changed circumstance" on page 
15 of its application. SDCI confirmed that as well in its January 16, 2018 Recommendation I Decision under its 
analysis of SMC 23.34.008.G (Changed Circumstances). See page 36 "[T]he City is proposing requirements, 
area-wide zoning map changes, ... modifications to development standares and other actions to implement 
[MHA] requirements for multifamily and commercial development in certain areas which includes the rezone 
site." 

Curiously, in its April 9, 2018 Recommendation, SDCI now claims that there "is no evidence of changed 
cixrcunstances in consideration of this rezone proposal." See p36 analysis of SMC23.34.008.G. Throughout its 
Recommendation, however, SDCI makes abundantly clear that this site and the surrounding area are proposed 
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for MHA upzoning, and that this proposed change factors into its decision. Its superficial reversal is, therefore, 
disingenuous. 

My comments below detail the myriad ways in which this project fails to meet the rezone criteria in the Code 
and why granting a rezone here would open the floodgates for developers to seek contract rezones throughout 
the City using the potential for MHA upzoning as justification. I am not aware of any contract rezone that has 
been granted where there are no parcels anywhere in the surrounding area that are at or near the proposed 
rezone height or intensity. Indeed if this rezone is granted, what would prevent the owners of the controversial 
Phinney Flats project rigfht across the street from seeking to rezone that parcel to 5 stories? Recall that the 
Phinney Flats project (6726 Greenwood A Ve) was the subject of a multi-day hearing in your chambers where 
you reversed several of SDCI's code interpretations). And why wouldn't every developer seek to rezone their 
NC2-40 property instead of waiting to see if, when, and how the proposed MHA 55-foot zones materialize? 

I hope to present additional testimony at the hearing on April 30th, but wanted to send in something in advance 
to give you a different perspective on what is actually going on with this proposal. The SDCI decision, 
unfortunately employs a lot of sleight-of-hand, obfuscation, and inaccurate and misleading statements regarding 
the zoning of parcels surrounding the 7009 site, the alleged transitions between this proposal and the adjacent 
single family zone at the rear, and the alleged justification for recommending this rezone. 

Thank you in advance for your careful analysis of the Land Use Code as it applies to this project. 

Sincerely, 
Esther Bartfeld 
Phinney Ridge resident 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Esther Bartfeld <ebartfeld@comcast.net> 
Subject: comments on 7009 Greenwood contract rezone (#3023260) 
Date: March 19, 2018 at 5:36:49 AM PDT 
To: PRC@seattle.gov 
Cc: "Garrett, Tami" <tami.garrett@seattle.gov> 

Please find enclosed my comments on the proposed contract rezone for 7009 Greenwood(# 
3023260), urging SDCI to NOT RECOMMEND APPROVAL of this contract rezone. 

Thank you for your consdieration of these comments. 

-Esther Bartfeld 
Phinney Ridge 
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Johnson, Alayna 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Examiner Vancil: 

margaret boyle <margaret@boylemartin.com> 
Monday, May 07, 2018 5:00 PM 
Examiner, Hearing 
7009 Greenwood, Project #314356 

I write to voice my continuing opposition to the rezone required for the above project. I understand that the project is 
seeking a zoning height currently suggested by the HALA upzones, but the Phinney Ridge neighborhood is a very active 
and vocal opponent of an overall 55' zone along the Ridge. As a result, the upzone for that area is not a done deal, and 
the above project should not be allowed its requested rezone based in any part on a belief that it is. 

In addition, as currently planned, the above project fails to meet the City Code provisions for either a rezone or for land 
use. Instead, the developer has engaged in a campaign filled with false advertising regarding the benefits of the project 
to the neighborhood and for affordable housing. As I know many of my neighbors (I live in Phinney) have pointed out, 
our neighborhood is hardly desperate for developers wanting to build to code and under the current zone. Also, NONE 
of the units in the development will be "affordable housing." The rents for every unit in that new development will start 
out at a very high rate, and therefore, the discounted market rate will be unreachable for most of the intended 
beneficiaries of "affordable housing." In other words, by allowing the rezone, you will be allowing one more structure 
for relatively well-off people. We don't need another of those. 
Thank you for your consideration. 
Best, 
Margaret Boyle 
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Johnson, Alayna 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

To: Hearing Examiner 

Jessica Dixon-Horton < bardjess@msn.com > 

Monday, May 07, 2018 2:03 PM 
Examiner, Hearing 
Contract Rezone for 7009 Geenwood Ave. N. 

Re: Proposed Contract Rezone for Development at 7009 Greenwood Ave. N. 

Date: 517/2018 

From: Jessica Dixon 

Dear Hearing Examiner, 

I have lived in the Phinney Greenwood Neighborhood for over 25 years. I have a background in architecture and urban design. I am writing to object to the 
request by the developer for a contract rezone of this site for the development at 7009 Greenwood Avenue N. which would increase the height of this building 
from 40' to 55'. The 55' contract rezone does not follow the our community's neighborhood plan as stated in the zoning code 23.34.008D - Neighborhood 
Plans. 

The Greenwood/Phinney Design Guidelines (2013) which were drafted by the community and adopted by the city are organized into elements that "help to 
reinforce the existing character and protect the qualities that the neighborhood values most in the face of change (Page i)." 

Context and Site, or CSI is 
titled Natural Systems and 
Features 
(p. I) 

CS2 Urban Pattern & Form; 
Streetscape Compatibility 
(p. 2) 

A 55 foot tall building with 
associated rooftop structures 
that bring the height up to 70 
feet does not enhance or 
support the unique natural 
feature or ridgeline that is 
Phinney Ridge or fit with the 
existing built character of the 
neighborhood. 

A 55 foot tall building with 
associated rooftop structures 
that bring the height up to 70 
feet is not compatible with the 
existing urban pattern and 
streetscape of Greenwood. 

There are no 55' buildings 
along Greenwood until you 
reach the urban center at 85th 
and Greenwood so it does not 
fit into the context of Phinney 
Ridge. 

The existing urban pattern 
along Greenwood Ave. is a 
mix of I , 2, 3 and 4 story 
buildings which allow for 
light to fill the street, for the 
mountain vistas to 
predominate from the public 
spaces, and for the street trees 
to thrive. It supports a high 
volume of pedestrian activity. 
This building will cast shade 
on both sides of the street 
below during all but midday 
during the summer months. 
There are no 55' buildings 
along Greenwood until you 
get to the Greenwood Town 
Center at 85th and 
Greenwood N, almost a mile 
away from this site. 
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CS2 Urban Pattern & Form; At 55 foot tall building with The proposed building, which 
Height, Bulk and Scale associated rooftop structures does not have any setback 
(p. 3) that bring the height up to 70 from the property line on the 

feet, the building does not west side for the first 4 floors 
comply with the setback and then only 5 feet at the 5th 
requirements applicable to a floor does not, as suggested in 
structure in the NC-2 40' the Design Guidelines, 
designation abutting a single "achieve a sensitive transition 
family zone, chiefly SMC between intensive and less 
23.47 A.014.B.3, or the zone intensive uses" or effectively 
edge provision. The A 15' "reduce it's dominance on the 
setback is required for all street". 
levels above the first floor 
(13-15) and then 2 feet for 
every I 0 feet above 40 feet. 

I urge the Hearing Examiner reject the contract rezone to allow for 5 plus stories, to keep the height of the proposed project building to 4 stories and require 
the developer to set the building back from the property lines where it abuts the single family zone according to the code so that the project fits the scale and 
character of this truly unique place that is the Ridge. 

Thank you, 

Jessica Dixon 
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Johnson, Alayna 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Hearing Examiner, 

Craig B. Fryhle <fryhlecb@plu.edu> 
Monday, May 07, 2018 1:19 PM 
Examiner, Hearing 
7009 Greenwood contract rezone request is not justified 

The request for a contract rezone to 55 ft height at 7009 Greenwood is not justified under rezone criteria SMC 
23.34.008 and.009. 

The developer's arguments for the rezone involve making the finances for the project work. This is not one of 
the city's criteria for granting a contract rezone. There is no intrinsic justification provided by the developer 
that would trigger favorable consideration for a contract rezone. The developer has a vision for their project, 
but it is a vision that is not supported by the zoning rules that everyone else abides by. Their need for the 
finances to work out satisfactorily for them is not a justification for a contract rezone. The city's criteria for 
granting a contract rezone are not met in this case. 

The contract rezone request for 7009 Greenwood should be denied. 

Sincerely, 

Craig Fryhle 
Seattle, WA 
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Johnson, Alayna 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear hearing examiner, 

nancy gohring <nangohring@yahoo.com> 
Sunday, April 29, 2018 4:59 PM 
Examiner, Hearing 
case# CF314356 

I'm writing to urge you not to take the recommendations of SDCI for the proposal for 7009 Greenwood 
Ave. N. This proposed building is in a 40ft zone and there is no good reason to allow this developer to 
build to 55 (or 50) ft. The only reason to allow such a rezone is to enrich the developer -- there are 
absolutely no benefits to the neighborhood, which would only gain prohibitively expensive apartments 
and more cars on our crowded streets. 

I'm also concerned that allowing this rezone will affect a de facto rezone of the entire Avenue. If this 
rezone is approved, why wouldn't any other 'all along the Avenue? That's not the way to enact a 
rezone. The neighborhood deserves proper study and discussion for a rezone. 

Also, this proposal does not comply with setback requirements on the west side. Just because the 
wealthy developers of this property bought the single family home to the west does not mean setback 
requirements shouldn't be met. 

Finally, the comment period on this project should be extended because the SDCI website is 
inaccessible this entire weekend, making it impossible for citizens to reference documents related to 
it, including the SDCl's recommendations. This is not an open and fair process if you don't allow 
people access to documents required to understand the proposal or recommendations. 

Thank you, 
Nancy 
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Johnson, Alayna 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Hearing Examiner Vancil, 

Tracy E. Peltier <TracyP@ECH-PS.com> 
Sunday, April 29, 2018 10:11 PM 
Examiner, Hearing 
Contract Rezone @ 7009 Greenwood Ave N 

I am writing in opposition to the Contract Rezone of the parcel at 7009 Greenwood Ave N for a Luxury Apartment 
Building. 
I have been following this project since the beginning when the developer had meetings for Community input and a 
Design Review Meeting. The majority of people at these meetings were outspoken against rezoning for two extra stories 
(25 extra feet from NC 2-40 to NC 2- 65), which was the original proposal. The developers did not change their proposal 
to include any of the Communities ideas. These ideas included corner and view corridor setbacks which were called for 
in the Neighborhood Plan, Green Building Consideration, setbacks above the first or second stories from the street and 
single family houses and many more. They did change the proposed height addition to 55' or one extra story, however, 
have not followed through on any benefits to the community. Many people are happy that they are providing parking, 
however they were always planning to provide some parking because the Luxury Apartment market requires it. 
There is no reason to grant this Rezone. It meets none of the Contract Rezone criteria in the code. The only people who 
would benefit from adding the height to this building is the developers who will make more money. There are no 
buildings within 15 blocks that are over the NC 2-40 heights. MHA Rezones are certainly not guaranteed in this 
neighborhood. The parcel is predominately surrounded by Single Family Homes, there are no buffers. The developers 
have already found a loophole to build right to the property line instead of setting the building back 15 feet from the 
single family zones, which was not the intent of the code. The SDCI planner for the project changed and did not go 
through the entire process. It is puzzling to me that SDCI would recommend approval. 
Please carefully consider the application of the Land Use Code as it relates to this project. 

Sincerely, 
Tracy Peltier 
Phinney Ridge resident 

1 
Page 31 Exh. 53 Public Comments Received by H.E. Office 

001605



Johnson, Alayna 

From: Michael Richards <mikelrich@msn.com> 
Monday, April 30, 2018 9:54 AM 
Examiner, Hearing 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: Case# CF314356 / 7009 Greenwood Ave. N. 

I've written before but I don't see that my comment has been posted at the project web site and it's unclear if 
the Hearing Examiner reviews those comments. 

Regarding the requested Upzone at 7009 Greenwood Ave. N. 

• 55 ft is out of context with the current, mostly single family, neighborhood. The closest structures at 
that height are way up on 85th at the City Center. 

• Phinney Ridge is unique in that the Urban Village is a long skinny tail directly abutting single family 
neighborhoods. A large bulky and too tall structure would be an obvious imposition. 

• Approving this Upzone would be a very bad and destructive precedent to the neighborhood. Let's not 
get something like that started. 

• Please look at the reason for this request. it's mostly to do with the developer's desire to have a view 
upon moving in! This is at the expense of the rest of the neighborhood who would be forced to "look 
up" to that from wherever it can be seen - which is a substantial part of the city and beyond! 

• This building would be a the TOP of a ridge. Shadows would be cast either directly on the adjacent 
single family houses or across an otherwise light accessible arterial. Let's not make a canyon our of the 
Greenwood Ave. Such wasn't, and still isn't, part of the Neighborhood Plan. 

Otherwise, much of the design and concept of this building is a plus for the neighborhood. Including a variety 
(including family sized) units is good. Providing parking that at least reduces spillover to neighborhood streets 
is good. Quality construction materials is good. Quality architectural design is good. Towering above the rest 
of the neighborhood is not so good. 
Thank you, 

Michael Richards, 
Long Time Phinney/Greenwood Resident 

1 
Page 32 Exh. 53 Public Comments Received by H.E. Office 

001606



Johnson, Alayna 

From: Michael Richards <mikelrich@msn.com> 
Monday, May 07, 2018 10:09 AM 
Examiner, Hearing 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: Fw: Project #: 314356 (or #6596357? or 3023260?) I 7009 Greenwood Ave. N. - Up 

Zone Request 

It's unclear if this comment below has been forwarded to the Hearing Examiner or not. There have been 
several project numbers and concern if SDCI was providing the Hearing Examiner with the entire record. Thus, 
I respectively resubmit it as relevant to the proposed Up-Zone. Thank you, 

Michael Richards 

From: Michael Richards <mikelrich@msn.com> 
Sent: Thursday, Aprii 26, 2018 9:59 PM 
To: prc@seattle.gov 
Subject: Project#: 6596357 I 7009 Greenwood Ave. N. - Up Zone Request 

Previously submitted under project number 3023260. 

I've lived in the Greenwood/Phinney neighborhood for 30+ years. Like neighborhoods everywhere, change in 
inevitable. However, that change should not be random, or contrary to the existing neighborhood or impact 
its livability. I oppose the SDIC recommended up-zone of this project from NC2-40' to NC2-55'. I encourage 
you to look closely at how this would affect the neighborhood as well as the rationale for this proposed up­
zone in the first place. 

First, I'll note that the Greenwood Phinney Urban Village is unique and probably the least able, out of all the 
other Urban Villages, to absorb large scale, high rise development. There is a cluster of development at the 
Urban Center surrounding N g5th and Greenwood Ave. N. That is the core business district for the 
area. However, the Urban Village goes south from there (literally) for 15+ blocks to 67th then around a jog for 
two more blocks on Phinney Ave to 65th. That skinny strip of Urban Village is ONE LOT deep on either side 
(east and west) of the arterial. Directly adjacent to that current NC2-40 zoned area are single (SF) family 
zoned lots - the entire length of that Urban Village. The arterial, Greenwood Ave. N., is at the very top of a 
true ridge that slopes steeply both to the east and west - toward either Ballard or Greenlake. Project#: 
6596357 is along that skinny strip of Urban Village. 

• Any oversized building in this area will stick out like a sore thumb, far above the existing neighborhood 
- easily visible from Puget Sound to the west, View Ridge and beyond to the East as well as vantage 
points north and south. 

• Greatly increased shadows will be cast, especially in the morning hours over the SF residences to the 
west. Likewise with shadows to the east in the evenings. This is a large building! On top of a ridge! To 
minimize impact on neighbors, this type of building should be at the bottom of a hill. 

• The skyline will be negatively affected for anyone walking or driving that arterial. 
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The developer has noted this proposed up-zone as consistent with the proposed heights once HALA 
goes through. Well, HALA is not a certainty by any means. Opposition is growing. A new Mayor is in 
town. A city-wide appeal has been filed. Individual neighborhoods are supposedly to be recognized 
for their unique characteristics. Phinney Ridge will likely put up a notable fight to prevent that skinny 
strip of Urban Village from being unrealistically developed. Of note is that the developer has been 
known to state that if the up-zone doesn't go through, they'll put up a "more profitable" square box 
full of small apartments. That "threat" likely helped sway some opinion favorably toward the up­
zone. If carried out, I'd bet the neighborhood would vigorously fight that. 

Notable as well, the proposed building at normal NC2-40 height, is well thought out, a quality 
structure, has several family sized units, and more or less fitting to the neighborhood (it does have 
huge bulk for the area in general though). I commend the developer for that. However, the extra 
height is a problem. Why not wait and see if HALA does go through? 

Lastly, there's a reason for the extra proposed height. The developer plans to move in and occupy the 
top floor (or two?) - undoubtedly with panoramic views in every direction. This, of course, is 
consistent with the building also being highly visible from through the area in every direction. So, 
there we have the benefit to a few at the cost of many. 

Thank you for your thoughtful decision on this proposed up-zone 

Sincerely 
Michael F. Richards 
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City of Seattle Hearing Examiner 

700 5th Avenue, Suite 4000 

P.O. Box 94729 

Seattle, WA 98124-4729 

RE: Project#: 3023260 
7009 Greenwood Ave. N. (Proposed up-zone) 

( 

February 7, 2018 
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I've lived in the Greenwood/Phinney neighborhood for 30+ years. Like neighborhoods everywhere, 
change in inevitable. However, that change should not be random, or contrary to the existing 
neighborhood or its livability. I oppose the SDIC recommended up-zone of this project from NC2-40' to 
NC2-65'. I encourage you to look closely at how this would affect the neighborhood as well as the 
rationale for this proposed up-zone in the first place. 

First, I'll note that the Greenwood Phinney Urban Village is unique and probably the least able, out of all 
the other Urban Villages, to absorb large scale development. There is a cluster of development at the 
Urban Center surrounding N 851

h and Greenwood Ave. N. That is the core business district for the area. 
However, the Urban Village goes south from there (literally) for 15+ blocks to 6J1h then around a jog for 
two more blocks on Phinney Ave to 651

h. That skinny strip of Urban Village is ONE LOT deep on either 
side (east and west) of the arterial. Directly adjacent to that current NC2-40 zoned area are single (SF) 
family zoned lots - the entire length of that Urban Village. The arterial, Greenwood Ave. N., is at the 
very top of a true ridge that slopes steeply both to the east and west - toward either Ballard or 
Greenlake. 

• Any oversized building in this area will stick out like a sore thumb, far above the existing 
neighborhood - easily visible from Puget Sound to the west, View Ridge and beyond to the East 
as well as vantage points north and south. 

• Greatly increased shadows will be cast, especially in the morning hours over the SF residences to 
the west. Likewise with shadows to the east in the evenings. This is a large building! 

• The skyline will be negatively affected for anyone walking or driving that arterial. 

The developer has noted this proposed up-zone as consistent with the proposed heights once HALA 
goes through. Well, HALA is not a certainty by any means. Opposition is growing. A new Mayor is in 
town. A city-wide appeal has been filed. Individual neighborhoods are supposedly to be recognized for 
their unique characteristics. Phinney Ridge will likely put up a notable fight to prevent that skinny strip 
of Urban Village from being unrealistically developed. Of note is that the developer has been known to 
state that if the up-zone doesn't go through, they'll put up a "more profitable" square box full of small 
apartments. That "threat" likely helped sway some opinion favorably toward the up-zone. If carried 
out, I'd bet the neighborhood would vigorously fight that. Notable as well, the proposed building at 
normal NC2-40 height, is well thought out, a quality structure, has several family sized units, and fitting 
to the neighborhood. I commend the developer for that. However, the extra height is a problem. 

lastly, there's the reason for the extra proposed height. The developer plans to move in and occupy the 
top floor - undoubtedly with panoramic views in every direction. This, of course, is consistent with the 
building also being highly visible from through the area in every direction. So, there we have the benefit 
to a few at the cost of many. Individual profit is also a likely rationale. 

Thank you for your thoughtful decision on this proposed up-zone 
Sincerely 
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Johnson, Alayna 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Dear Hearing Examiner, 

Karen < redapples444@gmail.com > 

Monday, May 07, 2018 1:47 PM 
Examiner, Hearing 
PRC 
Comment on Shared Roof- HE File Number CF-314356, SOC! Record Number 3023260-
LU 

This email is in regards to HE File Number CF-314356. I understand that the developer for this project has requested a 
rezone to 55 feet in height. This request does not meet the current city ordinance, so is not code compliant. The 
proposed setbacks are also out of compliance. 

I am aware that the city is currently proposing additional development height throughout the city, but until the HALA 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement has been finalized and HALA has been approved, I feel it is premature to approve 
this rezone request. 

Thank you for your consideration on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Karen Vaage, Registered Landscape Architect 

Sent from my iPad 
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April 30, 2018 (amended May 7, 2018) 

Comments re 7009 Greenwood Contract Rezone for 3023260 CF 3143S6 

Irene Wall, Phinney Resident 

My name is Irene Wall and I live in Phinney Ridge and have for decades. At this point in time I 

ask that you not approve the rezone petition because it does not meet the rezone criteria. 

It's not a bad project, but being good, bad or unique, does not factor into a rezone decision. 

This parcel is not located at the edge of a zone thus suggesting the rezone is for continuity sake. 

It is lS blocks away from the Greenwood Town Center, where the code, and our neighborhood 

plan, intended taller buildings. The only building developed to height greater than 40-feet, is 

one 6S-foot height building at North 871h Street (Greenwood Towers) The rezone decision 

suggests that this is "nearby" but clearly it is not. The surrounding is still largely single-story 

buildings suggesting that abundant development capacity exists under the existing NC240 zone. 

So, an upzone on this parcel is not needed to meet any growth goals under the Comp Plan. 

The property can be developed largely as designed, with large apartments for the owner­

investors on the top two floors and with a spectacular view from the roof at 40 feet on top of a 

ridge in the current zone NC240. This just occurred at the Hendon development one block 

away, and of course, the now infamous Phinney Flats is proposed at the same height. 

That the developers have a different vision and financial requirements for a taller building is 

fine but that is not a rezone criterion. 

The main justification for this upzone is the expectation that the area will eventually redevelop 

at the SS-foot height when the Council approves the MHA upzones citywide. However, that has 

not occurred yet. 

Where MHA has been authorized, with the SS-foot zones, specific use and development 
standards were established, for example Ordinance 12S361 for the 23rd/Union/Jackson 
residential urban village. CB 119184, the MHA bill which is still in the Committee on Citywide 
Mandatory Housing Affordability and has not been approved yet, has been drafted to 
acknowledge specific use and development standards in Section 23.47A.009 for the following 
neighborhoods in addition to the Central District mentioned above: West Seattle Junction, 
Bitter Lake, Roosevelt, Lake City, Ballard, Uptown, the International District and University 
District. 

This has not yet occurred for the Greenwood-Phinney Urban Village but our urban village also 

has unusual features which will require refinement in development standards before this MHA 

process is completed. Our urban village has abrupt transitions between taller commercial 

zoning and SF zoning. This proposal is seeking to escape from required setbacks between NC2-
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40 and SF lots which is objectionable and sets a precedent for other projects to demand similar 

treatment. 

Therefore, the approval of this project before our addition to 23.47A.009 is prematu re because 

those "standards applicable to specific areas" are not defined yet for properties in our urban 

village. We can' t know that the Shared Roof project will comply but SDCI is assuming that it will 

and approving what could well be a non-confirming bu ilding within a few months of 

construction starting. It would be better fo r the applicant to wait until the citywide MHA zoning 

process is concluded. 

The rezone criteria acknowledge consideration of Neighborhood Plans and notes that the 

Greenwood-Phinney Neighborhood Plan (GPNP) lacks explicit height recommendations that 

relate to future rezones. I was a member of the committee that wrote the GPNP. We were 

advised by the city that no zoning changes would occur so we had no reason to develop rezone 

criteria and frankly, we were discouraged from making any zone change recommendations at 

that time. To now use this as a justification for this anomalous upzone is a disservice to t he 

Neighborhood Plan and point s out where an update to our Neighborhood Plan is needed before 

MHA or upzones are authorized. 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS ON REZONE CRITERIA 

Compliance with the Comprehensive Plan. In addition to the comments above on the 

Greenwood-Phinney Neighborhood Plan, the neighborhood specific design guidelines adopted 

in 2006 and updated in 2013, ask for upper level setback along Greenwood at the "upper 

stories" and calls for "increasing the setback" between zones. See exce rpt below. The proposed 

added height for t he 7009 fails to meet either condition. At close to 70-feet, with all the 

additional rooftop featu res, this will be a very imposing building and not in accordance with the 

design guidelines below. These guidelines were created to implement the Neighborhood Plan 

II. Height, Bulk a n d Scale Compatibility 
i. lm,pact of New Buildings on the Street: Consid er the setback of 

upper stories of new mixed-u se development o n Greenwood Avenue 
North and North/Northwest 85th S treet to reduce t h e dominan ce of 
new buildings on the s t reet. 

A lso, new commercial develop men t s h o u ld Jespect t h e s m all-scale 
h istorical pattern of storefronts on G Fe enwood Aven ue North . Typi­
cally., the older storefront s are abo u t 5 0 feet in w idth a n d feature 
brick, stone or other masonry unils. Som e also featu re architectural 
d etails that provide interest an d a human s care to the b u ildings. 

Zone Edges: Careful siting, b u ilding design and massing are important to 
achieve a sensitive transition between m o re inte n s ive an d less intensive 
zones. Consider design techniques including: 

a. increasing the building set back from t h e zone edge a t t h e 
ground level; 

b . reducing the bulk of the building's u pp e .- floors n,earest to the less 
intensive zone; 

c. reducing the overall heigh t o f the structure; a n d 

d .. using extensive landscaping or d ecora tive soreening. 

policies which are 

embedded in the 

Comprehensive . 

Plan. 

Match between 

established 

locational 

criteria and area 

characteristics. 

While no zone 

designation is 

changing, t he site 

is not in the 
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"primary business district" as described in the decision at page 27. The primary business 

district is in the Greenwood Town Center at the crossroads of North g5th and Greenwood. In 

the Phinney area, the concentration of businesses is several blocks to the north at 73rd. The 

Shared Roof proposal has just under 4,000 sf of retail space on the ground level. A much better 

use of some of this space on the west side would be to put in ground-related residential units 

which are in high demand. This would create a much better transition to the SF zoned lot. This 

is common in other large multifamily developments in Phinney Ridge. 

The rooftop features height. As mentioned above, the Greenwood-Phinney design guidelines 

seek to reduce the height, bulk, and scale of new buildings where possible. For this reason, the 

12-foot tall greenhouse should be moved to the ground level to occupy the part of the site 

zoned single family. It is also unclear why the solar panels are elevated nearly 10-feet above the 

roof elevation. Solar panels on other residences and commercial buildings in the neighborhood 

are not nearly as conspicuous as this large array will be. 

Zoning Principles - transitions or buffers. The project as proposed does not meet the 

requirements for a 15-foot upper level setback from the SF zoned lot to the west. Ownership of 

that lot by the developer in this case does not excuse the project from meeting this clear 

development standard even if they do not intend to build on that parcel today. There would be 

no prohibition against building on it in the future as use of that lot is not part of any PUDA for 

this rezone and could not therefore be restricted by the PUDA. This is the same principle that 

the Hearing Examiner recognized in the recent Livable Phinney appeal where the city was found 

to misinterpret the code and now the project is designed with the required setback from the SF 

parcels to the east. 

Impact Evaluation. A) Housing, particularly low-income housing. The decision notes that the 

project will provide 35 new residential units of which 2 would be set aside to meet the MHA 

requirements. However, it should be noted that this is not a conventional apartment building 

where all 35 units are available to the public. The top two floors of the building will be 

occupied by the owners of the building "for generations" according to their rezone petition. In 

some respects, this building is producing less housing than would a typical apartment building 

on this relatively large site. Furthermore, the applicant has advised the community that they 

also intend to apply for the Multi-Family Tax Exemption program. While this will temporarily 

designate some additional "affordable" units, the cost of doing so falls not on the building 

owners, but on all taxpayers. At the May meeting of the Phinney Ridge Community Council, 

County Assessor John Wilson addressed questions about the MFTE program and candidly 

admitted that the program has drifted far from its intended purpose and he is working with 

elected leaders in Seattle and King County to curtail it. We were very surprised to learn that no 

property taxes will be collected against the value of these 35 residential units for the 12-year or 

longer period of the tax exemption. It is unseemly that the developer/owner of the building 

should take credit for providing affordable housing as justification for this premature upzone 

when it is really a tax avoidance calculation. 
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Conclusion. While this project is a more welcome addition to the neighborhood than Phinney 

Flats (because at least some parking is being provided), the owner/developers are asking for 

the special privilege of a contract rezone to build a very large building in advance of specific 

development standards to guide MHA implementation in the Greenwood-Phinney Urban 

Village. There should be some conditions imposed to reduce the height and bulk of this 

building in the event that MHA (when finalized) does not allow what is proposed here. 

Thank you 

Irene Wall 

207 North 6Qth Street 

Seattle, WA 98103 

iwall@serv.net 
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Johnson, Alayna 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Irene Wall <iwall@serv.net> 
Monday, May 07, 2018 4:20 PM 
Johnson, Alayna; Examiner, Hearing 

Subject: RE: Record for CF-314356 (Fuchs Rezone) 
Attachments: Comments on Rezone Petition CF 314356 Irene Wall.pdf 

Alayna, 

Please find attached my comments for the record on the contract rezone petition. This is a copy of my spoken public 
comments on April 30th with some additional comments for clarification. 

Thank you for adding this to the file for review by Hearing Examiner Vancil. 

Irene Wall 

--- Alayna.Johnson@seattle.gov wrote: 

From: "Johnson, Alayna" <Alayna.Johnson@seattle.gov> 
To: "iwall@serv.net" <iwall@serv.net> 
Subject: RE: Record for CF-314356 (Fuchs Rezone) 
Date: Wed, 2 May 2018 20:21 :46 +0000 

I just sent out notice that the Hearing Examiner has granted your request. 

I know many of the people who spoke at the hearing are familiar with each other, so do you happen to have Henry 
Brandis's email address? I cannot read what he wrote on the sign-in sheet. 

Thank you! 

~1 ~Alayna Johnson 

\i I ~'"'' ""''""' 
City of Seattle Office of Hearing Examiner 
700 Fifth Avenue, Suite 4000, Seattle, WA 98104 
Direct: 206.615.17181 Fax: 206.684.05361 Alayna.Johnson@seattle.gov 

1 
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From: Irene Wall <iwall@serv.net> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 02, 2018 12:38 PM 
To: Johnson, Alayna <Alayna.Johnson@seattle.gov> 
Cc: Torgelson, Nathan <Nathan.Torgelson@seattle.gov>; King, Lindsay <Lindsay.King@seattle.gov> 
Subject: RE: Record for CF-314356 (Fuchs Rezone) 

Alayna, 

Thanks, this appears to be a link to the prior (familiar) website. However, individuals coming on line the usual way and 
following the links to the Department of Construction and Inspections, will not be directed to this site; they are directed to 
the new portal. 

Please request that SDCI put a link to the web6 link on the SDCI home page so people are actually able to find 
documents until the new portal is working properly. 

Also please ask the Mr. Vancil for an extension until Monday end of day on comments given this difficulty with accessing 
files. 

Thanks, 

Irene 

--- Alayna.Johnson@seattle.gov wrote: 

From: "Johnson, Alayna" <Alayna.Johnson@seattle.gov> 
To: "iwall@serv.net" <iwall@serv.net> 
Subject: RE: Record for CF-314356 (Fuchs Rezone) 
Date: Wed, 2 May 2018 18:03:56 +0000 

Hi Irene, 

2 .. 
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In the new system, project documents are viewable here: http://web6.seattle.gov/dpd/edms/ 

It looks like you were on the Services Portal, which is not where documents are. 

Thank you, 

~1 ~Alayna Johnson 

\ii ~Logall\"I"'"' 
City of Seattle Office of Hearing Examiner 
700 Fifth Avenue, Suite 4000, Seattle, WA 98104 
Direct: 206.615.1718 I Fax: 206.684.05361 Alayna.Johnson@seattle.gov 

From: Irene Wall <iwall@serv.net> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 02, 2018 10:58 AM 
To: Johnson, Alayna <Alayna.Johnson@seattle.gov> 
Subject: Re: Record for CF-314356 (Fuchs Rezone) 

Alayna, 

Just wanted to let you know that the SDCI web site is still not functioning properly. It is not allowing one to either view or 
download relevant documents for this permit. I have not tried with any other project record but it's probably a universal 
problem with the new web site. 

Attached is a document showing the steps I took on the web site this morning hoping to download the most recent plan 
set, and relevant rezone permit application and the department's decision. This came up at the Phinney Ridge Community 
Council meeting last evening when we explained that the comment period was open until Friday. However, lack of access 
to the relevant documents will limit people's ability to send in meaningful comments. 

Can anything be done about this? 

3 
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thanks 

Irene Wall 

--- Alayna.Johnson@seattle.gov wrote: 

From: "Johnson, Alayna" <Alayna.Johnson@seattle.gov> 
To: "iwall@serv.net" <iwall@serv.net> 
Subject: Record for CF-314356 (Fuchs Rezone) 
Date: Mon, 30 Apr 201817:47:33 +0000 

Good morning, 

The Hearing Examiner is going to keep the record open through the end of the day Friday, May 4th for public comment because of 
the SDCI website issue. There is no formal process for notifying the public of this type of extension, so other than the people present 
during the announcement you are the only one receiving this notice, since you requested the extension. If there is any one who was 
not present today who you think might want to submit public comment, please pass this information along. 

Thank you, 

~I 'Alayna Johnson 
~Legal Assistant 

llrnv of Seattle Office of Hearing Examiner ~ 700 Fifth Avenue, Suite 4000, Seattle, WA 98104 
Direct: 206.615.1718 I Fax: 206.684.0S36 I Alayna.Johnson@seattle.gov 
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Seattle Department of Construction 
and Inspections 247 

Development Site 
Permitting Guidelines 
December 16, 2016 

All applications for Land Use and Construction 
permits need to be reviewed by staff with expertise 
in various Seattle codes. It is important for all staff 
to review each project using the same property 
boundaries, known as a "development site." This is 
important to properly conform to code requirements, 
to provide consistency to applicants and the public, 
and to allow property records to be easily accessible. 

Most of our codes, including the land use, building, 
fire, electrical, stormwater, and water codes, are 
based on the concept of having a "development 
site," though these codes call it something else. For 
instance, the Electrical Code calls out a "premise," 
the Fire Code calls out a "site," and the Building Code 
calls out a "lot." 

What is a Development Site? 

A "development site" is a piece of land within the 
boundaries of which we apply all the development 
standards for the land use, building, and electrical 
code (at a minimum). The development site concept 
is not new; it has been the standard for evaluating 
proposals for all applicable codes for decades. 

How do I Create a Development Site? 

A development site may already exist from prior 
permitting, or you may create one through our 
platting or building permit process. You must have 
an existing development site before you can submit 
your permit application or early design guidance 
application. A development site is considered to be 
existing for permit application purposes if it is platted 
with a recording number or if a platting action or lot 
boundary adjustment is currently under review in the 
department. 

• If you are going to create or reconfigure a devel­
opment site through a subdivision or lot boundary 
adjustment process, you may submit your land use 
and building permit applications for the proposed 
development sites after we have accepted your 
platting action. Your subsequent permit applica­
tion plans must show only the proposed develop­
ment site, and must show how you will meet all 
code requirements within the proposed develop­
ment site. Your platting action must be issued 
before we issue your land use or building permit 
for the proposed development site. 

• If you are creating a development site through a 
platting process, that plat or lot boundary adjust­
ment must be recorded before you can submit any 
additional platting actions. 

• Seattle DCI requires that all platting actions or lot 
boundary adjustments go through our Pre-Applica­
tion Tool (PAT) process. The Pre-Application Tool 
allows all reviewers to evaluate permitting require­
ments for the new proposed development site. 
(If we have conducted a pre-application site visit 
(PASV) covering the entire site within 18 months 
of the platting application a new PASV will not be 
necessary.) 

• If you will further subdivide your development site 
into 9 or more parcels of land within a 5-year period, 
you must go through the full subdivision process. 

Utilities For Development Sites 

You should contact the utilities early on to ensure that 
you have designed your final development site with 
adequate space for utility access and design. Not 
accounting for existing utilities in the right-of-way or 
future utilities needed for the development site may 
cause significant delays in the review process and 
costly service connections. 

Printed on totally chlorine free paper made with 100% post-consumer rrber 
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SDCI Tip #247-Development Site Permitting Guidelines 

Live-Work Units 

If you are proposing a site for the development of 
live-work units, Seattle DCI will apply development 
standards to the larger parcel before the platting of 
the units for individual sale. In most cases, you can 
subsequently divide development sites with live-work 
units by a short or full subdivision process to allow 
future sale of individual units. However, the entire 
property will still be considered one development 
site. These subsequent subdivisions may require a 
binding site covenant or other means to clarify the 
relationship of each owner to the larger development 
site. For more information, contact our Addressing/ 
Development Site Team at sci addressing@seattle. 
gov. 

page 2 

L\c:_c:t:~'i!iJ:nJn f oJ·rna1inJ~'---
unks to electronic versions of Seattle DCI T~"ps, 
Director's Rules, and the Seattle Municipal 
Code are available on the "Tools and Resources" 
page of our website at www.seattle.gov/sdci. I 
Paper copies of these documents, as well as addi­
tional regulations mentioned in this Tip, are avail­
able from our Public Resource Center, located on 
the 20th floor of Seattle Municipal Tower at 700 
Fifth Ave. in downtown Seattle, (206) 684-8467. 

LEGAL DISCLAIMER: This Tip 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 Tip. 
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DocuSign Envelope ID: FA557E2B-F90A-42BB-AE49-85CE3E7BCB7B 

EXHIBIT A 

Legal .Description 

PARCEL A: 

LOTS 1, 2, 3, 4 AND 5, IN BLOCK 23 OF GREENLAKE CIRCLE RAILROAD ADDITION TO THE CITY 
OF SEATTLE, AS PER PLAT RECORDED INVOLUME2 OF PLATS ON PAGE 170, RECORDS OF KING 
COUNTY, WASHINGTON; 

EXCEPT FOR THE EAST 10 FEET THEREOF CONDEMNED FOR GREENWOOD AVENUE JN THE 
SUPERIOR COURT OF KING COUNTY CAUSE NO. 65489, UNDER PROVISIONS OF ORDINANCE NO. 
19334. 

PARCELB: 

THE SOUTH 15 FEET OF THE EAST 53 FEET OF LOT 9 AND THE EAST 53 FEET OF LOTS 10, 11 AND 
12, IN BLOCK 23 OF GREENLAKE CIRCLE RAILROAD ADDITION TO THE CITY OF SEATTLE, AS 
PER PLAT RECORDED fN VOLUME 2 OF PLATS, ON PAGE 170, RECORDS OF KING COUNTY, 
WASHINGTON. 

SITUATE JN THE CITY OF SEATTLE, COUNTY OF KING, STATE OF WASHINGTON. 

12/11/2015 G;)A( -.__) 12/11/2015 
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August 15, 2016 

City of Seattle 
Edward B. Murray, Mayor 

Department of Construction and Inspections 
Nathan Torgelson, Director 

Office of the City Clerk 
Seattle City Hall 
600 4th Avenue 
3rd Floor 

Seattle, WA 98104 

Re: SDCI Project 3023260, 7009 Greenwood Avenue N, Type IV Application 

Dear Office of the City Clerk: 
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On July 18, 2016 an Early Design Guidance application was accepted by SDCI for a project 
located at 7009 Greenwood Avenue N, SDCI Project# 3023260. 

SMC 23.76.040 02 states for Type IV Cmmcil land use decisions that include a design review 
· component the Director shall provide notice of the application to the City Clerk promptly after 
the applicant submits a complete application to begin the early design guidance or the 
streamlined design review process. 

SDCI will process a Type IV Council land use action under project #3023260. 

Sincerely, 
,, //l 

Wj/a,Jlq 
~:~~ciguse l~ner 
Seattle Department of Constrnction and Inspections 

City of Seattle, Depattmcnt of Construction and Inspections 
700 Fifth Avenue, Suite 2000 

P.O. Box 34019, Seattle, WA 98124-4019 
An equal employment opportunity, affirmative action employer. Accommodations for people with disabilities provided upon request. 
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City of Seattle 
Department of Construction and Inspections 
Land Use Review 

DAVID FUCHS 
100 NE Northlake Way, Suite 200 
Seattle, WA 98101 

Re: Project# 3023260 

Correction Notice # 1 

Review Type ZONING 

Project Address 7009 Greenwood Ave N 

Contact Email dfuchs@johnstonarchitects 
.com 

SDCI Reviewer Emily Lofstedt 

Reviewer Phone (206) 386-0097 

Reviewer Fax 

Reviewer Email Emily.Lofstedt@Seattle.gov 

Owner CHAD DALE 

Dear David, 

Date February 02, 2017 

Contact Phone (206) 523-6150 

Contact Fax 

Address Seattle Department of 
Construction and 
Inspections 
700 5th Ave Suite 2000 
PO Box 34019 
Seattle, WA 98124-4019 

The following corrections are required. Further corrections may follow based on information in future 
application materials received. 
Thank you, 
Emily Lofstedt 

Applicant Instructions 

Please see the attached flyer to learn "How to Respond to a SDCI Correction Notice". 
If the 3-step process outlined in the aforementioned document is not followed, it is likely that 
there will be a delay in permit issuance and there is a potential for penalty fees. 

Codes Reviewed 

This project has been reviewed for conformance with the applicable development standards of the 
Land Use Code. 

Corrections 

1 Departures. The following departures were requested. If the departure is not granted the 
proposal needs to be revised to meet the applicable development standard. 

Project# 3023260, Correction Notice# 1 
Page 1 of 3 
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SMC 23.47A.008.C.4.b - Overhead Weather Protection This departure does not apply as you are 
not in a Pedestrian Designated Zone. 

SMC 23.53.035.A.2. - Structural Building Overhangs cannot be departed from per SMC 
23.41.012.B.25. 

2 Development Site. Please clarify the exact development site for this proposal. Will the single 
family zoned lots be included in this proposal? If so, please update all the lot information to clearly 
match the correct development site. 

3 Street Level Uses. This site is not located in an area that requires specific street level uses or 
restricts residential uses at street level per SMC 23.47A.005 and SMC 23.47A.008.C.4 since it is 
not located in an Pedestrian Designated Zone. 

Please remove any reference to street level uses relating to pedestrian designated zones found on 
sheet G002 and G003. 

4 Blank Facade. While it appears that you meet the blank fac;ade requirements per SMC 
23.47 A.008.A.2, the blank fac;ade is measured at 5 feet above the elevation of the line line at the 
sidewalk per SMC 23.86.028.B. Also, the fac;ade behind the courtyard on both street facades and 
outdoor seating on the Greenwood Ave N facade shall be included in the blank fac;ade 
calculations. 

Please update the blank Fac;ade diagrams and calculations with the correct measurements. 

5 Street-level street-facing fa~ade setback. Street-level street-facing facades shall be located 
within 10 feet of the street lot line, unless wider sidewalks, plazas, or other approved landscaped 
or open spaces are provided per SMC 23.47A.008.A.3. 

Either revise the proposal to meet this code section or provide approval for the proposed 
courtyard meeting one of this allowances for a larger setback. 

Also, please dimension the site plan to document how all other areas of the site are meeting this 
code section. 

6 Transparency. While it appears that you meet the transparency standards per SMC 
23.47A.008.B.2.a, the fac;ade behind the courtyard on both street facades and outdoor seating on 
the Greenwood Ave N facade shall be included in the transparency calculations. 

Please update the transparency diagrams and calculations to include all the fac;ade. 

Setback Reguirements. A 15' diagonal setback is required where a lot abuts the intersection of 
a side lot line and front lot line of a lot in a residential zone per SMC 23.47A.014.B.1. 

A setback is required along the lot line that abuts a lot in a residential zone at fifteen feet for 
portions of structures above 13 feet in height to a maximum of 65 feet per SMC 
23.47A.014.B.3.a. 

8 Street Trees and Landscaping. The proposed Street Trees and Landscaping in the right-of-way 
used to meet the Green Factor must receive a conceptual approval from SOOT. Please consult 
with SOOT arborist Bill Ames at 206-684-5693 to determine species of tree and standards of 
planting on this, and provide applicable documentation (i.e. emails). 

9 Green Factor. The green factor plans shall follow the latest Director's Rule 30-2015. Please 
review this Director's Rule and update where needed. 

10 Structural Building Overhangs. Minor Architectural Encroachments are limited to 2' 6" vertical 
dimension into the right-of-way per SMC 23.53.035.A.2. 

Project# 3023260, Correction Notice# 1 
Page 2 of 3 
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Please revise the cornice encroachment on the 5th level to meet this code section, as it cannot be 
a departure. 

11 Frequent Transit Service Corridor. This project appears to utilize the parking reduction in SMC 
23.54.020.F.2.a for properties located within 1,320 feet of a street with frequent transit service. 
Please provide the calculation in the plan set showing how this property is within a frequent transit 
service corridor: 

a) Provide a map showing the walking distance to a transit stop within 1,320 feet of the subject 
property. Please note, this is calculated based on the actual walking path that a person takes to 
the transit stop not a straight line from the site to the transit stop. 
b) Provide transit schedules for transit stops within the 1,320 foot walking distance of the 

property illustrating a frequent transit service area. A street with frequent transit service has 
transit service headways in at least one direction of 15 minutes or less for at least 12 hours per 
day, 6 days per week, and transit service headways of 30 minutes or less for at least 18 hours of 
every day. Averaging the departures within an hour is not acceptable; however, the required 12 
hours may not be consecutive within a 24 hour period. You may also combine routes served by 
the same stop heading in the same direction or multiple stops within the 1320 foot walking 
distance with different routes heading in the same direction. Please show the actual departure 
times to satisfy this requirement. 

12 Sight Triangle. Please provide the offsite sight triangle easement required per SMC 
23.54.030.G. Zoning cannot be approved until this easement has been obtained. 

Project# 3023260, Correction Notice# 1 
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~ City of Seattle How to Respond to a Seattle DCI Correction 
Notice 

Step 1: Wait for all reviews to be completed 

• 

• 

• 

• 

You may check the status of any review at the following link: 
http://web6.seattle.gov/dpd/permitstatus 
All reviews must be completed before the applicant can respond, upload, or submit any correction 
responses. 
Electronic Plans: We will send correction letters to the Seattle DCI Project Portal. We will notify the 
primary contact for the project when all reviews in the review cycle are complete. 
Paper Plans: We will notify the primary contact for the project by email or phone when all reviews in 
the review cycle are complete and plans are ready to be picked up. Once you have been notified, pick 
up the plans at Plans Routing in the Applicant Service Center. 

Step 2: Make Corrections 

Provide a written response for each item on all correction notices. We will not accept corrected 
plans without written responses. Include the following information for each item: 
• Describe the change 
• Say where the change can be found in the plan set 
• If you have not made a requested change, give a code citation or provide calculations to explain why 

not 
• Coordinate responses to correction items among all designers, architects, engineers, and owners 
• If you make voluntary changes to your plans, describe the changes you have made in your response 

letter 

Correct your Plans: 
• Cloud or circle all changes 
• You may add new sheets to the plan set if you have new information to show 

For Electronic Plans: 
• Always upload a complete plan set 

For Paper Plans: 
If you replace sheets in the paper plan sets: 
• Remove the old sheets, mark them as "VOID," and include them loose at the back of each plan set 
• All original sheets and plan pages must be returned to Plans Routing in the Applicant Service Center 
• Insert the new sheets and staple the plan sets 
If you make changes to the original paper plan sheets: 
• Make all changes with ink (preferably red, waterproof ink). Do not use pencil to make changes 
• Do not tape or staple anything to the plan sets 

Platting Actions: Provide new copies of the survey when responding to a correction notice for a 
shortplat, lot boundary adjustment, or other platting action. Provide the same number of copies that were 
required when you submitted the project. 

Step 3: Submit Corrected Plans 

Electronic Plans: 
Upload your corrected plan set and correction response letter through your Seattle DCI Project Portal. 

Paper Plans: 
Return your corrected plans and your correction response letter to Plans Routing in the Applicant Services 
Center. 

If you don't follow these instructions: 
• Plans Routing may not accept your corrected plans 
• We may be delayed in starting corrected plan review, which can delay permit issuance 
• We may charge a penalty fee 

Plans Routing/ Applicant Services Center - 700 5th Avenue, 20th Floor 
Hours: Monday, Wednesday, Friday: 8:00 a.m. - 4:00 p.m., Tuesday, Thursday: 10:30 a.m. - 4:00 p.m. 
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City of Seattle 
Department of Construction and Inspections 
Land Use Review 

DAVID FUCHS 
100 NE Northlake Way, Suite 200 
Seattle, WA 98101 

Re: Project# 3023260 

Correction Notice #1 

Review Type ZONING 

Project Address 7009 Greenwood Ave N 

Contact Email dfuchs@johnstonarchitects 
.com 

SDCI Reviewer Emily Lofstedt 

Reviewer Phone (206) 386-0097 

Reviewer Fax 

Reviewer Email Emily.Lofstedt@Seattle.gov 

Owner CHAD DALE 

Dear David, 

Date February 23, 2017 

Contact Phone (206) 523-6150 

Contact Fax 

Address Seattle Department of 
Construction and 
Inspections 
700 5th Ave Suite 2000 
PO Box 34019 
Seattle, WA 98124-4019 

The following corrections are required. Further corrections may follow based on information in future 
application materials received. 
Thank you, 
Emily Lofstedt 

Applicant Instructions 

Please see the attached flyer to learn "How to Respond to a SDCI Correction Notice". 
If the 3-step process outlined in the aforementioned document is not followed, it is likely that 
there will be a delay in permit issuance and there is a potential for penalty fees. 

Codes Reviewed 

This project has been reviewed for conformance with the applicable development standards of the 
Land Use Code. 

Corrections 

1 Departures. The following departures were requested. If the departure is not granted the 
proposal needs to be revised to meet the applicable development standard. 

Project# 3023260, Correction Notice# 1 
Page 1 of 3 
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SMC 23.47A.008.C.4.b - Overhead Weather Protection This departure does not apply as you are 
not in a Pedestrian Designated Zone. 

SMC 23.53.035.A.2. - Structural Building Overhangs cannot be departed from per SMC 
23.41.012.B.25. 

2 Development Site. Please clarify the exact development site for this proposal. Will the single 
family zoned lots be included in this proposal? If so, please update all the lot information to clearly 
match the correct development site. 

Also, if you are including the single family zoned lots, please be aware that only one single family 
residence is allowed per lot per SMC 23.44.006.A. So, in your case, the existing single family 
would only be allowed to remain, no additional single family residences. 

3 Street Level Uses. This site is not located in an area that requires specific street level uses or 
restricts residential uses at street level per SMC 23.47A.005 and SMC 23.47A.008.C.4 since it is 
not located in an Pedestrian Designated Zone. 

Please remove any reference to street level uses relating to pedestrian designated zones found on 
sheet G002 and G003. 

4 Blank Facade. While it appears that you meet the blank fac;;ade requirements per SMC 
23.47A.008.A.2, the blank fac;;ade is measured at 5 feet above the elevation of the line line at the 
sidewalk per SMC 23.86.028.B. 

Please update the blank Fac;;ade diagrams and calculations with the correct measurements. 

5 Street-level street-facing fac;:ade setback. Street-level street-facing facades shall be located 
within 10 feet of the street lot line, unless wider sidewalks, plazas, or other approved landscaped 
or open spaces are provided per SMC 23.47A.008.A.3. 

Either revise the proposal to meet this code section or provide approval for the proposed 
courtyard meeting one of this allowances for a larger setback. 

Also, please dimension the site plan to document how all other areas of the site are meeting this 
code section. 

6 Transparency. While it appears that you meet the transparency standards per SMC 
23.47A.008.B.2.a, the fac;ade behind the courtyard on both street facades and outdoor seating on 
the Greenwood Ave N facade shall be included in the transparency calculations. 

Please update the transparency diagrams and calculations to include all the fac;;ade. 

7 Setback Requirements. A 15' diagonal setback is required where a lot abuts the intersection of 
a side lot line and front lot line of a lot in a residential zone per SMC 23.47A.014.B.l. 

A setback is required along the lot line that abuts a lot in a residential zone at fifteen feet for 
portions of structures above 13 feet in height to a maximum of 65 feet per SMC 
23.47A.014.B.3.a. 

8 Street Trees and Landscaping. The proposed Street Trees and Landscaping in the right-of-way 
used to meet the Green Factor must receive a conceptual approval from SDOT. Please consult 
with SDOT arborist Bill Ames at 206-684-5693 to determine species of tree and standards of 
planting on this, and provide applicable documentation (i.e. emails). 

9 Green Factor. The green factor plans shall follow the latest Director's Rule 30-2015. Please 
review this Director's Rule and update where needed. 

10 Structural Building Overhangs. Minor Architectural Encroachments are limited to 2' 6" vertical 
dimension into the right-of-way per SMC 23.53.035.A.2. 

Project# 3023260, Correction Notice# 1 
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Please revise the cornice encroachment on the 5th level to meet this code section, as it cannot be 
a departure. 

11 Frequent Transit Service Corridor. This project appears to utilize the parking reduction in SMC 
23.54.020.F.2.a for properties located within 1,320 feet of a street with frequent transit service. 
Please provide the calculation in the plan set showing how this property is within a frequent transit 
service corridor: 

a) Provide a map showing the walking distance to a transit stop within 1,320 feet of the subject 
property. Please note, this is calculated based on the actual walking path that a person takes to 
the transit stop not a straight line from the site to the transit stop. 
b) Provide transit schedules for transit stops within the 1,320 foot walking distance of the 

property illustrating a frequent transit service area. A street with frequent transit service has 
transit service headways in at least one direction of 15 minutes or less for at least 12 hours per 
day, 6 days per week, and transit service headways of 30 minutes or less for at least 18 hours of 
every day. Averaging the departures within an hour is not acceptable; however, the required 12 
hours may not be consecutive within a 24 hour period. You may also combine routes served by 
the same stop heading in the same direction or multiple stops within the 1320 foot walking 
distance with different routes heading in the same direction. Please show the actual departure 
times to satisfy this requirement. 

12 Sight Triangle. Please provide the offsite sight triangle easement required per SMC 
23.54.030.G. Zoning cannot be approved until this easement has been obtained. 

Project# 3023260, Correction Notice# 1 
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~ City of Seattle 
How to Respond to a Seattle DCI Correction 

Notice 

Step 1: Wait for all reviews to be completed 

• 

• 

• 

• 

You may check the status of any review at the following link: 
http://web6.seattle.gov/dpd/permitstatus 
All reviews must be completed before the applicant can respond, upload, or submit any correction 
responses. 
Electronic Plans: We will send correction letters to the Seattle DCI Project Portal. We will notify the 
primary contact for the project when all reviews in the review cycle are complete. 
Paper Plans: We will notify the primary contact for the project by email or phone when all reviews in 
the review cycle are complete and plans are ready to be picked up. Once you have been notified, pick 
up the plans at Plans Routing in the Applicant Service Center. 

Step 2: Make Corrections 

Provide a written response for each item on all correction notices. We will not accept corrected 
plans without written responses. Include the following information for each item: 
• Describe the change 
• Say where the change can be found in the plan set 
• If you have not made a requested change, give a code citation or provide calculations to explain why 

not 
• Coordinate responses to correction items among all designers, architects, engineers, and owners 
• If you make voluntary changes to your plans, describe the changes you have made in your response 

letter 

Correct your Plans: 
• Cloud or circle all changes 
• You may add new sheets to the plan set if you have new information to show 

For Electronic Plans: 
• Always upload a complete plan set 

For Paper Plans: 
If you replace sheets in the paper plan sets: 
• Remove the old sheets, mark them as "VOID," and include them loose at the back of each plan set 
• All original sheets and plan pages must be returned to Plans Routing in the Applicant Service Center 
• Insert the new sheets and staple the plan sets 
If you make changes to the original paper plan sheets: 
• Make all changes with ink (preferably red, waterproof ink). Do not use pencil to make changes 
• Do not tape or staple anything to the plan sets 

Platting Actions: Provide new copies of the survey when responding to a correction notice for a 
shortplat, lot boundary adjustment, or other platting action. Provide the same number of copies that were 
required when you submitted the project. 

Step 3: Submit Corrected Plans 

Electronic Plans: 
Upload your corrected plan set and correction response letter through your Seattle DCI Project Portal. 

Paper Plans: 
Return your corrected plans and your correction response letter to Plans Routing in the Applicant Services 
Center. 

If you don't follow these instructions: 
• Plans Routing may not accept your corrected plans 
• We may be delayed in starting corrected plan review, which can delay permit issuance 
• We may charge a penalty fee 

Plans Routing / Applicant Services Center - 700 5th Avenue, 20th Floor 
Hours: Monday, Wednesday, Friday: 8:00 a.m. - 4:00 p.m., Tuesday, Thursday: 10:30 a.m. - 4:00 p.m. 
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Rezone Application Submittal Information per TIP #228 

1. Project number 
3023260 

2. Subject property address 
7009 Greenwood Avenue North. Parcel numbers 2877104100 and 2877104085. 

(Parcels 2877104127 and 2877104120 are also part of the development site, under the 
same ownership, but are not a part of the upzone application. Those sites are to remain 
their current zoning.) 

3. Existing and proposed zoning classification 
The properties proposed for rezoning (parcel numbers 2877104100 and 2877104085) 
are currently zoned NC2-40. The proposed rezone is to NC2-55, consistent with the 
proposed MHA/HALA rezone for this Urban Village to NC2-55(M) . 

. The parcels are located in the Greenwood/Phinney Ridge Residential Urban Village. 

The project site includes two single-family zoned parcels (parcels 2877104127 and 
2877104120). These parcels will remain zoned as single family and are not part of this 
application. 

4. Approximate size of property to be rezoned. 
The combined size of the parcels to be rezoned is 12,185 square feet. 

5. Environmentally Critical Area (ECA) Information 
The site is not classified as an ECA. 

6. Applicant information 
Owner: 7oth & Greenwood Ave, LLC 
Applicant: Chad Dale, Managing Member 

Contact information is listed in contacts under Project 3023260 on SDCI website 

7. Property legal description 
Lots 1,2,3,4 and 5, in block 23 of Greenlake circle railroad addition to the city of Seattle, 
as per plat recorded in volume 2 of plats page 170, records of King County, Washington; 
except for the east 10 feet thereof condemned for greenwood avenue in the superior 
court of king county cause no. 65489, under provisions of ordinance no. 19334. 

8. Present use of property 

Rezone Application - Project No. 3023260 Page3 
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Qnanlin Hu/Aly f'cnnucci/Er'k lvkC011qu1y 
OPCD lv!JlA '23rd and Union fhozonc ORD 
D2 

Section 5. This ordinance shall take effect and be in f()rce 30 days after its approval by 

2 the Mayor, but if not approved and returned by the tvfayor within ten days after presentation, it 

3 sha.11 tak.c effect as 1)roviclcd by Seattle M··unicipal (~ode Section 1 ~<J4~020. 

4 Passed by the City Council the ..... · .................................... day of ....................................... . 

:S and signed by inc in open session in authentication of its passage this. .. day of 

7 

8 President ... of the City Council 

" (J..~'<1~. A,!) 

Approved by me this.. ~~.day of .. 9 

10 

f\d 

12 Filed by me this ... .. . day of .................................... + ........... ·································································' 2017. 

13 

14 Monica Martinez Sirnmons, City Clerk 

IS (Seal) 
l6 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 Exhibit: 

Exhibit A -·23rd and Union Rezone Map 
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EX A -- 23rd and Union Rezone Map, 

V2 

Exhibit A: 23rd and Union Rezone Map 
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Mandatory Housing Affordability (MHA) 

Citywide Implementation 
Director's Report and Recommendation 
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A facade modulation standard in NC zones would req uire 
mass ing breaks in large buildings with wide facades. 

New upper-level setback standards are proposed to ensu re 
gentle transitions between commercial and single family zones. 

7. Urban Design and Livability Standards 

Commercial & Neighborhood 
Commercial Standards 

Commercial (C) and Neighborhood Commercial (NC) 

zones are often in mixed-use commercial corridors near 

the center of urban villages coinciding with business 

districts, or along other major roadways. Several new or 

modified development standards will help to ensure that 

incrementally larger buildings in these areas contribute to 

livability and are well designed. 

Fac;ade Standards for Wide Structures 

In C and NC zones, we propose a standard requiring 

a break in the building or inclusion of a courtyard, for 

structures wider than 250 feet. Similar standards apply 

in Ballard, Lake City, and the University District. 250 feet 

is the approximate length of a city block. This standard 

would provide visual interest by breaking up very long 

facades and in some cases could result in improved 

pedestrian connectivity to the interior of sites. 

Uppe1·-Level Setbacks Abutting 
Sing le Family Zones 

A new standard is proposed that increases existing upper 

level setbacks on lots that abut or are across an alley from 

a single-family zone. Under existing code, new structures 

must be setback 15 feet above 13 feet in height. For any 

portion of the new structure above 40 feet in height, an 

additional setback of three feet for every 10 feet of height 

is proposed, an increase from 2 feet per 10 feet of height 

in the current code. The standard will preserve more light 

into adjacent property when NC zones with height limits 

55 feet and above abut single-family zones - a common 

edge condition behind arterial roadways such as Phinney 

Ave N or California Ave SW. 

89 
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The City adopted this Comprehensive Plan in 2016. Amendments made in 
subsequent years are available in the online version of the Plan. 
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Legislative History of the 
Comprehensive Plan 

The Comprehensive Plan was first adopted on July 25, 1994, by Ordinance 117221. 

Comprehensive Plan Amendments 

Adoption Ordinance 
Date Number Nature of Amendments , 

12/12/94 117436 1994 Capital Improvement Program 

7 /31/95 117735 1995 Comprehensive Plan amendments 

11/27 /95 117906 Adoption of a new Human Development element 

11/27 /95 117915 1995 Six-Year CIP amendments 

7 /01/96 118197 
Response to 4/2/96 Growth Management Hearings Board remand . 

Repealed policy L-127 of Ord. 117735 

9/23/96 118408 Addition of Shoreline Master Program to Plan 

11/18/96 118388 1996 CIP amendments 

11/18/96 118389 1996 annual amendments 

6/16/97 118622 Policies for the reuse of Sand Point Naval Station 

9/8/97 118722 Response to 3/97 GMHB remand 

11/13/97 118820 1997 Six-Year CIP amendments 

11/13/97 118821 1997 annual amendments; addition of Cultural Resources element 

6/22/98 119047 
Adoption of the Ballard/lnterbay Northend Manufacturing/Industrial 

Center neighborhood plan 
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8/17 /98 119111 Adoption of the Crown Hill/Ballard neighborhood plan 

10/26/98 119207 1998 annua l amendments 

11/02/98 119217 Adoption of the Wall ingford neighborhood plan 

11/ 02/98 1192 16 Adoption of the Centra l Area neighborhood plan 

11/ 16/98 119231 Adoption of the Pioneer Square neighborhood plan 

11/16/98 119230 Adoption of the University neighborhood plan 

11/23/98 119264 1998 Six-Year CIP amendments 

12/07/98 119322 Adopt ion of the Eastlake neighborhood plan 

12/14/98 119298 Adoption of the MLK@Holly neigh borhood plan 

12/14/98 119297 Adoption of the Chinatown/International District neighborhood plan 

1/25/99 119356 Adoption of the South Park neighborhood plan 

2/08/99 119365 Adoption of the Denny Triangle neighborhood plan 

3/15/99 119401 Adopt ion of the South Lake Un ion neighborhood plan 

3/15/99 119403 Adoption of the Qu een Anne neighborhood plan 

3/22/99 119413 Adoption of the Pi ke/Pine neighborhood plan 

3/22/99 119412 Adoption of the First Hil l neigh borhood plan 

5/10/99 119464 Adoption of the Bel ltown neighborhood plan 

5/24/99 119475 Adoption of the Commercial Core neighborhood plan 

6/07 /99 119498 Adoption of the Capitol Hill neighborhood plan 

7 /06/99 119524 Adoption of the Green Lake neighborhood plan 

7/06/99 119525 Adoption of the Roosevelt neighborhood plan 

7/09/99 119538 Adoption of the Aurora-Licton neighborh ood plan 

7 /21/99 119506 Adoption of the West Sea ttle Junction neighborhood plan 

8/23/99 1196 15 Adoption of the Westwood/Highland Park neighborhood plan 

8/23/99 119614 Adoption of the Rainier Beach neighbo rhood plan 

9/07 /99 119633 Adoption of the North Neighborhood s neighborhood plan 

9/07 /99 119634 Adoption of the Morgan Junction neighborhood plan 

9/27/99 119671 Adoption of the North Ra inier neighborhood plan 

------- --------------------------. -
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Adoption Ordinance 
Date Number Nature of Amendments 

10/04/99 119685 

10/04/99 119687 

10/ 11/99 119694 

10/25/99 119713 

10/ 25/99 1197 14 

11/15/99 119743 

11/ 15/99 119744 

11/22/99 119760 

12/06/99 119789 

2/07 / 00 119852 

6/12/00 119973 

11/13/00 120158 

12/11/00 120201 

10/ 15/01 120563 

12/09/02 121020 

12/ 13/ 04 121701 

10/10/05 121955 

12/11/06 122313 

12/17/07 122610 

10/27/08 122832 

3/29/ 10 123267 

4/ 11/ 11 123575 

4/10/12 123854 

5/20/13 124177 

5/2/14 124458 

124886, 

10/ 16/15 124887, 

124888 

Adoption of the Broadview/Bitter Lake/Haller Lake neighborhood plan 

Adoption of the Fremont neighborhood plan 

Adoption of the Co lumbia City neighborhood plan 

Adoption of the North Beacon Hill neighborhood plan 

Adoption of the Ad miral neighborhood plan 

Adoption of the Greenwood/Phinney Ridge neighborhood plan 

1999 annua l amendments 

1999 Six-Year CIP amendm ents 

Adopt ion of the Delridge neighborhood plan 

Adoption of the Georgetown neighborhood plan 

Adopt ion of the Greater Du wa mish Manufacturing/Industria l Center 

neighborhood plan 

Response to Growth Management Hearings Board remand; Greenwood/Ph inney Ridge 

neighborhood plan 

2000 five -year Comprehensive Plan review amendments 

2001 annual amendments 

2002 annual amendments 

2004 ten -year Update to Comprehensive Plan 

2005 annual amendments 

2006 annual amendm ents 

2007 annual amendments 

2008 annual amendments 

2010 annual amendments 

2011 annua l amendments 

20 12 annual amendments 

2013 annual amendments 

20 14 annual amendments 

2015 an nual amendments 
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Resolutions Related to Vision for City of Seattle Comprehensive Plan 

, · ~· .L - ..,...: r ·_ 1 .; __ .,, r~ _ , ·~:: • .. ,, • • ' • , · ·,. ,1 , .... :_r. • .-\ 1.. ,, 

· Passage Date Resolution Nature of Legislation . . · · . . · ·. ." 
"••••"~-..~'r'~t~,•l·i~.I '''1' •-d•~·lo,·. __ .,,, _. • ;..,{q ... ',•,. ,..;,~\ ' L -~-.1. '-''""t ,• 1 1 'J';f,.,,.~ 1 t) 

7 /25/94 28962 

11/27/95 29215 

12/ 11/00 30252 

12/13/04 30727 

5/15/15 31577 

1994 Vision for the Comprehensive Plan 

Updated 1994 Vision to reflect addition of Human Development 

element in Comprehensive Plan (Ord. 117906) 

Updated Vision to reflect Cultural Resources and Environment 

elemen ts and adoption of neighborhood plans 

Updated Vision in conjunction with the 2004 ten-year Update to the Comprehensive 

Plan 

Con firmed race and soc ial equity as a core value of th e Comprehensive Plan 
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City of Seattle 
Department of Construction and Inspections 
land Use Review 

DAVID FUCHS 
100 NE Northlake Way, Suite 200 
Seattle, WA 98101 

Re: Project# 3023260 

Correction Notice #2 

Review Type 

Project Address 7009 Greenwood Ave N 

Contact Email dfuchs@johnstonarchitects 
.com 

SDCI Reviewer Lindsay M King 

Reviewer Phone (206) 684-9218 

Reviewer fax (206) 233-7866 

Reviewer Email lindsay.king@seattle.gov 

Owner CHAD DALE 

Date April 04, 2017 

Contact Phone (206) 523-6150 

Contact fax 

Address Seattle Department of 
Construction and 
Inspections 
700 5th Ave Suite 2000 
PO Box 34019 
Seattle, WA 98124-4019 

The correction items below are for land use review of the proposal. 

Applicant Instructions 

Please see the attached flyer to learn "How to Respond to a SDCI Correction Notice". 
If the 3-step process outlined in the aforementioned document is not followed, it is likely that 
there will be a delay in permit issuance and there is a potential for penalty fees. 

Corrections 

1 Design Review. Thank you for submitting the draft Recommendation Packet. I have provided 
comments on the packet under separate email. Once the DRB Recommendation stage of review is 
complete please update the plan set to be consistent with the design review packet along with 
updates as necessary in response to DRB conditions of approval. 

2 Rezone Criteria. I have reviewed the rezone criteria of SMC 23.34.002, 004, 007, 008 and 009. 
Thank you for the comprehensive rezone analysis. SMC 23.34.007 B states no single criterion or 
group of criteria shall be applied as an absolute requirement or test of appropriateness of a zoning 
designation, nor is there a hierarchy or priority of the rezone considerations. Enclosed is the 
criteria that needs further consideration. 

a) SMC 23.34.008 E2 Physical Buffers. The proposed rezone will allow at 65 foot zone adjacent to 
a single family zone. A physical buffer does not currently exist along the west zone edge. Physical 

Project# 3023260, Correction Notice# 2 
Page 1 of 2 
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buffers may include open space or green space. Consider providing a physical buffer on the vacant 
single family lot consistent with the EDG proposal. 

b) SMC 23.34.009 C and D. It is unclear how the proposed rezone meets this criteria. The code 
states permitted heights shall be compatible with predominant height and scale of existing 
development, actual and zoned heights in the surround areas. 

Project# 3023260, Correction Notice# 2 
Page 2 of 2 
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Freeman, Ketil 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Jessica Clawson <jessica@mhseattle.com> 
Tuesday, July 17, 2018 4:00 PM 
iwall@serv.net; Freeman, Ketil 
eustis@aramburu-eustis.com; bmorgan@comcast.net; dfuchs@johnstonarchitects.com; 
Garrett, Tami; King, Lindsay; An, Noah 
RE: CF 314356 - 7009 Greenwood; Appellant's Illustrative Exhibit 

I'm sorry, this is not part of the hearing record, and we object to the use of this exhibit. 

Jessica M. Clawson 
Partner 

MCClJLLOUCfl HILLLEJ\RY PS 
701 FIFTII A VENUE, SUITE 6600 
SEATTLE, WA 98104 
TEL: 206.812.3388 
DIRECT: 206.812.3378 
FAX: 206.812.3389 
JC!,;\ WSON@MHSEi\TlT,E.COM 

W\\l\V.MlfSl\i\TJ'JX•:.C:OM 

NOTICE: This communication may contain privileged or confidential information. If you have received it in error, please advise the 
sender by reply email and immediately delete the message and any attachments without copying or disclosing the contents. Thank you. 

From: Irene Wall <iwall@serv.net> 
Sent: Tuesday, July 17, 2018 3:55 PM 
To: Freeman, Ketil <Ketil.Freeman@seattle.gov> 
Cc: eustis@aramburu-eustis.com; bmorgan@comcast.net; Jessica Clawson <jessica@mhseattle.com>; 
dfuchs@johnstonarchitects.com; Tami.Garrett@seattle.gov; Lindsay.King@seattle.gov; Noah.An@seattle.gov 
Subject: Re: CF 314356 - 7009 Greenwood; Appellant's Illustrative Exhibit 

Dear Parties, 

We plan to use the attached exhibit tomorrow in our brief presentation. 

Irene Wall 

--- Ketil.Freeman@seattle.gov wrote: 

From: "Freeman, Ketil" <Ketil.Freeman@seattle.gov> 
To: Jeff Eustis <eustis@aramburu-eustis.com>, "iwall@serv.net" <iwall@serv.net>, "bmorgan@comcast.net" 
<bmorgan@comcast.net>, Jessica Clawson <jessica@mhseattle.com>, "dfuchs@johnstonarchitects.com" 
<dfuchs@johnstonarchitects.com>, "Garrett, Tami" <Tami.Garrett@seattle.gov>, "King, Lindsay" 
<Lindsay. King@seattle.gov> 

1 
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CC: "An, Noah" <Noah.An@seattle.gov> 
Subject: CF 314356 - 7009 Greenwood; Planning, Land Use and Committee - Oral Argument on 7/18/2018 
Date: Mon, 16 Jul 2018 22:02:10 +0000 

Hello Parties of Record: 

This Wednesday the Coundl's Planning, Land Use and Zoning Committee will take up consideration of the rezone 
application and appeal for 7009 Greenwood. This email sets out information related to providing oral argument atthe 
meeting. 

The Committee will hear oral argument. Oral argument must be based on evidence in the record. See Council Quasi­
judicial Rule Vl.C.3.c. The Appellants will go first and will have eight minutes total for oral argument, up to three minutes 
of which may be reserved for rebuttal. The Applicant and SDCI, collectively and not individually, will also have eight 
minutes. The Committee may ask questions during oral argument or extend the time, if necessary. 

The appeal, responses from the Applicant and SDCI, and some, but not all, of the record, are available in Clerk File (CF) 
314356, which is linked to the agenda. The reply by the Appellants will also be included in the CF. If there are specific 
exhibits, which are not available in the online version of the CF, that you will refer to in your oral argument, please let me 
know by 4:00 tomorrow; and I will have copies available for the Councilmembers. The Hearing Examiner's exhibit list is 
included in the CF. 

l<etil Freeman, AICP 

I~ Supervising Legislative Analyst 

Seattle City Council Central Staff 

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

P: 206.684.8178 I ketil.freeman@seattle.gov 

2 
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REPLY MEMORANDUM 
IN SUPPORT OF NOTICE OF APPEAL (corrected) 
to Seattle City Council .· ,r . . : 
by Irene Wall and Bob Morgan · 
of the Findings and Recommendation by the Seattle Hearing Examiner oflif.l1<ilt6n~ ·pf 
property at 7009 Greenwood Avenue North (CF314356) · · 

1
' ;r, 

''-i .- . ' 

Page 1 of26 L11 . (./ 1 '" 
''•l 

I. INTRODUCTION 

The 7009 Greenwood rezone application is a creative shell game that exploits the 
applicants' common ownership of two separate single family lots along the western 
boundary of the commercial lots it has proposed to rezone, using those lots to unlawfully 
erase lot lines, evade unambiguous setback requirements in the Land Use Code, access 
retail space in the commercial building that lacks exterior access on the commercial lot, 
and create a building substantially larger than the Code allows, right on a property line 
shared with two single family lots in a manner that renders it ineligible for a contract 
rezone pursuant to numerous criteria in SMC 23.34. 

In this case, the Applicant claims to have created so-called "development site" - a term 
undefined in the Land Use Code - because the Applicant drew an imaginary line around 
four legal lots it owns in the northwest corner ofN. 70th and Greenwood Avenue North 
and deemed those four lots a single "development site," even though it did not comply 
with SDCI's own guidelines for creating a development site. Using that so-called 
"development site," and aided and abetted by SDCI, the Applicant insists it is immune 
from Code requirements that would apply to all other owners of commercial lots that abut 
lots in a residential zone, and from rezone criteria that requires transitions and buffers 
between zones, not between property owners. See, Appeal at 1-10, describing the project 
and applicable setback provisions that should have been applied to this project. 

The application relies on linguistic sleight-of-hand throughout to create the misleading 
impressions that: (1) there are large setbacks and transitions between the massive 
commercial building and the adjacent single family zone, when in fact there are no 
buffers or transitions; (2) the Applicant is creating substantial "affordable housing" onsite 
through MHA compliant units when in fact the evidence confirms that it has chosen to 
comply with MHA through payments, not onsite units, and that by revising its application 
at the last minute to the NC2-55 zone instead of the original NC-65 zone, it has reduced 
its MHA payment obligation by over $250,000; and that (3) a property upzoned to 55 feet 
(with an actual height of almost 70 feet with the massive greenhouse on top) is somehow 
"compatible" and "consistent" with the existing zoning in the area despite substantial 
evidence in the record that shows the nearest parcel zoned higher than the uniform NC2-
40 along Greenwood A venue is almost a mile away. 

The Examiner simply accepted these representations at face value despite substantial 
evidence in the Record that contradicts his :findings of fact and conclusions oflaw. The 
Record also contains substantial evidence that reveals numerous material facts and 
applicable law that the Examiner omitted entirely in his Recommendation, facts and law 
that, together, undermine the Recommendation and require its rejection. 
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REPLY MEMORANDUM 
IN SUPPORT OF NOTICE OF APPEAL (corrected) 
to Seattle City Council 
by Irene Wall and Bob Morgan 
of the Findings and Recommendation by the Seattle Hearing Examiner of a rezone of 
property at 7009 Greenwood Avenue North (CF314356) 
Page 2 of26 

The Applicant and SDCI perpetuate these same techniques in their respective Responses. 
The Applicant's Response is rife with specious arguments that at first blush appear to be 
valid but in fact are fallacious. The Response is peppered with numerous unfounded 
accusations against the appellants as well as incorrect statements about Appellants' 
arguments and evidence in the Record that are easily exposed as untrue. SDCI' s 
Response also misrepresents Appellants' arguments, as well as its own guidance on 
development sites and the applicable Code provisions that apply to this project. And, as 
often happens when multiple parties attempt to skirt the law, the various patties' stories 
are inconsistent and often contradictory. 

Although the Examiner ignored substantial evidence in the Record and rendered a 
Recommendation that conflicts with substantial evidence in the record, the Council 
should not be similarly duped by the Applicant's and SDCI' s creative efforts to disguise 
the realities of this project. Without the cloak of the fictitious "development site," the 
7009 application is revealed as an unlawful, oversized building that breaches the 
protections of setbacks and upper level air corridors along zoning Jines that separate 
commercial lots from single family lots, a situation that should not be blessed by the 
Council through the rezone process. 

Similarly, the Council should not be misled by the Examiner's mischaracterization of the 
land use pattern in the immediate area of the project and his failure to acknowledge, 
despite substantial evidence in the record, that the nearest parcel with a height greater 
than the uniform NC2-40 zoning in the immediate project area is almost one mile north in 
the Greenwood Town Center. See Tab 1 (Greenwood /Phinney Urban Village Map, 
annotated). Instead of evaluating this project against the current zoning in the area (other 
than unsupported conclusory statements that a 55 foot zone was "consistent" and 
"compatible" with the surrounding 40-foot zone and adjacent single family zone 
(Conclusions# 15, 17, 18), the Examiner improperly based his Recommendation upon 
perceived consistency with the allegedly forthcoming MHA legislation even though: that 
legislation is still in draft form as the Council seeks public input throughout the City; it 
does not have established development standards; it has not been formally implemented 
City wide as envisioned by MHA; and it is the subject of pending litigation that prevents 
the Council from passing any such legislation at this time. 

The substantial evidence in the record demonstrates that without the cloak of a MHA­
enabled 55-foot zone all along Greenwood Avenue in this area, an upzone ofthis parcel 
would create ajagged point protruding almost 70 feet upward from the heart of the 
othe1wise uniform NC2-40 zoning along this one mile stretch of Greenwood Avenue, 
destroying the historic zoning uniformity. Appellants are not aware of any other 
approved contract rezone application, based on MHA or otherwise, where there is not a 
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REPLY MEMORANDUM 
IN SUPPORT OF NOTICE OF APPEAL (corrected) 
to Seattle City Council 
by Irene Wall and Bob Morgan 
of the Findings and Recommendation by the Seattle Hearing Examiner of a rezone of 
property at 7009 Greenwood Avenue North (CF314356) 
Page 3 of26 

single parcel at or near the requested height in the immediate vicinity of the proposed 
rezone site. 

The lone parcel that SDCI cites as proof that there is "at least one other property" zoned 
NC2-55(M) was not a contract rezone but instead is a part of the area-wide Central 
District upzone that applied the NC2-55 zone to several parcels in that area, including the 
cited parcel, and where the parcels across the street are zoned to 65 and 70 foot heights. 
The Applicant insists that "[a Jn overall height difference of 15 feet can be considered 
'compatible'" with the existing NC2-40 zoning. Response at 17. But ifthat kind of 
conclusory jargon carries the day, there is no parcel in the City that would be immune 
from contract rezoning, regardless of its surroundings, and the rezone criteria of SMC 
23 .34 would be rendered meaningless. 

It is in the Council's interest to adhere to established legal standards and think holistically 
where the MHA upzones will actually be instituted, and what development standards will 
be associated with the proposed MHA zoning designations, including the proposed NC2-
55 zone, instead of rushing to upzone an isolated parcel in an otherwise uniform zone 
when it is impossible to know what later-enacted development standards may apply in 
that zone to the surrounding parcels. If the Council rezones this isolated parcel now 
instead of waiting to see how, whether, and where a proposed NC2-55 zone is actually 
applied in the Phinney Ridge area, the Council would be getting ahead of itself and 
brushing aside established legal standards for contract rezones and application of the 
Land Use Code that would destroy the uniform zoning that this portion of Phinney Ridge 
has always enjoyed. Moreover, given the unique circumstances of this portion of 
Phinney Ridge, which is the only urban village in the City with a one-mile long, one 
street wide "urban village," where eve1y commercial parcel shares a rear property line 
with a single family lot - the Council should instead be considering as a potential 
modification to MHA legislation, whether the NC2-55 zone is appropriate at all in this 
location. 

The risks of allowing this rezone extend far beyond Phinney Ridge. If the Council lets 
this genie out of the bottle, it would be endorsing SDCI' s decision to ignore unambiguous 
provisions in the Land Use Code and ignore its own guidance to enable projects that 
should have been denied. And the Council would bless the untenable concept of zoning 
by property ownership, rather than established zoning maps and Land Use Code 
provisions, where developers (or other owners) rich enough and lucky enough to acquire 
adjacent parcels would be exempt from Code provisions that would otherwise define the 
allowable uses of that property. Using the techniques that the Applicant is using here, that 
SDCI enabled and that the Examiner ignored entirely in this Recommendation, 
developers throughout the City could sweep up single family parcels adjoining their 
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commercial lots, use those parcels to extract a building larger than the Code would 
otherwise allow, and then discard those parcels after they have served their purpose. And, 
given that the 7009 parcel is located almost one mile away from any parcel of a higher 
zoned height, a location that previously would have rendered a rezone unthinkable, the 
Council will likely unleash a flood of rezone applications from developers like the 7009 
applicants who seek to jumpstart legislation that is not yet fully formed and who have 
isolated parcels like the 7009 parcel that would never be considered for upzoning without 
the background presence of the MHA legislation. When established legal standards are 
cast aside as the Examiner has done in his Recommendation, the Council loses control to 
use the power of legislation and zoning to shape land use patterns in the City. 

The 7009 rezone application should be denied. 

II. STANDARD OF REVIEW 

The Council's decision to approve, approve with conditions, remand, or deny an 
application for a Type IV Council land use decision such as a contract rezone shall be 
based on applicable law and supported by substantial evidence in the record established 
by the Hearing Examiner. SMC 23.76.056.A. The appellant does bear the burden of 
proving that the Hearing Examiner's recommendation should be rejected or modified. Id. 

But the applicant attempts to graft a "clearly en-oneous" standard on this Code 
requirement, without citing a single case that supports that proposition. The Council is 
acting in a quasi-judicial capacity and must do as the Code requires: make its decision 
based on applicable law and supported by substantial evidence in the record. The "clearly 
eirnneous" standard advocated by the applicant may apply at the superior court level, but 
it does not apply here. 

The Appeal Statement identified numerous instances where the Examiner ignored, 
misstated, or misapplied material evidence in the Record and misconstrued or simply 
overlooked the applicable Land Use Code provisions in the Recommendation to approve 
the rezone application. Substantial evidence in the record, together with a proper 
application of applicable law, confirm that the 7009 rezone application fails to meet the 
rezone criteria in SMC 23.34.007-009, and that the proposed building violates numerous 
provisions of the Land Use Code that would further exacerbate the problems posed by 
upzoning this site. 

III.ARGUMENT 

The Council should reject the Examiner's Recommendation because it is not supported 
by substantial evidence in the record and it ignored and I or misapplied applicable Land 
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REPLY MEMORANDUM 
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of the Findings and Recommendation by the Seattle Hearing Examiner of a rezone of 
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Use Code provisions that undermine the recommendation to rezone this parcel. Instead, 
the Record includes substantial evidence that demonstrates that a rezone of the 7009 
parcel does not meet applicable Code criteria and that the Examiner's Recommendation 
should be rejected. 

First, the Examiner failed to comprehend tlle,details or impact of the developer's reliance 
on a so-called "development site," a ploy that colors the entire application and the 
Examiner's Recommendation. No "development site" has been established in this case. 
As a result of this oversight, the Examiner misapplied several criteria in SMC 23.34 
governing rezones and failed to even mention, much less analyze, the voluminous 
material in the record proving that the proposal violates numerous provisions of the Land 
Use Code. 

Next, the Examiner did not mention or attempt to explain how a rezone could be granted 
to a NC2-55(M) zone when the specific details of that zone and the specific areas where 
it may be applied at a future date have not been determined. 

Finally, the evidence in the record and the proper application of the rezone criteria in 
SMC 23.34.007-009 undermine the Examiner's recommendation. There is substantial 
evidence demonstrating that the rezone criteria are not met for this project, particularly 
the requirements for buffers and setbacks between zones (not between property owners as 
the Examiner mistakenly concluded), prevention of view blockage, and compatibility 
\Nith the existing zoning in the area. 

A. The Examiner's Recommendation is not supported by substantial 
evidence in the Record or applicable law. 

Every argument in the Appeal rested on facts and law presented directly to the Examiner 
before, during and after the open record hearing on April 30, 2017, as well as material 
presented to SDCI since the project's inception in 2016. The Applicant mistakenly 
challenges Appellant's statement that "all of the written comments submitted to the 
Examiner were from individuals who opposed the project," and accuses Appellants of 
"mak[ing] this wild claim," Response at 8-9 (citing Appeal at 12). But far from a "wild 
claim," Appellant's statement accurately represents the Record. 

The statement refers to Exhibit 53 of the Hearing Examiner's Record, titled "Public 
Comments received by the Hearing Examiner's Office." That Exhibit includes all of the 
written comments submitted by the public after the hearing concluded but while the 
Record remained open. Every single one of those letters offered substantive analysis 
demonstrating that the 7009 Rezone application did not comply with applicable Code 
provisions. The Examiner's Recommendation did not acknowledge or address a single 
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one of the issues raised in those letters. The contents of Exhibit 53 are attached here at 
Tab 2 in the order and form that Appellant Irene Wall received them from the Hearing 
Examiner's Office. 

The Applicant then makes the obviously unknowable claim that "the Examiner clearly 
read every public comment in the record and considered them," citing only to the 
Examiner's Conclusions #24 and #25, generic statements that generally confirm that 
comments were received in support of and opposed to the proposed rezone and could be 
easily replicated in any contract rezone case regardless of whether any, much less "every 
single" comment had been actually reviewed. Response at 8. 

The Applicant also includes Exhibit 53 in its list of Exhibits that it claims to be 
"supportive of the Project." But as explained above, and easily confirmed by reviewing 
those letters at attached Tab 2, every one of those comments in Exhibit 53 opposed the 
project. Far from Appellants making a "wild claim" about the Record, it appears that the 
Applicant didn't bother to read the record before leveling that accusation. 

Furthermore, it is not the quantity of public comments that matters, it is the content of 
those comments and whether they include substantive, material information that informs 
a decision about whether the project satisfies applicable Code provisions as well as the 
criteria in SMC 23.34.007-009 for contract rezones. The various exhibits titled "Support 
Letters (Ex 48) and "Public Support Letters" (Ex 51 ), supplied the Applicant, represented 
various versions of "I like this Project" letters that offer no relevant facts or law that 
relate to any criteria in SMC 23.34.007-.009 that guide rezone decisions. 

Similarly, not a single public comment offered at the hearing in support of this project 
addressed the rezone criteria in SMC 23.34.007-.009. Jn contrast, every public comment 
at the hearing that opposed the project presented specific facts and law that showed why a 
rezone did not meet the Code criteria. At the hearing, the Examiner was provided 
detailed analysis of errors in SDCI' s recommendation and he was presented evidence 
showing why the Project failed to comply with applicable laws and failed to meet the 
rezone criteria in SMC 23.34.007-009. See Ex. 49, "Documents submitted by Esther 
Bartfeld," and Hearing Transcript through 9:43 a.m. (the public comments occurred in 
the first 40 minutes of the hearing). But the Recommendation gave no indication whether 
the Examiner actually considered any of the public comment; in fact, the contents of the 
Recommendation reveal that the Examiner entirely ignored material information that was 
presented directly in multiple forms and at multiple times. 

In addition, SDCI admitted at the hearing that it had not provided the Examiner with the 
public comments it had received throughout the process. See Testimony of Lindsay King, 
SDCI. SDCI eventually provided those public comment letters at the Examiner's 
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direction. See Ex 54 (Public Comments received by SDCI). Appellants are aware of 
numerous substantive comments submitted to SDCI that documented factual and legal 
reasons why the 7009 rezone application should be denied, but Appellants have not had 
the opportunity to review the full set of comment letters SDCI eventually provided to the 
Examiner. 

B. The applicant has not created a "Development Site" but has instead 
purloined the two adjacent single family lots it owns in an effort to construct 
an oversized building that rises directly on the shared rear property line with 
lots in the single family zone, in violation of several Land Use Code 
Provisions and numerous criteria in SMC 23.34 governing contract rezones. 

The Owners insist that the four discrete legal lots (tax parcels) they own at the northwest 
comer of Greenwood Avenue N and N. 70th Street were "combined into a single 
development site, as defined by SDCI TIP 24 7." Response at 3. But even a cursory 
reading of TIP 247 reveals that no development site was created for the 7009 project. 
Instead of following the requirements in TIP 24 7, the Owners merely drew a fictitious 
line around their four parcels, proposed the two commercial parcels for upzoning and 
claimed their ownership of the adjacent single family lots enabled them to avoid the 
setback and other Code requirements that apply to lots in the NC2-40 zones that abut lots 
in single family zones. The Owners also used this fictitious line to escape compliance 
with the rezone criteria that requires setbacks and transitions between zones. The 
Examiner evidently accepted this fiction, as the Recommendation makes no mention of 
these myriad errors. When unraveled, the Examiner's Recommendation unravels too and 
must be rejected. 

1. The so-called development site does not comply with published 
SDCI guidance on how to create a development site. 

"Development site" is not a defined term in the Land Use Code, but it the subject of an 
SDCI "Tip." According to SDCI's website, "Tips are designed to provide user-friendly 
information on the range of City permitting, land use and code compliance polities and 
procedures that you may encounter while conducting business within the City." See 
http://web6.seattle.gov/DPD/CAMS/camlist.aspx. TIP 247 is SDCI's "Development Site 
Permitting Guidelines." See Tab 3. 

TIP 24 7 explains that "a 'development site' is a piece ofland within the boundaries of 
which we apply all the development standards for the land use, building, and electrical 
code ... " In the section entitled "How do I Create a Development Site?" TIP 24 7 
explains that "You must have an existing development site before you can submit your 
permit application or early design guidance application.'' It then explains that "[a] 
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development site is considered to be existing for permit application purposes if it is 
platted with a recording number or if a platting action or lot boundary adjustment is 
cunently under review in the department." (emphasis added). 

In this case, the Owners possess four discrete lots (or tax parcels): two commercial lots 
front Greenwood Avenue and two single family parcels abutting the rear property line of 
the commercial lots. One is a vacant mid-block lot with an entrance on N. 70111 Street, 
and the other is a craftsman home at 7010 Palatine Ave N. Each of the four parcels is a 
separate legal lot according to the Land Use Code, and each has its own recording 
number and its own legal description that is referenced in various plan sets for this 
project. See Appeal Statement at 2-5; See also SDCI Recommendation at 3. Appellants 
did not find any record of any lot boundary adjustments for any of those parcels. 

Neither SDCI nor the Applicant has ever explained how four discrete legal lots, each with 
its own discrete recording number and an imaginary line drawn around the four of them 
meet the requirement that a development site be platted with "a" recording number. 
Instead, SDCI has enabled this so-called "development site" that violates its own 
guidance and its prior advice. 

The Examiner ignored this issue entirely and simply panoted the applicant's proclaimed 
"development site" despite substantial evidence in the Record that exposed this ruse. See 
Recommendation at Finding #1 ("subject site is 20,799 square feet),#3, #12, #18 
(describing features on the so-called development site); Conclusion #7 "(the entire 
development site abuts three streets"), etc. 

The substantial evidence in the Record shows that the Applicant failed to properly create 
a "development site," and therefore all legal conclusions that flow from that fictitious site 
- such as the lack of compliance with setback requirements and allowing buffers between 
property owners not between zones -- are fatally flawed. 

2. The Hearing Examiner ignored substantial evidence in the 
Record and applicable Code provisions that prove that the 
proposed building violates numerous provisions of the Land 
Use Code, which the Applicant now attempts to dissuade the 
Council from investigating. 

Relying on the fictitious "development site" instead of the actual lot boundaries, the 
Examiner essentially erased legal boundary lot lines that are the basis for numerous Land 
Use Code provisions, and recommended approval of a building without legally required 
setbacks, in a location that offers no transition or buffers between zones as required in the 
rezone criteria of SMC 23.34. At the hearing, SDCI planner informed the Examiner that 
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SDCI had somehow applied development standards to the "totality" of the development 
site, not to the individual legal lots. See testimony of Lindsay King, SDCI; see also 
Applicant's Response at 3. But that approach subverts the Land Use Code and relies on 
zoning by property ownership not established legal boundary lines. See e.g., SMC 
23.02.020.A ("The Land Use Code classifies land within the City into various land use 
zones ... in order to regulate uses and structures .... ")and SMC 23.02.020.C ("All 
structures or uses shall be built or established on a lot or lots.") 

As a result of the unlawful "development site" maneuver, the Owners produced an 
oversized building that did not comply with several provisions of SMC 23.47A.014 that 
requires several types of setbacks where commercial lots (such as the Applicant's two 
NC2-40 lots that are proposed for rezone) abut a lot in a residential zone (such as the two 
single family lots that abut the rear lot line of the two NC2-40 commercial lots. 

Specifically, SMC 23.47A.014.B imposes setback requirements: (1) it requires a 15' 
triangular "no build" area where a commercial lot abuts the side and front yard of a lot in 
a single family zone (SMC 23.47 A.014.B.1); (2) it requires all floors above the first floor 
to be set back at least 15 feet from the rear lot line (SMC 23.47 A.014.B.3); and (3) it 
prohibits windows and doors on the first floor of a building within 5 feet of a property 
line when a commercial lot abuts a single family zone (SMC 23.47A.014.B.5). See e.g., 
Appeal at 2-10, describing the applicable Code provisions and including illustrations 
showing how the 7009 building violates these provisions. 

The Examiner's Recommendation made no mention of any ofthis despite substantial 
evidence in the record that exposed this unlawful action. See e.g., Ex. 49 (Bartfeld 
documents), Ex. 53 (public comment letters to Examiner), Ex 54 (letters received by 
SDCI). By accepting an imaginary "development site" without question, the Examiner 
erroneously recommended approval of a building far in excess of what the Code allows. 

The Owners now would prefer that the Council not investigate the matter. See Response 
at 8 (incmTectly stating that Appellants were required to seek a code Interpretation even 
though this is not an administrative proceeding and the Council changed the 
Interpretation Code several months ago) and Response at 18 incorrectly claiming that any 
"zoning determinations" are automatically valid now because the Appellants supposedly 
missed some unknown deadline. Nothing, however, prevents the Council from reviewing 
the entirety of the Exan1iner' s Recommendation - including the material issues he 
overlooked entirely - as the Council decides whether the proposed rezone of 7009 should 
be granted. As a result, the Examiner's Recommendation allowed the Applicant to avoid 
complying with those setback requirements, just as he allowed a massive greenhouse on 
the rooftop near the single family zone in an area where there should be no building at all. 
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See SMC 23.47A.014.A (portions of structures including rooftop features are included in 
this section). 

SDCI, in turn, injects needless confusion by using inaccurate Code definitions and 
mischaracterizing Appellants' argument. Contrary to SDCI' s assertions, it is the lots 
defined by those tax parcels with discrete legal boundary lines against which Code 
requirements are measured and that inform how a development site is created, not the 
historic platted lines that do not define a boundary. See e.g., SMC 28.28 Lot Boundary 
Adjustments; SDCI TIP 213B ("Application Requirements for Lot Boundary 
Adjustments," noting that "Washington State law allows adjustments of boundary lines if 
certain conditions are met." See also SMC 23.84A.024 ("Lot" means, ... a parcel ofland 
that qualifies for separate development or has been separately developed. A lot is the unit 
that the development standards of each zone are typically applied to.). 

The Examiner accepted this so-called development site at face value despite substantial 
evidence in the record showing why it was unlawful. See e.g., Ex. 49 (Bartfeld evidence 
submitted at 4.30.18 hearing), also included in Ex. 53 (Public comments received by the 
Hearing Examiner's office, and attached here at Tab 2. As a result, the Examiner 
erroneously reconnnended rezoning the 7009 parcel to accommodate an oversized 
building that rises four stories right on the shared property line with the abutting single 
family lots, with the fifth floor set back only 4-6 feet, a placement that violates numerous 
provisions in the Land Use Code, and violates express provisions in the MHA proposed 
legislation for the NC2-55(M) zone that applicants seek, where Phinney Ridge is called 
out specifically as a reason for the greater setbacks that would be required for buildings 
over forty feet tall in the proposed NC2-55 zone the applicant seeks. 

The history of the project application reveals that SDCI and the Applicant worked 
together to avoid setback requirements. In a letter dated August 15, 2016, SDCI 
transmitted to the City Clerk the required notice that an Early Design Guidance 
application had been accepted for a Type IV Council Land Use action. Tab 4. That letter 
included a site map that showed how a building could be constructed on the connnercial 
parcels, adhering to the comer setbacks of SMC 23.47A.014.B.1 and the upper level 
setbacks of SMC 23.47A.014.B.3. It also showed how a house could be placed on the 
vacant single family lot. 

In Febmary 2017, SDCI issued two Correction Notices for Zoning that each flagged the 
need for compliance with the setback provisions of SMC 23.047 A.014. See Tab 5, at #7; 
Tab 6, at #7. But afterwards references to compliance with setback provisions 
disappeared after that time. 
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3. With a fictitious development site, the Owners are unlawfully 
using the single family lot for the benefit of the commercial 
parcels proposed for upzoning. 

Even though the Owners have acquired among the largest connnercial parcels in the 
Phinney Ridge neighborhood, they are seeking to build more than allowed on those sites 
and they have reached unlawfully into the single family lots to do that. 

a. Concrete walkway in single family zone 

The building plans show a concrete walkway on the eastern edge of the single family 
properties that provides access from North 70th Street to a retail use in the connnercial 
building that would be constructed right on the shared property line (in violation of SMC 
23.47 A.014.B.5 that prohibits windows and doors within five feet of a residential lot. 
See e.g., Ex. 16, Sheets A201, A303, A310 showing Level 1 floor plan and west 
elevations.[ But that access is unlawful. It violates SMC 23.42.030.A (Access to Uses) 
that allows pedestrian access to be "provided to a use in one zone across property in a 
different zone if the use to which access is being provided is permitted, either outright or 
as a conditional use, in the zone across which access is to be provided." Here the access 
is being provided across a single family zone to a retail use in a connnercial zone. Retail 
use is not allowed in a single family zone, so access to such a use may not be provided 
over a single family zone. 

h. Easement 

The Applicant has also indicated at various times that they intend to record an access I 
no-build easement over the single family lots. But the existence of that easement seems 
to come and go in the various plan sets like an apparition. Earlier drawings labeled the 
space in the single family zones innnediately west of the connnercial properties as an 
easement but recent plan sets do not include that label although the drawings showing the 
west side do include an unlabeled line west of the commercial boundary line in the 
approximate location of the easement that had appeared in early design materials. 

The easement is not mentioned in the Rezone Application, nor was it discussed at the 
hearing. As of July 13, 2018, Appellants were unable to find evidence of a recorded 
easement. 

Moreover, it is unclear how such an easement could occur because an easement, by 
definition, is a nonpossessory property interest in land owned by another person. In this 
case, the Owners have relied on their connnon ownership of all four legal lots as the 
rationale for their fictitious development site. An easement cannot be granted to oneself. 
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But even assuming that the Owners could somehow grant themselves an easement, such 
an action supports Appellants' argument that the Owners' four parcels are wholly 
independent legal lots. An easement must be recorded on a legal Jot, and in this case the 
two single family lots - allegedly part of the development site -would be burdened with 
this no-build easement for the benefit of the two commercial Jots. If the Owners had 
created a development site according to SDCI' s guidelines, there would be no need for 
such an easement because all four tax parcels would have been combined into a single 
development site. 

The Owners evidently believe they may use this easement, if it exists at all, as another 
vehicle to evade a setback requirement in SMC 23.47A.Ol 5.B.5, which prohibits 
windows and entrances within five feet of a property line shared with a residential zone. 
A previous version of the Plans claimed that, notwithstanding a building with numerous 
windows right on the shared property line with the residential zone, the provision of SMC 
23.47A.014.B.5 that prohibited such a location did not apply "due to 15' easement on 
adjacent residential properties to the west under common ownership." See Plan Set from 
February 2018. That explanation, however, was omitted from subsequent plan sets, 
including the version at Exhibit 16, which simply asserts that there are no windows or 
entrances at a prohibited location notwithstanding dozens of drawings in the plan set to 
the contrary. See Ex. 16 Plan Set, page G002, #13. Easements, however, may not be used 
to evade setback requirements - or any other Code requirement between the commercial 
and single family zones. 

c. Architectural cornice extension 

The plans reveal that a cornice at the southwest comer of the building would extend over 
the single family zone. See Ex. 16, Plan Set, Sheet A301. Perhaps the "easement" is 
expected to authorize this intrusion as well. 

d. Green factor 

The Street Level Landscape Plan in Ex 16 (Plan Set) appears to indicate that the Owners 
are using the separate lots in the single family zone to meet their Green factor 
requirements for their building in NC zone where they have built right up to the rear 
property line and left virtually no room for ground level landscaping anywhere else on 
those lots. See Tab 7 (Ex. 16, Street Level Landscape Plan, Ll.10). 

As with the Owners' other schemes for creating a larger building than the Code allows, 
the Council should carefully review these issues before deciding to uphold the 
Examiner's Recommendation. 
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4. The Council could not bind the legally separate single family 
sites in the fictitious development site with a PUD A recorded 
on the commercial parcels because the single family lots are 
not part of the application for rezone. 

Of the Applicant's four legal lots, only the two commercial lots that face Greenwood 
Avenue are proposed for rezone. The applicant specifically excluded the two single 
family Jots that share the rear boundary line of the commercial parcels. See Exh.31 
(updated rezone application), p3, at Tab 8. 

A Property Use and Development Agreement ("PUDA") would apply only to the two 
commercial parcels that are proposed for rezone. SMC 23.34.004 (authorizing the 
Council to approve a map amendment subject to the recording of a property use and 
development (PUDA) containing self-imposed restrictions upon the use and development 
of the property to be rezoned). The definition of a contract rezone also confirms that 
PUDAs apply to the property that will be rezoned. SMC 23.84A ("Rezone, contract") 
amends the Official Land Use Map to change the zone classification "subject to the 
execution, delivery, and recording of a property use and development agreement 
executed by the legal or beneficial owner of the property to be rezoned.") 

Because only the two commercial Jots will be subject to the PUDA, and the fictitious 
development site did not legally bind the two single family sites to anything, those two 
lots remain out of the Council's reach. If the rezone is granted, the Owners could easily 
built whatever is legally allowed on those lots or sell them altogether, since they would 
have served their purpose of enabling an oversized building for the owners. 

Neither SDCI nor the Owners has explained what would legally prohibit the applicant 
from developing or redeveloping those single family lots in any manner allowed by the 
Code, or selling them off at a later date after they have served their useful purpose of 
enabling an oversized building on the 7009 site since they are tied together only by the 
fictitious "development site." The two single family lots remain discrete legal lots with 
unique recording numbers, and they meet the definition of "lot" as it is used to apply to 
the development standards in the single family zone. 

SDCI' s largely indecipherable response ignores the fact that the single family parcels are 
not legally part of the two commercial Jots proposed for rezone, and that the PUDA may, 
by definition, only apply to the property to be rezoned. SDCI Response at 2. 

Moreover, the Owners and SDCI have offered inconsistent and contradictory 
explanations for how - and whether - the current vacant Jot would remain open space if a 
rezone is granted. 
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The Owners insist that the PUDA would also control the future uses of the single family 
lots because the MUP drawings contain a map showing those lots and the Examiner's 
recommended substantial conformance with the MUP as a condition for the PUDA. 
Response at 4. According to the Owners, a MUP drawing showing open space on the 
vacant lot requires that open space to be "maintained as long as the building exists." Id. 

SDCI, however, informed the Examiner that an Accessory Dwelling unit could be built 
on that site, and the Owners have repeatedly expressed an interest in building something 
on that vacant lot. 1 

SDCI also testified at the hearing that the lots could not be separated. See Testimony of 
Lindsay King. But the SDCI planner who wrote SDCI's response in this appeal 
explained how the single family parcels could be carved off: "In order for the [single 
family] parcel to be split off for separate development, a lot boundary adjust would be 
necessary." SDCI Response at 2. These various stories cannot be reconciled for the 
simple reason that the PUDA will be recorded against only the two commercial lots that 
are part of the rezone application, and the single family lots will remain unburdened. 

C. Substantial evidence in the record demonstrates that the NC2-55 Zone, as 
envisioned by MHA, exists only in preliminary draft form and has not 
reached even final draft legislation formally presented to Council, and as 
such it lacks established development standards, and has not been mapped or 
applied anywhere in the City except in limited areas by special legislation, 
and therefore rezoning an isolated parcel in a uniformly zoned area based on 
presumed compliance with an undefined zone is premature. 

The Examiner repeatedly claimed that the 7009 project would be consistent with 
allegedly forthcoming MHA upzones even though it is not possible to determine whether 
that zone will actually be applied in this portion of Phinney Ridge, what the development 
standards of that zone will entail, and whether the 7009 project would comply with those 
yet-to-be-determined development standards. 

The Applicant and SDCI mischaracterized Appellants' argument on this issue and neither 
offered any evidence to rebut the undisputed fact that the proposed MHA legislation upon 
which the Examiner relies exists now only as draft legislation that has not even been 

1 It is unclear how an ADU could be built on the vacant single family lot because an 
ADU, by definition is accessory to a principal use, and there is no principal use on that 
site. The principal use (house) exists on the entirely separate 7010 Palatine site. There is 
no provision in the Land Use code that allows a principal use on one site to have an 
"accessory" use on another site. 
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finalized for Council consideration, much less enacted into law. There are no 
development standards established for the NC2-55 zone because the zone has not been 
enac1ed Citywide. There was no way for the Examiner to ensure that a rezone of the 
7009 parcel, which lies in the middle of a uniformly zoned area, would grant to the 
Applicant what might ultimately be allowed for all other NC2-40 parcels in that zone that 
might, or might not, be upzoned through MHA. 

In fact, the presentation materials for the July 16, 2018 meeting of the Select Committee 
on Citywide Mandatory Housing Affordability (MHA) confirms that (1) the current 
version of MHA legislation is in draft form only and subject to future discussion and 
amendment by the Council, and (2) that the Council is expressly prohibited from voting 
on MHA legislation as long as the cmTent EIS appeal is ongoing, and it is precluded from 
acting on the proposed rezones, land use regulations, and Comprehensive Plan 
amendments until the appeal of the Final Environmental impact Statement has been 
resolved. The ma1erials also describe a two-phased Council Review Process for this 
legislation noting that Phase 2 includes "development of Potential Amendments for 
Committee Discussion and Vote." And the material confirms that "[t]he Committee may 
begin to discuss issues and review additional information identified through public 
hearings or other outreach related to potential changes to the proposed rezones, land use 
regulations, and Comprehensive Plan amendments. "2 

1. The Director's Rule on MHA contribution requirements 
makes no mention of development standards that may be 
applied in the MHA zones identified in the draft legislation, 
but it does confirm the substantial windfall the Owners gave 
themselves when they changed their application to request a 
rezone to NC2-55 instead of the NC2-65 zone in the original. 

The Applicant claims it is "notable" that "the Director's Rule 14-2016 specifically 
references rezones to NC-55" and that is proof the NC55 zone exists. But that Director's 
Rule only refers to the required MHA contributions - either units or dollars. It says 
nothing about development standards for the NC2-55 zone. 

What is "notable" about Director's Rule 14-2016 is that it confirms that Applicant's last 
minute decision to withdraw its original rezone application just days before the originally 
scheduled open record and re-submit it days later as a rezone to NC2-55(M) instead of 

2 The presentation materials are available on the Council website for CB 119184. The 
Council may take notice of its own materials without a Request to Supplement the 
Record. 
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the original NC2-65, self-limited to 55 feet generated a windfall to the Applicant and a 
substantial reduction in its required MHA contribution. 

Rule 14-2016 establishes that rezones from NC2-40 to NC2-55 remain in the same 
category ofMHA contributions, whereas rezones from NC40 to NC65 move up to a 
higher category. According to the tables in Rule 14-2016, therefore, Applicant reduced 
its MHA obligation by 25 percent when it withdrew its original NC2-65 application and 
resubmitted a virtually identical application to the NC2-55 zone instead. See Appeal at 
11; and see Director Rule 14-2016. 

In this case, the Owners saved themselves $263, 790 by playing the MHA money game. 
This is revealed in the MHA-R Payment Option chart in the Owner's material. See Tab 9 
(Ex. 16, Sheet 0006.1). The MHA-R Payment Option table confirms that the Owners are 
intending to satisfy their MHA obligation through payment instead of onsite units. The 
MHA fee is calculated by multiplying the floor area (39,080 square here) by the required 
payment amount per square foot. Here the required payment amount was $13 .25/square 
foot, resulting in a payment of$517,810 shown in the "MHA-R Payment Option Table." 
But ifthe Owners had retained their original rezone request- NC2-65, self-limited to 55 
foot height - instead of withdrawing it in February, days before the originally scheduled 
open record hearing, their payment obligation would have been $20/square foot, resulting 
in a total payment of $781,600. See Director Rule 14-2016. By recharacterizing their 
application to a different name for the same requested building height, they have deprived 
the City of $263, 790 that could have been used for much needed affordable housing 
objectives. 

SDCI's argument that there are "standards" for the NC-55 zone, citing only to SMC 
23.47 AOl 7 which specifies floor-area ratios (FAR) for the NC-55 zone, misses the point 
entirely. There are no development standards confirming the setbacks that will apply in 
this zone or any other development standards against which to measure the present 
proposal. 

SDCI proclaims that there is "[a]t least one other property in the city" zoned NC2-55(M). 
But the lone address that SDCI cites is not a contract rezone, it is a property in the 
Central District where the entire block was zoned to NC2-55 in separate, special 
legislation created for that area. See Ord. 125360 Map, showing areawide rezone, and 
Land Use Map 113, showing this area in context, attached at Tab 10. Finally, the parcels 
across the street from the cited NC2-55 parcel are all zoned to 65 and 75 foot heights, and 
the parcel does not abut a single family zone as does the 7 009 cite. In other words, 
SDCI's one example merely confirms Appellants' argument: The NC2-55 zone does not 
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exist outside the few specific neighborhoods where the Council enacted special 
legislation that tailored that zone to that Community. 

D. Substantial evidence in the Record confirms that the Examiner applied 
the rezone criteria incorrectly and, accordingly, his Recommendation should 
be rejected. 

SMC 23.34.007 confirms that "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. ... " The Appeal at pages 12-19 detailed the Examiner's 
numerous en-ors of fact and law that undermined his Recommendation. It is abundantly 
clear that the Examiner simply presumed that the NC2-55 zone would blanket this area of 
Phinney Ridge eventually - and that was good enough to reconnnend rezoning the 7009 
parcel. But the prospect of a future area-wide upzone cannot oven-ide the cUTI"ent 
conditions that show unequivocally, that there is no other parcel for almost a mile away 
that is zoned higher than the NC2-40 zoning of the 7009 site. On those facts, it is 
impossible to conclude, as the Code requires, that a rezone of the 7009 parcel is 
"compatible" with the height limits for the area or that the balance of the rezone criteria 
favor rezoning this parcel. 

1. SMC 23.34.008.A - Urban villages and zoned capacity 

The Owners' Response to the Appeal on this issue is puzzling. It attributes a quoted term 
to Appellants that appears nowhere in this section of the Appeal Statement, and then 
accuses Appellants of citing no evidence to support its claims. Response at 9. For this 
zoning criterion, however, the Appellants questioned the Examiner's Conclusion in his 
analysis of this section because it simply assumed the obvious: that an existing proposal 
for a five story building would obviously yield more housing units than would the same 
building at four stories. Appeal at 12-13. Appellants challenged that approach, pointed 
out that only a portion of the Shared Roof building would be available. to members of the 
public, and reiterated evidence in the record that a recently completed building right 
across the street, on a substantially smaller lot offered more publicly available units than 
would Shared Roof. 

2. SMC 23.34.008C -- Zoning History and Precedential Effect 

The Appeal at 13-14 details Appellants' specific objections to the Examiner's 
conclusions regarding this criteria. The Owners erroneously assert that the rezone must 
be approved based on this criteria alone, evidently because it "matches the proposed 
legislative rezone." Response at 11. That argument, however, flies in the face of 
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23.34.007 that species "no single criterion ... shall be applied as an absolute requirement 
... unless a provision indicates the intent to constitute a requirement." SMC 
23.34.007.B. 

The Zoning History and Precedential Effect criterion is not intended as an absolute 
requirement. It merely states that "Previous and potential zoning changes both in and 
around the area proposed for rezone shall be examined." SMC 23.34.008.C .. The 7009 
rezone does not "match the proposed legislation" as the Owners allege because a 
substantial chunk of the west side of the building, including the rooftop greenhouse, is 
built within the light corridor adjacent to the single family zone that the Director 
specifically wanted to protect in the Phinney Ridge area ifthe NC2-55 zone was 
implemented there. See Tab 11. But even ifthe 7009 rezone did match the proposed 
legislation as the Owners allege (it does not), the current draft legislation is far from final, 
as evidenced presentation materials for a July 16, 2018 presentation to the Council Select 
Committee on MHA that confirms the Council will soon begin considering modifications 
to the current proposal. The MHA legislation is too far from final to be used as a basis 
for upzoning a parcel that doesn't otherwise meet the rezone criteria. 

3. SMC 23.34.008.D -- Neighborhood Plans 

Page 14 of the Appeal details Appellants' specific objections to the Examiner's 
conclusions regarding this criterion. The Owners assert that the Greenwood /Phinney 
Neighborhood Plan was "re-adopted in 2016 after MHA upzones had been drafted and 
publicly discussed." But that assertion is false. The Greenwood Phinney Neighborhood 
Plan has never been "re-adopted" after it was originally adopted in 1999. See Tab 12 at 
p585 (Legislative History of the Seattle 2035 Comprehensive Plan, showing Greenwood 
Phinney Ridge neighborhood plan adopted on November 15, 1999, and no "re-adoptions" 
after that date.). When the Plan was adopted in 1999, there was no discussion of area­
wide rezones and no need for the Plan to address such a concept. 

4. SMC 23.34.008.E - Zoning Principles, including a gradual 
transition between zoning categories and physical buffers 

Pages 14-16 of the Appeal detail Appellants' specific objections to the Examiner's 
conclusions regarding this criterion. 

The Owners claim that the Appeal "stat[ ed] that the Examiner said that 65 foot zoned 
parcels share prope1ty line with single family parcels," and then the Owners assert that 
"[ t[he Examiner never said that." Response at 12. The Examiner never made that 
invented statement andneither did Appellants. See Appeal at 14-14-15. Instead, the 
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Owners regrettably invented a statement that misstates Appellants argument, and then 
attributed that falsehood to Appellants. 

What Appellants actually argued, based on substantial evidence in the Record, is that the 
Examiner misstated the nature and relationship of the various zones. Appeal at 14-15, 
citing Recommendation at Conclusion #7. The Appeal demonstrated that when the 
Examiner referred to "some examples of a 40 foot height zone located adjacent to a 65 
foot zone," he failed to recognize that the nearest 65 foot zone is almost one mile away 
from the project site. And the Appeal demonstrated that when the Examiner claimed 
there were examples of 65 foot zones adjacent to single family zones, he failed to 
recognize there is nowhere in the Greenwood/Phinney Urban Village where a 65 foot 
zone shares a property line with a single family zone. Those statements are supported by 
substantial evidence in the record, specifically the City's own zoning maps that prove 
these points. 

The Owners next challenge Appellants' argument that the vacant NC lot cannot be a 
buffer between zones as the Code requires because it is in the single family Zone. The 
drawings in the Owners' Plan Set clearly indicate that the so-called "private open space 
area" located at the "mid-portion of the project site" is the presently vacant single family 
lot that, obviously is located in the single family zone, not "between the five-story 
building and the single-family zone" as the Examiner mistakenly concluded. 
Recommendation at 8, Conclusion #7; Appeal at 15. 

Moreover, the "Open space" that SMC 23.34.008.E.2 requires as a buffer between zones 
does not appear to meet the definitions of "open space" or "landscaped open space" in the 
Code. SMC 23.84A.028. 

The Owners next allege that a PUDA recorded on the commercial lots could would 
somehow "guarantee[]" the physical buffers "as a condition of the rezone I PUDA" 
because the MUP drawings show landscaped open space" Response at 14. But that 
position cannot be reconciled with SDCI's testimony at the hearing that an ADU could be 
built on the presently vacant lot. Testimony of Lindsay King. And it certainly cannot be 
reconciled with SDCI' s Response that outlines how a portion of allegedly "guaranteed" 
buffer could be "split off for separate development." SDCI Response at 2, or that site 
could be transferred to the commercial lot through a lot boundary adjustment. 

On these facts, the 7009 rezone proposal obviously does not provide the physical buffers 
envisioned in SMC 23.34.008.E. 
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5. SMC 23.34.008.F - Impact Evaluation 

Page 16 of the Appeal details Appellants' specific objections to the Examiner's 
conclusions regarding this criterion. 

The Owners do not rebut these objections, but instead create and approve their own 
points. Response at 15. The fact that the project "is compliant with the MHA program" 
is irrelevant because that is a requirement for any property attempting to secure a contract 
rezone with the (M) designation. Response atl 5. In this case, the Code favors the 
provision oflow-income housing in the area proposed for rezone. SMC 23.34.008.F.1.a. 
The 7009 project is not providing any MHA units onsite. It chose to comply with MHA 
through payments, and saved itself $250,000 when it converted its application to the 
NC2-55(M) zone instead of the NC2-65 zone, self-limited to the same 55 foot height it 
now seeks. See Argument infi·a. 

The Owners' remaining claims about views, which is not a factor in SMC 23.34.008.F, 
are addressed and proven false, in the section discussing SMC 23.34.009.B below. 

6. SMC 23.34.008.G - Changed Circumstances 

Pages 16-17 of the Appeal details Appellants' specific objections to the Examiner's 
conclusions regarding this criterion and the inconsistent positions the Owner and SDCI 
have taken on this issue. Whether or not the Examiner concluded that changed 
circumstances existed for purposes ofthis specific section, he obviously relied on the 
potential for area-wide legislative changes when recommending approval of this rezone. 

7. SMC 23.34.009.A- Height limits of the proposed zone: 
Consistency 

Page 17 of the Appeal details Appellants' specific objections to the Examiner's 
conclusions regarding this criteria. SMC 23.34.009.A states that "Height limits shall be 
consistent with the type and scale of development intended for each zone classification." 
The use of"shall" makes this a mandatory criterion. SMC 23.34.007. 

The Examiner observed that the proposal's residential "uses" would be consistent with 
the type and scale of development in the vicinity and the proposed NC2-55 zoning but he 
said nothing about consistency of the height limits that are the subject ofthis criteria. 
The Owners again misstated one of Appellants' arguments and entirely ignored the other. 
Response at 16. 
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Because the NC2-55 zone does not yet have final development standards, there is no way 
to know whether a 55-foot building topped with a massive 12-foot greenhouse would be 
"consistent with" or even allowed in the final NC2-55 legislation if such legislation ever 
is implemented in this area. But the building as presently designed in not consistent with 
the current draft NC2-55 legislation because it does not comply with the setbacks that 
would be required to minimize the impact of the additional height of a 55 foot zone 
adjacent to a single family zone. 

8. SMC 23.34.009.B-Topography of the area and its 
surroundings 

Page 17 ofthc Appeal details Appellants' specific objcctionsto the Examiner's· · 
conclusions regarding this criterion. SMC 23.34.009.B states that "[h]eight limits shall 
reinforce the natural topography of the area and its surroundings, and the likelihood of 
view blockage shall be considered." (Emphasis added.) The use of "shall" makes this a 
mandatory criteria. SMC 23.34.007. 

The Examiner concluded that the proposed structure "may impact territorial views from 
adjacent properties. But he provided no discussion of the views of the Olympic 
Mountains that would be unlawfully blocked by this project (but not by projects built to 
the current NC2-40 Zone.) in violation of SMC 23.47 A.012.A.1.c, nor did he 
acknowledge photographic evidence submitted directly to the Examiner that proved the 
7009 project would block Olympic Mountain views from neighboring properties, views 
that would not be blocked by construction of a N C2-40 building on that site. 

SMC 23.47 A.012.A. l.c states that "[t]he Director shall reduce or deny the additional 
structure height allowed by this subsection ... if the additional height would significantly 
block views from neighborhood residential structures of any of the following [including] 
the Olympic and Cascade Mountains .... " (Emphasis added.) 

The Owners once again employ a sleight-of-hand misrepresentation to avoid Appellants' 
inconvenient proof of view blockage. The Owners quote only three words of the 
Appellants' appeal on this topic and leave off the remaining material portion. 
Specifically, the Owners say only that Appellants allege error because the Examiner 
"ignored written testimony." But they omit the remainder of the quoted sentence: "and 
photographic evidence that demonstrated that the extra height in a rezone would block 
protected views of the Olympic Mountains from properties across the street to the east, 
views that are specifically protected in the NC2-40 zone in which this project currently 
lies. SMC 23.47A.012.A.1.c." (Emphasis added). 
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The Owners then offer only a laugh-out-loud defense that Appellants claim that this 
section "creates 'protected' views" and that "This is a zoning provision and does not 
create 'protected' views, and is not relevant to the rezone discussion." Response at 17. 

Elsewhere, the Owners make the demonstrably false statements that"[ a]ll substantial 
evidence in the record shows that views will not be blocked as a result of the rezone (or, 
to put it differently, as a result of the difference between a 40-foot tall and a 55-foot tall 
building);" and that "Any views would be at least partially blocked as a result of a 40-
foot tall building, so the 55-foot tall building has no significant impact to views." 
Response at 15. 

Perhaps the Owners did not review the Record before writing those statements. Exhibit 
53, the Public Comments Received by the Examiner, contains photographic evidence 
proving that the proposed 7009 building would block Olympic Mountain views where a 
building built to the maximum height in the NC2-40 zone would not block those views. 
See Tab 2 (Ex. 53, at 11, a photograph of the view from the rooftop of Hendon Condos at 
6800 Greenwood Avenue North (one block south of the 7009 site) showing the Olympic 
Mountains visible over the rooftop of the Fini Condos directly across Greenwood 
A venue, which is built to the identical maximum height in a N C2-40 zone as the Hendon 
Condos, and showing how the additional height of the 7009 building would wall off that 
view entirely because that additional height is equal to or greater than the height of the 
elevator shaft and umbrella on the Fini rooftop that extend above the mountain view. See 
also id at 7-9 (applicable pages of Supplemental Comments from Esther Bartfeld 
regarding the unlawful view blockage and explanation of accompanying photo of 
westward Olympic Mountains view taken from the roof of Hendon Condos). 

If the Owners of the 7009 site were building in the NC2-40 zone, they would be required 
to produce a view study proving that the additional height allowed in the NC2-40 zone. 
But with their rezone application, no one investigated the issue or required a view study. 
The owners of properties east and northeast of the 7009 site would continue to enjoy 
views of the Olympic Mountains ifthe 7009 site were developed as an NC2-40 parcel. 
But ifthe site contract rezone request is approved, those same owners would be denied 
those views (and the substantial value associated with them) and left looking into the fifth 
floor units with their soating ceiling heights, and a massive rooftop greenhouse instead of 
the otherwise protected Olympic Mountain views. SMC 23.34.009.B. is a mandatory 
rezone criterion that cannot be ignored as it was here given the substantial and 
uncontroverted evidence showing the likelihood of view blockage. 
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9 SMC 23.34.009.C, D - Height and Scale of the proposed rezone 

Pages 17-19 of the Appeal details Appellants' specific objections to the Examiner's 
conclusions regarding this criteria. SMC 23.34.009C. 2 requires permitted height limits 
to be compatible with the "predominant height and scale of existing development". And 
SMC 23.34.009.D states that "Height limits shall be compatible with actual and zoned 
heights in surrounding areas" and that "a gradual transition in height and scale and 
level of activity between zones shall be provided unless major physical buffers, as 
described in 23.34.008.D.2 are present." The use of"shall" makes this a mandatory 
criteria SMC 23.34.007. 

The Examiner simply asserted without support, that the proposed development -- at a 
zone height of 55 feet but actual height of almost 70 feet with the rooftop greenhouse that 
the Examiner failed to mention -- would be "consistent" with the nearby height of nearby 
development when substantial evidence in the record readily undermines that conclusion. 
See e.g., Tab 1 (map of Greenwood Phinney Urban Village showing uniform zoning of 
NC2-40 all along Greenwood, with the nearest 65 foot zone almost a mile to the north, 
and all NC2-40 parcels backed by lots in the single family zone.). 

The Examiner also asserted, again with any support and in spite of substantial evidence to 
the contrary, that the 7009 building would be "compatible" with "most" of the actual and 
"potential" zoned heights in the area. That analysis is not what this mandatory provision 
requires and it is a fatal error. The Examiner also made another fatal flaw by failing to 
even mention the mandatory gradual transition in height and scale that SMC 23.34.D.2 
requires absent a "major physical buffer." See Appeal at 18-19. As the substantial 
evidence in the record indicates - specifically the Owners own plan sets - there is no 
transition whatsoever between zones. The five story building is built right on the shared 
property line. Moreover, SDCI had indicated in a Correction Notice dated Ari! 4, 2017, 
that "it is unclear how the proposed rezone meets this criteria. The code states permitted 
heights shall be compatible with predominant height and scale of existing development, 
actual and zoned heights in the surround[ sic] area." See Tab 13. Nothing has changed 
since that time. But both SDCI and the Examiner decided to simply deem the project 
"compatible" regardless of the evidence. The Council should not be fooled. 

The Owners yet again misrepresent Appellants' argument, claiming that Appellants 
object because the 7009 building would be "taller than the 40 foot zone" and then assert 
their building isn't that much taller. Response at 17. And the best they offer as a 
defense is that an overall height difference of 15 feet "can be considered "compatible." 
Response at 17. That conclusory observation would wipe out all need for rezone criteria, 
including mandatory criteria, if every 15 foot height difference was deemed "compatible" 
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regardless of the surro1mding area. Similarly the Owners proclaim the Examiner's 
analysis of SMC 23.34.009.D "spot-on" even though he failed to mention one of the 
mandatory criteria - gradual transitions unless major physical buffers exist - a missing 
mandatory criteria that dooms this rezone application. 

Weighing all of the rezone criteria in SMC 23.34.007-009, it is clear that the Examiner 
erred. The rezone application should be denied. 

E. If the Council decides to grant the 7009 rezone despite the substantial 
evidence in the record proving such a decision unlawful, it should shrink the 
building size by requiring compliance with all Code provisions for 
Commercial lots, and remove the greenhouse and prohibit any use of the 
single family lots for access, or any other uses that expand the envelope of 
allowable uses on the NC parcels alone. 

The Owners make the preposterous allegation that Appellants "forgot" that the Council 
malces the rezone decision and that the Council may condition a rezone consistent with 
SMC 23.34.004. Response at 18. To the contrary, Appellants specified the deficiencies 
in the Examiner's recommended conditions for a PUDA in Section IV.C, Appeal at 19, 
and then offered specific conditions for the Council to incorporate into a PUDA in the 
event the Council decides to rezone this parcel. Appeal at 9-10 (Item #2). Of course the 
Owners contradicted their absurd accusation two sentences later by urging the Council to 
reject the conditions that Appellants suggested. Response at 18. 

The Owners also accuse Appellants of attempting "an end-around to evade their failure to 
appeal the zoning decision." Response at 18. Although it is unclear what deadline 
Appellants allegedly missed given that this is a quasi-judicial appeal of the Examiner's 
Recommendation, not an administrative MUP appeal, it is very clear that the Owners 
desperately want to avoid having the Council review their :fictitious development site ruse 
that SDCI enabled and the Examiner ignored entirely. There is no portion of the 
Examiner's Recommendation that is unreviewable by the Council and automatically 
deemed valid as the Owners allege. 

But even if the Owners were correct that these unspecified "zoning provisions" were 
"now valid," nothing prohibits the Council from imposing, through a PUDA, the same 
Code requirements that should have been applied in the first instance to prohibit a 
building of this size. SMC 23.34.004.A authorizes the Council to require the recording of 
a PUDA containing "restrictions upon the use and development of the property in order 
to ameliorate adverse impacts that could occur from unrestricted use and development 
permitted by development regulations otherwise applicable after the rezone." The 
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restrictions imposed by the PUDA shall be directly related to the impacts that may be 
expected to result from the rezone." Id 

All of Appellants' proposed PUDA conditions adhere to this requirement. Appellants 
suggested three conditions at a minimum for the PUDA. Appeal at 20. First, Appellants 
suggested that the PUDA require that the building comply with the requirements of 
specified sections of SMC 23.47A.014.B regarding setbacks and other features on 
buildings located on NC Jots that abut a lot in a single family zone. This would require 
shrinking the building to fit the NC parcels that are proposed for rezone. 

Under Appellants' proposed PUDA conditions, the Owners would be: (1) prohibited from 
building in the 15-foot setback triangle adjacent to the vacant single family Jot at the 
southwest comer (where it now has a driveway); (2) required to set back the second 
through fourth floors on the west side 15 feet from the property line instead of being built 
right on the property line in the current proposal, and the fifth floor and all rooftop 
features would have to be set back even further, at a rate of2 feet per 10 feet of height 
above 40 feet; and (3) prohibited from having windows and doors on the first floor of the 
west side adjacent to the single family zone unless the first floor was set back at least five 
feet from the property line. Such restrictions on the size of the building would preserve 
the setbacks and air and light corridors in that block (and the blocks to the north), where 
the zoning boundary runs due north/ south and aligns exactly with the rear property lines 
of the commercial lots fronting Greenwood and the single family lots in the adjacent 
single family zone. 

To comply with the currently proposed MHA legislation for NC2-55 zones, the Council 
should consider imposing even greater upper level setbacks consistent with the proposed 
MHA legislation. This would require setbacks of 3 feet per 10 feet of height above the 
40 foot building height instead of the 2 feet rate in the current Code. As noted in the 
Director's Report on MHA, which specifically called out the unique Phinney Ridge edge 
condition, these greater setbacks would help "preserve more light into adjacent property 
when NC zones abut single-family zones." See Tab 11; see also Tab 1 
(Greenwood/Phinney Urban Village Map). 

Next Appellants recommended that the massive rooftop greenhouse that raises the height 
of the building to almost 70 feet, be eliminated or moved to the ground, and the height of 
the solar array reduced. These requests, too, directly relate to the impacts of these 
rooftop features. The greenhouse appears to be less than 15 feet from the adjacent single 
family zone, a location where no portion should be at all pursuant to SMC 
23.47A.014.B.3. It should also be obvious that, regardless of this Code provision, a 
discretionary rooftop feature that creates an almost 70-foot tall building adjacent to a 
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single family zone is inappropriate and intrusive and should be curtailed through a 
PUDA. Appellants are not aware of any other building in the City where a 425 square 
foot, 12-foot high greenhouse (allegedly devoted to food production) has been placed 
anywhere on the rooftop of a connnercial lot adjacent to a single family zone. 

The solar arrays, too, add substantial height on the Greenwood A venue side to what 
would already be the tallest building within almost a mile of uniformly zoned buildings. 
A PUDA condition limiting the height even further would directly relate to the impacts of 
this rooftop feature. 

The Owners claim that the greenhouse and solar panels were "already adjusted to 
minimize any potential impacts," but that is merely their asse1tion Consistent with SMC 
23.34.004.A. the Council may- and should- impose Appellants' requested conditions in 
a PUDA. The applicable criteria for PUDA conditions is stated in SMC 23.34.004.A, 
and Appellants' request meets that criteria and would help mitigate the impact of 
upzoning an isolated parcel in an otherwise uniformly zoned area that should have no 
individual rezones at all. 

IV. CONCLUSION 

The Examiner's Reconnnendation is not supported by substantial evidence. To the 
contrary, there is substantial evidence in the record that demonstrates the Examiner's 
numerous errors of fact and law and undermines the Examiner's Reconnnendation. The 
substantial evidence in the record, combined with a proper application of the applicable 
Land Use Code provisions confirms that the Council should deny this rezone. 

But in the event that the Council decides to approve the rezone, it should adopt 
Appellant's proposed rezone conditions, as further enhanced in this Reply, to mitigate the 
impacts ofrezoning an isolated parcel in a uniformly zoned area that is surrounded by 
single family zoning. 

Dated this 17th day of July, 2018. 

ARA 
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July 18, 2018 - 9:30 AM

Public Hearing

Meeting Location:

http://www.seattle.gov/council/committees/planning

Council Chamber, City Hall, 600 4th Avenue, Seattle, WA 98104

Committee Website:

This meeting also constitutes a meeting of the Full Council, provided that the meeting shall be conducted as a 

committee meeting under the Council Rules and Procedures, and Council action shall be limited to committee 

business.

Please Note: Times listed are estimated

A.  Call To Order

B.  Chair's Report

(5 minutes)

C.  Public Comment

(10 minutes)

Items 8-11, CF 314311, CB 119303, CF 314356, and CF 314346, are 

Quasi-Judicial and the City Council Rules prohibit public comment on 

proposals subject to quasi-judicial proceedings.

D.  Items of Business

Click here for accessibility information and to request accommodations. Page 2 
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July 18, 2018Planning, Land Use, and Zoning 

Committee

Agenda

Appointment of Aaron Argyle as member, Seattle Design Review 

Board, for a term to April 3, 2020.

Appt 010511.

Attachments: Appointment Packet

For Items 1-6: Discussion and Possible Vote (15 minutes)

Presenter for Items 1-6: Lisa Rutzick, Seattle Department of 

Construction and Inspections

Appointment of Dennis T. Comer as member, Seattle Design 

Review Board, for a term to April 3, 2020.

Appt 010522.

Attachments: Appointment Packet

 Discussion and Possible Vote

Appointment of Azzurra Cox as member, Seattle Design Review 

Board, for a term to April 3, 2020.

Appt 010533.

Attachments: Appointment Packet

 Discussion and Possible Vote 

Appointment of Jeffrey Floor as member, Seattle Design Review 

Board, for a term to April 3, 2020.

Appt 010544.

Attachments: Appointment Packet

 Discussion and Possible Vote

Appointment of Sharon Khosla as member, Seattle Design 

Review Board, for a term to April 3, 2020.

Appt 010555.

Attachments: Appointment Packet

 Discussion and Possible Vote 
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July 18, 2018Planning, Land Use, and Zoning 

Committee

Agenda

Appointment of Kenny Pleasant as member, Seattle Design 

Review Board, for a term to April 3, 2020.

Appt 010566.

Attachments: Appointment Packet

 Discussion and Possible Vote 

AN ORDINANCE approving and authorizing an amendment to the 

Development Agreement between The City of Seattle and the 

Central Puget Sound Regional Transit Authority for real property 

above and adjacent to the Capitol Hill station; and ratifying and 

confirming certain prior acts.

CB 1192947.

Attachments: Ex A - First Amendment to Development Agreement

Supporting

Documents: Summary and Fiscal Note

Central Staff Memo (07/18/18)

Briefing, Public Hearing, and Possible Vote

Presenters: Thomas Mack and Laurie Olson, Office of Housing; Ketil 

Freeman, Council Central Staff

Application of 5201 Rainier LLC for approval of a contract rezone 

of an approximately 24,000 sf site located at 5201 Rainier Avenue 

South from Neighborhood Commercial 2 with 40 foot height limit 

(NC2-40)  to Neighborhood Commercial 3 with a 65 foot height 

limit and a pedestrian overlay (NC3P 65)  (Project No. 3018378; 

Type IV).

CF 3143118.

Attachments: Rezone Application

Central Staff Memo (7/18/18)

Supporting

Documents: Presentation (7/18/18)

Briefing, Discussion, and Possible Vote (15 minutes)

Presenter: Eric McConaghy, Council Central Staff
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July 18, 2018Planning, Land Use, and Zoning 

Committee

Agenda

AN ORDINANCE relating to land use and zoning; amending 

Chapter 23.32 of the Seattle Municipal Code at page 159 of the 

Official Land Use Map to rezone property located at 5201 Rainier 

Avenue South from Neighborhood Commercial 2 with 40-foot 

height limit (NC2-40) to Neighborhood Commercial 3 with a 

65-foot height limit and a M1 suffix (NC3-65(M1)), and accepting a 

Property Use and Development Agreement as a condition of 

rezone approval. (Petition by Hugh Schaeffer, S+H Works, LLC, 

C.F. 314311, SDCI Project 3018378)

CB 1193039.

Attachments: Exhibit A - Rezone Map

Exhibit B - Property Use and Development Agreement

Supporting

Documents: Summary and Fiscal Note

Central Staff Memo (7/18/18)

Briefing, Discussion, and Possible Vote (10 minutes)

Presenter: Eric McConaghy, Council Central Staff
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July 18, 2018Planning, Land Use, and Zoning 

Committee

Agenda

Application of 70th & Greenwood Ave, LLC to rezone an 

approximately 12,188 square foot site located at 7009 Greenwood 

Avenue from Neighborhood Commercial 2 with a 40 foot height 

limit (NC2 40) to Neighborhood Commercial 2 with a 65 foot height 

limit (NC2 65) (Project No. 3023260; Type IV).

CF 31435610.

Attachments: Rezone Application

CF 314356 Exhibit List

CF 314356 Hearing Minutes

Exhibit 16 - Plan Set

Exhibit 50 - Copy of Applicant's Presentation 4.30.2018

Exhibit 53 - Hearing Examiner Public Comment

Exhibit 54 - SDCI Public Comment 1

Exhibit 54 - SDCI Public Comment 2

Exhibit 54 - SDCI Public Comment 3

Exhibit 54 - SDCI Public Comment 4

Exhibit 54 - SDCI Public Comment 5

Exhibit 55 - SDCI Recommendation 4.9.2018

SDCI Response 7.9.2018

Wall - Morgan Appeal 6.19.2018

Applicants Response 7.9.2018

Hearing Examiner Findings and Recommendation 6.5.18

Central Staff Memo (07/18/18)

Wall-Morgan Reply Corrected 7.17.2018

Wall-Morgan Reply 7.17.2018

Supporting

Documents: Presentation (07/18/18)

Briefing and Discussion (25 minutes)

Presenter: Ketil Freeman, Council Central Staff
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July 18, 2018Planning, Land Use, and Zoning 

Committee

Agenda

Application of the University of Washington to prepare a new 

Major Institution Master Plan for the University of Washington 

Seattle Campus at 4000 15th Avenue NE (SDCI Project No. 

3023261, Type IV).

CF 31434611.

Attachments: Notice of Intent

FINAL Campus Master Plan

UW CMP Final EIS - Volume 1

UW CMP Final EIS - Volume 2

UW CMP EIS - Appendices

UW 2018 CMP Draft EIS

FINAL Transportation Discipline Report

FINAL Transportation Discipline Appendices

2017 UW Annual Report

City/Univeristy Community Advisory Committee (CUCAC) Report

SDCI Recommendation

Corrected Hearing Examiner Findings and Recommendation 

(1/17/18)

Hearing Examiner Exhibit List

Petitions for Consideration

Responses to Petitions

Replies to Responses to Petitions

Motions to Intervene

Central Staff Memo (07/18/18)

Supporting

Documents: Presentation (07/18/18)

Briefing and Discussion (45 minutes)

Presenter: Lish Whitson, Council Central Staff

E.  Adjournment
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Clerk File 314356 - 7009 Greenwood Rezone 
Application of 70th & Greenwood Ave, LLC to rezone an approximately 12,188 
square foot site 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 M Mandatory Housing Affordability suffix ( 
NC2 65 NC2 55 (M)) (Project No. 3023260; Type IV). 

Excerpts from Hearing Examiner's Exhib'it 50. 
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ARCHITECTURAL CONCEPT 
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parcels that border the entire 
length of the site to the west. The 
southwest single fa mily pa rcel will 
be landscaped and the northwest 
single family parcel conta ins a 
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~1~ SEATTLE CITY COUNCIL 

\-ii~ CENTRAL STAFF 

To: 

From: 

Date: 

Parties-of-Record 

Ketil Freeman, Council Central Staff 

July 25, 2018 

Subject: Notice of Hearing Regarding C.F. 314356; Contract Rezone Application for 7009 

Greenwood Avenue North (SDCI Project No. 3023260) 

Notice is given that the Seattle City Council's Planning Land Use and Zoning Committee (the Committee) 
will meet on August 1, 2018 to consider the rezone application of Greenwood Ave, LLC and the appeal 
filed of the City Hearing Examiner's recommendation to conditionally approve the application. 

At the meeting, the Committee may make a recommendation to the Full Council. 

The meeting will commence at 9:30 a.m. and will be held in City Council chambers, 600 Fourth Avenue, 
2nd Floor, in downtown Seattle. The entrances to City Hall are located between James and Cherry 
Streets on the west side of Fifth Avenue and the east side of Fourth Avenue. Print and communications 
access for Council meetings is provided on prior request. Please contact Noah An at (206) 256-6267 or 
via e-mail at noah.an@seattle.gov as soon as possible to request accommodations for a disability. 

On the Monday before the meeting, a detailed agenda will be available on the Council's website: 
www.seattle.gov/council/com assign.htm (click on "View Agendas" in the section on the Planning, Land 
Use and Zoning Committee). You can also sign up to receive agendas for Council Committee meetings 
via e-mail by clicking on "Sign up for Agendas." 

* * * 
Consideration of this application and appeal is a quasi-judicial action of the City Council and is subject to 
the Council's Quasi-judicial Rules. The Council's Quasi-judicial Rules were adopted by Resolution 31602 
and are available at http://clerk.seattle.gov/~public/CouncilRules.htm. Copies of Resolution 31602 can 
also be obtained from the City Clerk's Office at 600 4th Avenue, 3rd Floor. The Clerk's Office is open from 
8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday, and may also be reached at 206.684.8344. 

If you have any other questions, please call me at (206) 684-8178 or contact me by email at 
ketil.freeman@seattle.gov. 

Page 1of1 
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BEFORE THE CITY COUNCIL 
CITY OF SEATTLE 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of Washington that on this date I sent 

true and correct copies of the attached NOTICE OF CITY COUNCIL COMMITTEE HEARING to each 

person listed below in the matter of the APPLICATION OF 70TH & GREENWOOD A VE, LLC TO 

REZONE AN APPROXIMATELY 12, 188 SQUARE FOOT SITE LOCATED AT 7009 GREENWOOD A VENUE 

FROM NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL 2 WITH A 40 FOOT HEIGHT LIMIT (NC2 40) TO 

NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL 2 WITH A 65 FOOT HEIGHT LIMIT (NC2 65) (PROJECT NO. 

3023260; TYPE N), CLERKS FILE 314356, in the manner indicated. 

Party Method of Service 
Applicanti..egal Counsel D U.S. First Class Mail, postage prepaid 
Jessica Clawson D Inter-office Mail 
Jessie@mhseattle.com IX! E-mail 

0Fax 
David Fuchs D Hand Delivery 
dfuchs(a),iohnstonarchitects.com D Legal Messenger 
Appellant D U.S. First Class Mail, postage prepaid 

' 
D Inter-office Mail 

Appellants Legal Counsel IX! E-mail 
Jeffrey M. Eustis 0Fax 
eustis@aramburu-eustis.com D Hand Delivery 

D Legal Messenger 
Irene Wall 
iwall@serv.net 

Bob Morgan 
bmorgan(a),comcast.net 
Department D U.S. First Class Mail, postage prepaid 
Lindsay King D Inter-office Mail 
SDCI IX! E-mail 
Lindsay.king@seattle.gov 0Fax 

D Hand Delivery 
Tami Garrett D Legal Messenger 
SDCI 
Tami.garrett(a),seattle.gov 

Dated: July 25, 2018 

Ketil Freeman, Legislative Analyst 

1 
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July 30, 2018 
 

M E M O R A N D U M 
 
To:   Planning, Land Use and Zoning Committee  
From:  Ketil Freeman, Council Central Staff    
Subject:    Clerk File (CF) 314356 – Contract Rezone Application and Appeal for 7009 

Greenwood Ave North 
 
On August 1, 2018, the Planning, Land Use, and Zoning Committee (Committee) will consider an 
application by 70th & Greenwood Ave, LLC (Applicant) to rezone a property located at 7009 Greenwood 
Avenue North (Property) from Neighborhood Commercial 2 with a 40-foot height limit (NC2 40) to 
Neighborhood Commercial 2 with a 55-foot height limit and M Mandatory Housing Affordability (MHA) 
suffix (NC2 55 (M)) and an appeal of that application by Irene Wall and Bob Morgan (Appellants). The 
Committee heard oral argument on appeal issues on July 18, 2018.   
 
To allow the option for an affirmative Committee recommendation on August 1, 2018, staff has drafted 
Council Bill (CB) 119323 approving the rezone and accepting a Property Use and Development 
Agreement (PUDA).  Any recommendation by the Committee to conditionally approve the rezone, with 
or without modifications to the Hearing Examiner’s recommended conditions, requires a bill.  A 
recommendation to deny the rezone does not require a bill. 
  
This memorandum (1) provides an overview of the application to rezone the Property; (2) sets out 
procedural standards, such as the type of action, standard of review, and burden of proof that apply to 
the Council’s decision; (3) summarizes issues on appeal; and (4) sets out two options for Committee 
consideration. 
 
Overview 
The Applicant has applied for a Mater Use Permit (MUP), including a contract rezone, for an 
approximately 21,000 square foot site located at 7009 Greenwood Avenue North.  The Property has two 
zone designations: the western half of the Property is zoned NC2 40 and the eastern half of the Property is 
zoned Single Family 5000 (SF 5000).  The Applicant is seeking to rezone the NC2 40 portion of the Property 
to NC2 55 (M).  No rezone is proposed for the SF 5000 portion of the Property.  The NC2 40-zoned portion 
of the Property is cleared; part of the SF-5000 zoned portion is currently developed with a single-family 
house and detached garage.     
 
The Applicant plans to redevelop the Property with a 35-unit apartment building with approximately 
6,000 square feet of retail space surrounding an interior courtyard.  The Applicant proposes to 
participate in the multi-family tax exemption program, which would require that 20 percent of units be 
affordable to households at 60 to 80 percent of area median income.  Sixty percent of the units are 
proposed to have two or more bedrooms.  The building would have below-grade parking for 26 vehicles. 
The proposed structure would be approximately five stories tall with a deck, solar array, and greenhouse 
located on the roof.  
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The Applicant filed a rezone application in December 2016.  That original application contemplated a 
rezone to a zone designation with a 65-foot height limit.  The Applicant revised the application in 
February 2018 to seek a 55-foot height limit.   On April 9, 2018, the Seattle Department of Construction 
and Inspections (SDCI) issued an affirmative rezone recommendation, State Environmental Policy Act 
decision, and design review decision. The Hearing Examiner held an open record hearing on the rezone 
recommendation on April 30, 2018. Eight people testified at the hearing, with testimony both for and 
against the proposal.   On June 5, 2018, the Hearing Examiner issued a recommendation to Council to 
approve the rezone subject to conditions in a Property Use and Development Agreement (PUDA).  On 
June 19, 2018, the Appellants filed an appeal with the City Clerk.   
 
In addition to the testimony at the hearing, the record for the application contains well over 100 
individual pieces of public comment related to the project.  This includes comments received by SDCI1 
and the Hearing Examiner2. 
 
Procedural Matters 

Type of Action and Materials in the Record 
A Council decision on a contract rezone is a quasi-judicial action. A quasi-judicial action is, “an action of 
the City Council that determines the legal rights, duties, or privileges of specific parties in a hearing or 
other contested case proceeding.”3 Quasi-judicial actions are subject to the state Appearance of 
Fairness Doctrine prohibiting ex-parte communication. Council decisions must be made on the record 
established by the Hearing Examiner. The Hearing Examiner establishes the record at an open-record 
hearing. The record contains the substance of the testimony provided at the Hearing Examiner’s open-
record hearing and the exhibits entered into the record at that hearing.  
 
The entire record is available for review in my office at Councilmembers’ convenience.  SDCI’s 
recommendation; the Hearing Examiner’s exhibit list; minutes of the hearing; a full plan set; other, but 
not all, exhibits; and the Hearing Examiner’s recommendation are available in CF 314356.  An audio 
recording of the hearing is also available through the Hearing Examiner at HE File Number CF-314356.4  
 
Pursuant to the Seattle Municipal Code, when the Hearing Examiner’s recommendation is appealed, the 
Council must issue its decision within 120 days of receiving the Hearing Examiner’s recommendation, 
meaning the Council must act by October 4, 2018.5 
 
Standard of Review and Burden of Proof 
In making its decision on a quasi-judicial rezone application, the Council applies the substantial evidence 
standard of review. This means that the Council’s decision to approve, approve with conditions, or deny 

                                                           
1 Hearing Examiner’s Exhibit 54, available at 
https://seattle.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=2818084&GUID=EAC1BA09-5631-4BB3-B250-
D358930231DE&Options=Advanced&Search 
2 Hearing Examiner’s Exhibit 53, available at 
https://seattle.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=2818084&GUID=EAC1BA09-5631-4BB3-B250-
D358930231DE&Options=Advanced&Search 
3 Council Quasi-judicial Rules II.I. 
4 https://web6.seattle.gov/Examiner/case/CF-314356 
5 Seattle Municipal Code (SMC) 23.76.005.D.3. 
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the recommendation must be supported by substantial evidence in the record. The Appellant bears the 
burden of proving that the Hearing Examiner’s recommendation should be rejected or modified.6 
 
Amended Clerk File Title  
CF 314356 contains the application to rezone the Property. The original CF title does not accurately 
reflect the proposal as it was revised in February.  The title should be revised as follows: 
 

Application of 70th & Greenwood Ave, LLC to rezone an approximately 12,188 square foot site 
located at 7009 Greenwood Avenue North from Neighborhood Commercial 2 with a 40 foot height 
limit (NC2 40) to Neighborhood Commercial 2 with a 65 55 foot height limit and M Mandatory 
Housing Affordability suffix (NC2 65 NC2 55 (M)) (Project No. 3023260; Type IV). 

 
With these revisions, the CF title would accurately reflect the requested zoning designation and the 
addition of the MHA suffix to reflect the inclusionary zoning requirement. 
 
Issues on Appeal 

Issues on appeal are briefly summarized below. This summary is not intended to be exhaustive. Full 
copies of the appeal, responses to the appeal by the Applicant and SDCI, and a reply by the Appellants 
are contained in Clerk File 314356.  
 
Issues 
The Appellants assert that the Hearing Examiner’s recommendation contains multiple errors.  Among 
others, issues raised by the Appellants include: 
 
 Whether the Hearing Examiner erred by recommending a rezone to the NC2 55 (M) zone 

designation; 
 Whether the Hearing Examiner’s findings of fact and conclusions related to application of rezone 

criteria are in error; and 
 Whether the Hearing Examiner’s recommended conditions related to rooftop features and 

affordable housing are sufficient. 
 
Relief sought by the Appellants includes denying the application to rezone the Property or, alternatively, 
including conditions in the PUDA requiring setbacks from the adjacent single-family zone and reduced 
height of rooftop features. 
 
Options  
 
This memorandum sets out two mutually exclusive options for Committee consideration: (1) affirming 
the Hearing Examiner’s recommendation to conditionally grant the application or (2) modifying the 
Hearing Examiner’s recommendation to require setbacks above the first level at the boundary between 
the SF 5000 and proposed NC2 55 (M) zones. 
 
 
 

                                                           
6 SMC 23.76.056.A.  
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Affirm 
The option to affirm would adopt the Hearing Examiner’s findings and conclusions and conditionally 
grant the rezone.  Rezone conditions would include a requirement that the developed project comply 
with the final approved plans and would establish MHA performance and payment requirements.  A 
draft Findings, Conclusions, and Decision affirming the Hearing Examiner’s recommendation is provided 
on Attachment 1. 
 
Modify 
The option to modify the Hearing Examiner’s recommendation would adopt the Hearing Examiner’s 
findings and would replace a conclusion related to the zone transition at the west side of the mixed-use 
building between the SF 5000 and the proposed NC2 55 (M) zones.  Rezone conditions would be the 
same as the affirm option, with an additional condition that the project be redesigned to include upper 
level setbacks and a triangular setback along North 70th Street where the SF 5000 and NC2 55 (M) zones 
abut each other.  A draft Findings, Conclusions, and Decision modifying the Hearing Examiner’s 
recommendation is provided on Attachment 2. 
 
If the Committee recommends this option, the Committee should also make corresponding 
amendments to the PUDA attached to CB 119323. 
 
Attachments  
 

1. Draft Findings, Conclusions, and Decision – Affirm 
2. Draft Findings, Conclusions, and Decision – Modify 
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Attachment 1 - Affirm 

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

 

In the matter of the Petition of 
 
70th & Greenwood, L.L.C. to 
rezone an approximately 
12,188 square foot site 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 
M Mandatory Housing 
Affordability suffix (NC2 55 
(M)) (Project No. 3023260; 
Type IV). 
  
The Appeal by  
 
Irene Wall and Bob Morgan 
 
 
Of a Recommendation by the 
City Hearing Examiner on the 
rezone petition. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
 

C.F. 314356 
SDCI Project 3023260 
FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS 
AND DECISION 

 

Introduction 

 This matter involves the petition of 70th & Greenwood, L.L.C. (the Applicant) to 

rezone a site located at 7009 Greenwood Avenue North (the Property).   The eastern part of 

the Property is zoned Neighborhood Commercial 2 with a 40-foot height limit (NC2 40) 

and the western part of the Property is zoned Single Family 5000 (SF 5000).  The Applicant 

proposes to rezone the NC2 40 portion of the property to Neighborhood Commercial 2 

with a 55-foot height limit and M Mandatory Housing Affordability (MHA) suffix (NC2 

55 (M)), as shown on Exhibit A. 
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 The Applicant proposes to develop the Property with a 35-unit apartment building 

with approximately 6,000 square feet of retail space surrounding an interior courtyard.  The 

building would have below-grade parking for 26 vehicles. The proposed building would be 

approximately five stories tall with a deck, solar array, and greenhouse located on the roof.  

An existing single-family house and detached structure, which are located on the SF-5000 

zoned portion of the Property are proposed to remain. 

 On April 9, 2018, the Director of the Seattle Department of Construction and 

Inspections (SDCI) recommended approval of the proposed rezone subject to conditions.  

SDCI also issued a State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) decision and design review 

decision.   

 The Hearing Examiner held an open record hearing on the rezone recommendation 

on April 30, 2018.  On June 5, 2018, the Hearing Examiner recommended that the Council 

conditionally approve the rezone petition.  On June 19, 2018, Irene Wall and Bob Morgan 

appealed the Hearing Examiner’s recommendation to the Council.  In meetings on July 18 

and August 1, 2018, the Planning, Land Use and Zoning Committee heard oral argument on 

the appeal and made a recommendation to the Council. 

Findings of Fact 

 The Council hereby adopts the Hearing Examiner's Findings of Fact as stated 

in the Findings and Recommendation of the Hearing Examiner dated June 5, 2018, 

and the following additional findings of fact:   

1. The Council applies a substantial evidence standard of review when 

reviewing the Hearing Examiner’s recommendation.  Seattle Municipal 

Code (SMC) 23.76.056.A.   
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2. The Appellant bears the burden of proof in demonstrating that the Hearing 

Examiner erred in his recommendation.  SMC  23.76.056.A. 

Conclusions 

 The Council hereby adopts the Hearing Examiner's Conclusions as stated in the 

Findings and Recommendation of the Hearing Examiner dated June 5, 2018.   

 

Decision 

 The Hearing Examiner’s recommendation to conditionally approve the rezone is 

affirmed and the rezone is granted contingent on execution by the owner of the Property of 

a Property Use and Development Agreement (PUDA) containing those rezone conditions 

set out below.   

 In addition to the SEPA and design review conditions from the Hearing Examiner’s 

recommendation, which are incorporated herein by reference, the rezone is subject to the 

following conditions: 

Rezone Conditions 
 

1. Future development of the Property, including the single-family-zoned 
portion, is restricted to a project that complies with Master Use Permit (MUP) 
No. 3023260, once the Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections 
(SDCI) issues that MUP. Prior to issuing the MUP, SDCI must confirm that 
the drawings substantially comply with the conditions established during the 
design review process, including the structure design and location on the site, 
structure height, building materials, landscaping, street improvements, parking 
design, signage and site lighting.  

2. The provisions of Seattle Municipal Code Chapters 23.58B and 23.58C shall 
apply to the rezoned portion of Property.  For purposes of application of those 
Chapters, future development of the rezoned portion of the Property shall be 
subject to the following performance or payment requirements: 
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 For Chapter 23.58B, 5% per square foot for the performance option or 
$7.00 per square foot for the payment option; and 

 For Chapter 23.58C, 6% of units for the performance option or $13.25 
per square foot for the payment option.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

  Dated this __________ day of _________________________, 2018. 

      _______________________________ 

       City Council President 
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Exhibit A 
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Attachment 2 - Modify 

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

 

In the matter of the Petition of 
 
70th & Greenwood, L.L.C. to 
rezone an approximately 
12,188 square foot site 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 
M Mandatory Housing 
Affordability suffix (NC2 55 
(M)) (Project No. 3023260; 
Type IV). 
  
The Appeal by  
 
Irene Wall and Bob Morgan 
 
 
Of a Recommendation by the 
City Hearing Examiner on the 
rezone petition. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
 

C.F. 314356 
SDCI Project 3023260 
FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS 
AND DECISION 

 

Introduction 

 This matter involves the petition of 70th & Greenwood, L.L.C. (the Applicant) to 

rezone a site located at 7009 Greenwood Avenue North (the Property).   The eastern part of 

the Property is zoned Neighborhood Commercial 2 with a 40-foot height limit (NC2 40) 

and the western part of the Property is zoned Single Family 5000 (SF 5000).  The Applicant 

proposes to rezone the NC2 40 portion of the property to Neighborhood Commercial 2 

with a 55-foot height limit and M Mandatory Housing Affordability (MHA) suffix (NC2 

55 (M)), as shown on Exhibit A. 
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 The Applicant proposes to develop the Property with a 35-unit apartment building 

with approximately 6,000 square feet of retail space surrounding an interior courtyard.  The 

building would have below-grade parking for 26 vehicles. The proposed building would be 

approximately five stories tall with a deck, solar array, and greenhouse located on the roof.  

An existing single-family house and detached structure, which are located on the SF-5000 

zoned portion of the Property are proposed to remain. 

 On April 9, 2018, the Director of the Seattle Department of Construction and 

Inspections (SDCI) recommended approval of the proposed rezone subject to conditions.  

SDCI also issued a State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) decision and design review 

decision.   

 The Hearing Examiner held an open record hearing on the rezone recommendation 

on April 30, 2018.  On June 5, 2018, the Hearing Examiner recommended that the Council 

conditionally approve the rezone petition.  On June 19, 2018, Irene Wall and Bob Morgan 

appealed the Hearing Examiner’s recommendation to the Council.  In meetings on July 18 

and August 1, 2018, the Planning, Land Use and Zoning Committee heard oral argument on 

the appeal and made a recommendation to the Council. 

Findings of Fact 

 The Council hereby adopts the Hearing Examiner's Findings of Fact as stated 

in the Findings and Recommendation of the Hearing Examiner dated June 5, 2018, 

and the following additional findings of fact:   

1. The Council applies a substantial evidence standard of review when 

reviewing the Hearing Examiner’s recommendation.  Seattle Municipal 

Code (SMC) 23.76.056.A.   
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2. The Appellant bears the burden of proof in demonstrating that the Hearing 

Examiner erred in his recommendation.  SMC  23.76.056.A. 

Conclusions 

 The Council hereby adopts the Hearing Examiner's Conclusions as stated in the 

Findings and Recommendation of the Hearing Examiner dated June 5, 2018, with the 

exception of conclusion 7, which is not adopted.  The Council adopts the following 

additional conclusions: 

1. The zoning and height principles listed in SMC 23.34.008.E and 23.34.009.D 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 a 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 adjacent to a single-family zone.  In some 

instances, zone transitions include buffers such as rights-of-way, but in other 

instances zone transitions occur along shared property lines. 

 

The entire site abuts three streets: Palatine Avenue North, North 70th Street, and 

Greenwood Avenue North.  The overall development pattern illustrates mainly a 40-

foot height commercial zoning north and south along Greenwood Avenue North and 

a decrease in zoning intensity and height to the east and west along North 70th Street. 
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The rezone of a portion of the site to NC2 55 (M) would allow a gradual transition to 

the properties to the north, south, and east.  The proposed full height modulation will 

help break down the mass of the building.  The transition to the west of the site is 

less gradual.  Most of the lower four floors of the project would be built to the zone 

boundary for the length of the site with a four-foot setback provided at only the 

upper floor.  A more gradual transition between zones would be achieved by 

providing a greater setback above the ground floor. 

 

Decision 

 The Hearing Examiner’s recommendation to conditionally approve the rezone is 

modified and the rezone is granted contingent on execution by the owner of the Property of 

a Property Use and Development Agreement (PUDA) containing those rezone conditions 

set out below.   

 In addition to the SEPA and design review conditions from the Hearing Examiner’s 

recommendation, which are incorporated herein by reference, the rezone is subject to the 

following conditions: 

Rezone Conditions 
 

1. Prior to issuance of a Master Use Permit (MUP), the Applicant must revise the plans 
to provide setbacks from the zone boundary at the western edge of the building that 
meet the requirements of SMC 23.47A.014.B. 

2. Future development of the Property, including the single-family-zoned portion, is 
restricted to a project that complies with MUP No. 3023260, after that application has  
been revised to comply with condition 1 and once SDCI issues that MUP.  
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3. The provisions of Seattle Municipal Code Chapters 23.58B and 23.58C shall apply to 
the rezoned portion of Property.  For purposes of application of those Chapters, future 
development of the rezoned portion of the Property shall be subject to the following 
performance or payment requirements: 
 For Chapter 23.58B, 5% per square foot for the performance option or $7.00 

per square foot for the payment option; and 
 For Chapter 23.58C, 6% of units for the performance option or $13.25 per 

square foot for the payment option.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

  Dated this __________ day of _________________________, 2018. 

      _______________________________ 

       City Council President 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

001718



Findings, Conclusions and Decision.doc 
C.F. 314356 
Page 6 
v.1 
 

 6 

Exhibit A 
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Wednesday, August 1, 2018

9:30 AM

SEATTLE CITY COUNCIL

Council Chamber, City Hall

600 4th Avenue

Seattle, WA 98104

Rob Johnson, Chair

Mike O'Brien, Vice Chair

Lisa Herbold, Member

M. Lorena González, Alternate

Chair Info: 206-684-8808; Rob.Johnson@seattle.gov

Agenda

 

Planning, Land Use, and Zoning Committee

Watch Council Meetings Live  View Past Council Meetings

 

Council Chamber Listen Line: 206-684-8566

 

For accessibility information and for accommodation requests, please call 

206-684-8888 (TTY Relay 7-1-1), email CouncilAgenda@Seattle.gov, or visit 

http://seattle.gov/cityclerk/accommodations.
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SEATTLE CITY COUNCIL

Planning, Land Use, and Zoning Committee

Agenda

August 1, 2018 - 9:30 AM

Meeting Location:

http://www.seattle.gov/council/committees/planning

Council Chamber, City Hall, 600 4th Avenue, Seattle, WA 98104

Committee Website:

This meeting also constitutes a meeting of the Full Council, provided that the meeting shall be conducted as a 

committee meeting under the Council Rules and Procedures, and Council action shall be limited to committee 

business.

Please Note: Times listed are estimated

A.  Call To Order

B.  Chair's Report

(5 minutes)

C.  Public Comment

(10 minutes)

D.  Items of Business

Application of 70th & Greenwood Ave, LLC to rezone an 

approximately 12,188 square foot site 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 M Mandatory Housing Affordability suffix (NC2 55 

(M)) (Project No. 3023260; Type IV).

CF 3143561.

Click here for accessibility information and to request accommodations. Page 2 
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August 1, 2018Planning, Land Use, and Zoning 

Committee

Agenda

Attachments: Rezone Application

CF 314356 Hearing Minutes

CF 314356 Exhibit List

Exhibit 16 - Plan Set

Exhibit 49 - Bartfeld Supporting Documents

Exhibit 50 - Copy of Applicant's Presentation 4.30.2018

Exhibit 53 - Hearing Examiner Public Comment

Exhibit 54 - SDCI Public Comment 1

Exhibit 54 - SDCI Public Comment 2

Exhibit 54 - SDCI Public Comment 3

Exhibit 54 - SDCI Public Comment 4

Exhibit 54 - SDCI Public Comment 5

Exhibit 55 - SDCI Recommendation 4.9.2018

Hearing Examiner Findings and Recommendation 6.5.18

Wall - Morgan Appeal 6.19.2018

SDCI Response 7.9.2018

Applicants Response 7.9.2018

Wall-Morgan Reply 7.17.2018

Wall-Morgan Reply Corrected 7.17.2018

Appellants' Illustrative Exhibit

Central Staff Memo (07/18/18)

Central Staff Memo (08/01/18)

Unexecuted Findings, Conclusions, and Decision

Executed Findings, Conclusions, and Decision

Discussion and Possible Vote (20 minutes)

Presenter: Ketil Freeman, Council Central Staff

AN ORDINANCE relating to land use and zoning; amending 

Chapter 23.32 of the Seattle Municipal Code at page 39 of the 

Official Land Use Map to rezone property located at 7009 

Greenwood Avenue North from Neighborhood Commercial 2 with 

a 40-foot height limit to Neighborhood Commercial 2 with a 

55-foot height limit and mandatory housing affordability suffix, 

and accepting a Property Use and Development Agreement as a 

condition of rezone approval. (Petition by 70th & Greenwood Ave, 

CB 1193232.

Click here for accessibility information and to request accommodations. Page 3 
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Agenda

LLC, C.F. 314356, SDCI Project 3023260)

Attachments: Exhibit A – Legal Description

Exhibit B – Rezone Map

Exhibit C – Property Use and Development Agreement v2

Supporting

Documents: Summary and Fiscal Note

Proposed Substitute (added 8/7/18)

Amendment 2 (added 8/7/18)

Discussion and Possible Vote (10 minutes)

Presenter: Ketil Freeman, Council Central Staff

Discussion of Draft Tree Protection Ordinance3.

Supporting

Documents: Tree Protection Legislation Working Draft

Central Staff Memo (08/01/18)

Briefing and Discussion (25 minutes)

Presenter: Ketil Freeman, Council Central Staff

Application of the University of Washington to prepare a new 

Major Institution Master Plan for the University of Washington 

Seattle Campus at 4000 15th Avenue NE (SDCI Project No. 

3023261, Type IV).

CF 3143464.

Click here for accessibility information and to request accommodations. Page 4 
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Committee

Agenda

Attachments: Notice of Intent

FINAL Campus Master Plan

UW CMP Final EIS - Volume 1

UW CMP Final EIS - Volume 2

UW CMP EIS - Appendices

UW 2018 CMP Draft EIS

FINAL Transportation Discipline Report

FINAL Transportation Discipline Appendices

2017 UW Annual Report

City/Univeristy Community Advisory Committee (CUCAC) Report

SDCI Recommendation

Corrected Hearing Examiner Findings and Recommendation 

(1/17/18)

Hearing Examiner Exhibit List

Petitions for Consideration

Responses to Petitions

Replies to Responses to Petitions

Motions to Intervene

Central Staff Memo (07/18/18)

Central Staff Memo (08/01/18)

Discussion (60 minutes)

Presenter: Lish Whitson, Council Central Staff

E.  Adjournment

Click here for accessibility information and to request accommodations. Page 5 
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Watch Council Meetings Live  View Past Council Meetings

 

Council Chamber Listen Line: 206-684-8566

 

For accessibility information and for accommodation requests, please call 

206-684-8888 (TTY Relay 7-1-1), email CouncilAgenda@Seattle.gov, or visit 

http://seattle.gov/cityclerk/accommodations.
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City Council

CITY OF SEATTLE

Agenda

August 6, 2018 - 2:00 PM

Meeting Location:

http://www.seattle.gov/council

Council Chamber, City Hall, 600 Fourth Avenue, Seattle, WA 98104

Committee Website:

A.  CALL TO ORDER

B.  ROLL CALL

C.  ADOPTION OF INTRODUCTION AND REFERRAL CALENDAR

Introduction and referral to Council committees of Council Bills 

(CB), Resolutions (Res), Appointments (Appt), and Clerk Files 

(CF) for committee recommendation.

August 6, 2018IRC 171

Attachments: Introduction and Referral Calendar

D.  APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA

E.  APPROVAL OF THE JOURNAL

July 23, 2018Min 191

Attachments: Minutes

F.  PRESENTATIONS

G.  PUBLIC COMMENT

Members of the public may sign up to address the Council for up 

to 2 minutes on matters on this agenda; total time allotted to public 

comment at this meeting is 20 minutes.

Click here for accessibility information and to request accommodations. Page 2 
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August 6, 2018City Council Agenda

H.  PAYMENT OF BILLS

These are the only Bills which the City Charter allows to be 

introduced and passed at the same meeting.

AN ORDINANCE appropriating money to pay certain audited claims 

and ordering the payment thereof.
CB 119324

I.  COMMITTEE REPORTS

Discussion and vote on Council Bills (CB), Resolutions (Res), 

Appointments (Appt), and Clerk Files (CF).

SELECT COMMITTEE ON CIVIC ARENAS:

AN ORDINANCE relating to historic preservation; imposing controls 

upon the Century 21 Coliseum/KeyArena, a landmark designated by 

the Landmarks Preservation Board under Chapter 25.12 of the 

Seattle Municipal Code, and adding it to the Table of Historical 

Landmarks contained in Chapter 25.32 of the Seattle Municipal 

Code.

CB 1193171.

The Committee recommends that City Council pass the Council 

Bill (CB).

In Favor: 5 - Juarez, Bagshaw, González , Herbold, Mosqueda

Opposed: None

Attachments: Att A - Arena Controls & Incentives Boundary Century 21 

Coliseum/KeyArena

Supporting

Documents: Summary and Fiscal Note

Summary Ex A - Vicinity Map of Century 21 

Coliseum/KeyArena

Click here for accessibility information and to request accommodations. Page 3 
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August 6, 2018City Council Agenda

AN ORDINANCE relating to historic preservation; imposing controls 

upon the Bressi Garage, a landmark designated by the Landmarks 

Preservation Board under Chapter 25.12 of the Seattle Municipal 

Code, and adding it to the Table of Historical Landmarks contained 

in Chapter 25.32 of the Seattle Municipal Code.

CB 1193182.

The Committee recommends that City Council pass the Council 

Bill (CB).

In Favor: 5 - Juarez, Bagshaw, González , Herbold, Mosqueda

Opposed: None

Supporting

Documents: Summary and Fiscal Note

Summary Ex A - Vicinity Map of Bressi Garage

CIVIC DEVELOPMENT, PUBLIC ASSETS, AND NATIVE COMMUNITIES COMMITTEE:

AN ORDINANCE relating to the Department of Parks and 

Recreation; authorizing the acquisition of real property commonly 

known as 920 Randolph Avenue; authorizing acceptance and 

recording of the deed for open space, park, and recreation 

purposes; and ratifying and confirming certain prior acts.

CB 1193153.

The Committee recommends that City Council pass the Council 

Bill (CB).

In Favor: 3 - Juarez, Bagshaw, González 

Opposed: None

Supporting

Documents: Summary and Fiscal Note

Summary Att A - Map of Madrona Ravine Acquisition

Click here for accessibility information and to request accommodations. Page 4 

001728

http://seattle.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?m=l&id=/matter.aspx?key=7222
http://seattle.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?m=l&id=/matter.aspx?key=7222
http://seattle.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=5ea6dc6c-3487-4384-8480-2f5fae0233ff.docx
http://seattle.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=5ea6dc6c-3487-4384-8480-2f5fae0233ff.docx
http://seattle.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=0ae89374-daa7-428f-b3ea-b4ae435ac30a.docx
http://seattle.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=0ae89374-daa7-428f-b3ea-b4ae435ac30a.docx
http://seattle.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?m=l&id=/matter.aspx?key=7251
http://seattle.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?m=l&id=/matter.aspx?key=7251
http://seattle.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=da7478f3-84f8-4d99-99f1-aa515ff9d69d.docx
http://seattle.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=da7478f3-84f8-4d99-99f1-aa515ff9d69d.docx
http://seattle.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=c44662bf-069a-4008-b21d-4825d315db09.docx
http://seattle.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=c44662bf-069a-4008-b21d-4825d315db09.docx
http://seattle.gov/cityclerk/accommodations
http://seattle.gov/cityclerk/accommodations


August 6, 2018City Council Agenda

AN ORDINANCE relating to the Department of Parks and 

Recreation; amending Ordinance 125493, which amended the 2018 

Budget (Ordinance 125475), including the 2018-2023 Capital 

Improvement Program (CIP); reallocating funding from the 

Acquisition Category to the Opportunity Fund Category of the 2008 

Parks and Green Spaces Levy; and revising project allocations in 

the 2018-2023 CIP; all by a 3/4 vote of the City Council.

CB 1193214.

The Committee recommends that City Council pass the Council 

Bill (CB).

In Favor: 3 - Juarez, Bagshaw, González 

Opposed: None

Attachments: Att 1 - First Hill Park Renovation Project

Supporting

Documents: Summary and Fiscal Note

Summary Att A - Map of First Hill Park

Summary Att B – First Hill CIP Project Page

AN ORDINANCE relating to the Department of Parks and 

Recreation; authorizing the acquisition of real property commonly 

known as 7137 38th Avenue Southwest; authorizing acceptance and 

recording of the deed for open space, park, and recreation 

purposes; and ratifying and confirming certain prior acts.

CB 1193225.

The Committee recommends that City Council pass the Council 

Bill (CB).

In Favor: 4 - Juarez, Bagshaw, González , Herbold

Opposed: None

Supporting

Documents: Summary and Fiscal Note

Summary Att A - Map of Orchard Street Ravine 

Acquisition

FINANCE AND NEIGHBORHOODS COMMITTEE:

Click here for accessibility information and to request accommodations. Page 5 
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AN ORDINANCE relating to funding for housing and community 

development programs; adopting the 2018-2022 Consolidated Plan 

for Housing and Community Development (“Plan”) and authorizing 

its submission to the United States Department of Housing and 

Urban Development (HUD); authorizing acceptance of grant funds 

from HUD for programs and activities included in the Plan; amending 

Ordinance 124496, which adopted the 2014 Annual Action Plan to 

the 2014-2017 Consolidated Plan for Housing and Community 

Development, to repurpose funds to the Office of Economic 

Development; amending Ordinance 125493, which amended the 

2018 Budget (Ordinance 125475); and ratifying and confirming 

certain prior acts; all by a 3/4 vote of the City Council.

CB 1193116.

The Committee recommends that City Council pass the Council 

Bill (CB).

In Favor: 3 - Bagshaw, González , Harrell

Opposed: None

Attachments: Att A:  2018-2022 Consolidated Plan for Housing and 

Community Development

Supporting

Documents: Proposed Amendment 1

Summary and Fiscal Note

HOUSING, HEALTH, ENERGY, AND WORKERS’ RIGHTS COMMITTEE:

AN ORDINANCE relating to the City Light Department’s Advanced 

Metering Infrastructure (AMI) Program; adding a new Section 

21.49.095 to the Seattle Municipal Code.

CB 1193197.

The Committee recommends that City Council pass the Council 

Bill (CB).

In Favor: 3 - Mosqueda, Bagshaw, O'Brien

Opposed: None

Supporting

Documents: Summary and Fiscal Note
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Appointment of Pradeepta Upadhyay as member, 2016 Housing 

Levy Oversight Committee, for a term to December 31, 2018.
Appt 010468.

The Committee recommends that City Council confirm the 

Appointment (Appt).

In Favor: 3 - Mosqueda, Juarez, Bagshaw

Opposed: None

Attachments: Appointment Packet

Reappointment of Catherine Hillenbrand as member, Capitol Hill 

Housing Improvement Program Council, for a term to March 31, 

2021.

Appt 010589.

The Committee recommends that City Council confirm the 

Appointment (Appt).

In Favor: 3 - Mosqueda, Juarez, Bagshaw

Opposed: None

Attachments: Appointment Packet

Reappointment of Barbara Nabors-Glass as member, Capitol Hill 

Housing Improvement Program  Council, for a term to March 31, 

2021.

Appt 0105910.

The Committee recommends that City Council confirm the 

Appointment (Appt).

In Favor: 3 - Mosqueda, Juarez, Bagshaw

Opposed: None

Attachments: Appointment Packet

Reappointment of Drew Porter as member, Capitol Hill Housing 

Improvement Program Council, for a term to March 31, 2021.
Appt 0106011.

The Committee recommends that City Council confirm the 

Appointment (Appt).

In Favor: 3 - Mosqueda, Juarez, Bagshaw

Opposed: None

Attachments: Appointment Packet
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Reappointment of Robert P. Schwartz as member, Capitol Hill 

Housing Improvement Program Council, for a term to March 31, 

2021.

Appt 0106112.

The Committee recommends that City Council confirm the 

Appointment (Appt).

In Favor: 3 - Mosqueda, Juarez, Bagshaw

Opposed: None

Attachments: Appointment Packet

PLANNING, LAND USE, AND ZONING COMMITTEE:
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Application of 70th & Greenwood Ave, LLC to rezone an 

approximately 12,188 square foot site 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 M Mandatory Housing Affordability suffix (NC2 55 

(M)) (Project No. 3023260; Type IV).

CF 31435613.

The Committee recommends that City Council grant the 

Application as conditioned and amended. 

In Favor: 3 - Johnson, O'Brien, Herbold

Opposed: None

Attachments: Rezone Application

CF 314356 Hearing Minutes

CF 314356 Exhibit List

Exhibit 16 - Plan Set

Exhibit 49 - Bartfeld Supporting Documents

Exhibit 50 - Copy of Applicant's Presentation 4.30.2018

Exhibit 53 - Hearing Examiner Public Comment

Exhibit 54 - SDCI Public Comment 1

Exhibit 54 - SDCI Public Comment 2

Exhibit 54 - SDCI Public Comment 3

Exhibit 54 - SDCI Public Comment 4

Exhibit 54 - SDCI Public Comment 5

Exhibit 55 - SDCI Recommendation 4.9.2018

Hearing Examiner Findings and Recommendation 6.5.18

Wall - Morgan Appeal 6.19.2018

SDCI Response 7.9.2018

Applicants Response 7.9.2018

Wall-Morgan Reply 7.17.2018

Wall-Morgan Reply Corrected 7.17.2018

Appellants' Illustrative Exhibit

Central Staff Memo (07/18/18)

Central Staff Memo (08/01/18)

Unexecuted Findings, Conclusions, and Decision
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AN ORDINANCE relating to land use and zoning; amending Chapter 

23.32 of the Seattle Municipal Code at page 39 of the Official Land 

Use Map to rezone property located at 7009 Greenwood Avenue 

North from Neighborhood Commercial 2 with a 40-foot height limit to 

Neighborhood Commercial 2 with a 55-foot height limit and 

mandatory housing affordability suffix, and accepting a Property 

Use and Development Agreement as a condition of rezone approval. 

(Petition by 70th & Greenwood Ave, LLC, C.F. 314356, SDCI 

Project 3023260)

CB 11932314.

The Committee recommends that City Council pass the Council 

Bill (CB).

In Favor: 3 - Johnson, O'Brien, Herbold

Opposed: None

Attachments: Exhibit A – Legal Description

Exhibit B – Rezone Map

Exhibit C – Property Use and Development Agreement

Supporting

Documents: Summary and Fiscal Note

J.  ADOPTION OF OTHER RESOLUTIONS

K.  OTHER BUSINESS

L.  ADJOURNMENT

Click here for accessibility information and to request accommodations. Page 10 
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August 6, 2018City Council Meeting Minutes

A.  CALL TO ORDER

The City Council of The City of Seattle met in the Council Chamber in City 

Hall in Seattle, Washington, on August 6, 2018, pursuant to the provisions 

of the City Charter.  The meeting was called to order at 2:04 p.m., with 

Council President Harrell presiding.

B.  ROLL CALL

Bagshaw, González , Harrell, Herbold, Johnson, Juarez, 

Mosqueda, O'Brien, Sawant

Present: 9 - 

C.  ADOPTION OF INTRODUCTION AND REFERRAL CALENDAR

Page 1
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IRC 171 August 6, 2018

ACTION 1:

Motion was made and duly seconded to adopt the proposed Introduction 

and Referral Calendar.

ACTION 2:

Motion was made by Councilmember Sawant, duly seconded and carried, 

to amend the proposed Introduction and Referral Calendar by introducing 

Resolution 31831, and by referring it to the City Council for consideration at 

today’s meeting as the first item on the Agenda.

Resolution 31831, A RESOLUTION requesting that the Department of 

Finance and Administrative Services and the Central Budget Office 

negotiate a contract for Basic Life Support emergency services that 

includes provisions guaranteeing wage and benefit standards for 

emergency medical technicians (EMTs); and requesting the draft contract 

be provided to the City Council for approval prior to its execution.

ACTION 3:

Motion was made by Councilmember Sawant and duly seconded, to 

amend the proposed Introduction and Referral Calendar by introducing 

Council Bill 119330, and by referring it to the City Council.

Council Bill 119330, AN ORDINANCE relating to the Pike Place Market 

Historical District; amending Chapter 25.24 of the Seattle Municipal Code 

to adopt an interim boundary expansion for the Pike Place Market 

Historical District.

ACTION 4:

Motion was made by Councilmember Harrell, duly seconded and carried, 

to amend the Motion in Action 3, by amending the referral of Council Bill 

119330 from the City Council to the Finance and Neighborhoods 

Committee, with a report back to the City Council on August 13, 2018.

ACTION 5:

The Motion in Action 3 was restated as amended and the Motion carried.

Page 2
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ACTION 6:

Motion was made and duly seconded to adopt the proposed Introduction 

and Referral Calendar as amended.

The Motion carried, and the Introduction & Referral Calendar 

(IRC) was adopted as amended by the following vote:

In Favor: Bagshaw, González , Harrell, Herbold, Johnson, Juarez, 

Mosqueda, O'Brien, Sawant

9 - 

Opposed: None

D.  APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA

Motion was made, duly seconded and carried, to adopt the proposed 

Agenda.

E.  APPROVAL OF THE JOURNAL

Min 191 July 23, 2018

Motion was made, duly seconded and carried, to adopt the 

proposed Minutes by the following vote, and the President signed 

the Minutes:

In Favor: Bagshaw, González , Harrell, Herbold, Johnson, Juarez, 

Mosqueda, O'Brien, Sawant

9 - 

Opposed: None

Page 3
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F.  PRESENTATIONS

Councilmember Johnson read a Proclamation recognizing Chris Curtis of 

the University District Farmers Market, and proclaiming August 6, 2018 as 

Chris Curtis Day.  By unanimous consent, the Council Rules were 

suspended to allow Councilmember Johnson to present the Proclamation, 

and to allow Chris Curtis to address the Council.

Councilmember González left the Council Chamber at 2:44 p.m.

Councilmember González entered the Council Chamber at 2:47 p.m.
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G.  PUBLIC COMMENT

Alex Tsimmerman addressed the Council regarding a non-Agenda item.

Marguerite Richard addressed the Council regarding a non-Agenda item.

Emerson Johnson addressed the Council regarding Introduction and 

Referral Calendar item, Resolution 31831. 

Ben Gibberd addressed the Council regarding Introduction and Referral 

Calendar item, Council Bill 119330.

Mia Huber addressed the Council regarding Introduction and Referral 

Calendar item, Council Bill 119330.

Sal Finkelstein addressed the Council regarding Introduction and Referral 

Calendar item, Resolution 31831.

John Moore addressed the Council regarding Introduction and Referral 

Calendar item, Resolution 31831.

Anni Martin addressed the Council regarding Agenda item 5, Council Bill 

119322.

Cindi Barker addressed the Council regarding Agenda item 5, Council Bill 

119322.

Aden Nardone addressed the Council regarding Introduction and Referral 

Calendar item, Resolution 31831.

Mike Andrews addressed the Council regarding Introduction and Referral 

Calendar item, Resolution 31831.

Sally Rawlings addressed the Council regarding Introduction and Referral 

Calendar item, Council Bill 119330.

Nathan Donnel addressed the Council regarding Introduction and Referral 

Calendar item, Council Bill 119330.

Councilmember Juarez left the Council Chamber at 3:06 p.m.

Jake Sisky addressed the Council regarding Introduction and Referral 

Calendar item, Resolution 31831.
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Shannon Welles addressed the Council regarding Introduction and Referral 

Calendar item, Council Bill 119330.

Shane Mitchell addressed the Council regarding Introduction and Referral 

Calendar item, Council Bill 119330.

By unanimous consent, the Council Rules were suspended to extend the 

Public Comment period for an additional 20 minutes.

Jay Herezmark addressed the Council regarding Introduction and Referral 

Calendar item, Resolution 31831.

Misha Dumois addressed the Council regarding Introduction and Referral 

Calendar item, Council Bill 119330.

Lauren LeCuyer addressed the Council regarding Introduction and Referral 

Calendar item, Resolution 31831.

Josh Williams addressed the Council regarding Introduction and Referral 

Calendar item, Council Bill 119330.

Jamie Worthington addressed the Council regarding Introduction and 

Referral Calendar item, Council Bill 119330.

Barbara Banks addressed the Council regarding Agenda item 5, Council 

Bill 119322.

Ed Maloney addressed the Council regarding Introduction and Referral 

Calendar item, Council Bill 119330.

Domonic Vescio addressed the Council regarding Introduction and 

Referral Calendar item, Council Bill 119330.

Kit Breach addressed the Council regarding Introduction and Referral 

Calendar item, Council Bill 119330.

Steve Leigh addressed the Council regarding Introduction and Referral 

Calendar item, Resolution 31831.

Aaron Williams addressed the Council regarding Introduction and Referral 

Calendar item, Council Bill 119330.
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Meagan Murphy addressed the Council regarding Introduction and Referral 

Calendar item, Council Bill 119330.

Matthew Drewry addressed the Council regarding Introduction and Referral 

Calendar item, Resolution 31831.

Doug Holtom addressed the Council regarding Agenda item 4, Council Bill 

119321.

Alex Hudson addressed the Council regarding Agenda item 4, Council Bill 

119321.

H.  PAYMENT OF BILLS

CB 119324 AN ORDINANCE appropriating money to pay certain audited 

claims and ordering the payment thereof.

Motion was made and duly seconded to pass Council Bill 119324.

The Motion carried, the Council Bill (CB) was passed by the 

following vote, and the President signed the Bill:

In Favor: Bagshaw, González , Harrell, Herbold, Johnson, Mosqueda, 

O'Brien, Sawant

8 - 

Opposed: None

Absent(NV): Juarez1 - 

Motion was made, duly seconded and carried, to excuse 

Councilmember Juarez from the remainder of the City Council 

meeting.

Bagshaw, González , Harrell, Herbold, Johnson, Mosqueda, 

O'Brien, Sawant

Present: 8 - 

JuarezExcused: 1 - 

Page 7
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From the amended Agenda.

J.  ADOPTION OF OTHER RESOLUTIONS

Motion was made and duly seconded to suspend the Council Rules to 

allow public comment for one minute.

The Motion carried by the following vote:

In favor: 6 - Bagshaw, González, Herbold, Mosqueda, O'Brien, Sawant

Opposed: 2 - Harrell, Johnson

Robert Bandarro addressed the Council regarding Introduction and 

Referral Calendar item, Resolution 31831.

Res 31831 A RESOLUTION requesting that the Department of Finance and 

Administrative Services, the Seattle Fire Department, and the City 

Budget Office include in the City’s contract for Basic Life Support 

Emergency Services provisions that provide to emergency 

medical technicians (EMTs) a prevailing wage and benefits 

comparable to other emergency workers employed in comparable 

cities and similar sectors in the City of Seattle; and requesting 

the departments to provide additional analysis, data, and 

information.

Motion was made by Councilmember Johnson and duly seconded, to hold 

Resolution 31831, until August 13, 2018.

The Motion carried, and the Resolution was held until August 13, 

2018, by the following vote:

In Favor: Bagshaw, González , Harrell, Herbold, Johnson, Mosqueda6 - 

Opposed: O'Brien, Sawant2 - 

I.  COMMITTEE REPORTS

Page 8
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SELECT COMMITTEE ON CIVIC ARENAS:

1. CB 119317 AN ORDINANCE relating to historic preservation; imposing 

controls upon the Century 21 Coliseum/KeyArena, a landmark 

designated by the Landmarks Preservation Board under Chapter 

25.12 of the Seattle Municipal Code, and adding it to the Table of 

Historical Landmarks contained in Chapter 25.32 of the Seattle 

Municipal Code.

The Committee recommends that City Council pass the Council 

Bill (CB).

In Favor: 5 - Juarez, Bagshaw, González , Herbold, Mosqueda

Opposed: None

Councilmember Mosqueda left the Council Chamber at 4:04 p.m.

The Council Bill (CB) was passed by the following vote, and the 

President signed the Bill:

In Favor: Bagshaw, González , Harrell, Herbold, Johnson, O'Brien, Sawant7 - 

Opposed: None

Absent(NV): Mosqueda1 - 

2. CB 119318 AN ORDINANCE relating to historic preservation; imposing 

controls upon the Bressi Garage, a landmark designated by the 

Landmarks Preservation Board under Chapter 25.12 of the 

Seattle Municipal Code, and adding it to the Table of Historical 

Landmarks contained in Chapter 25.32 of the Seattle Municipal 

Code.

The Committee recommends that City Council pass the Council 

Bill (CB).

In Favor: 5 - Juarez, Bagshaw, González , Herbold, Mosqueda

Opposed: None

The Council Bill (CB) was passed by the following vote, and the 

President signed the Bill:

In Favor: Bagshaw, González , Harrell, Herbold, Johnson, O'Brien, Sawant7 - 

Opposed: None

Absent(NV): Mosqueda1 - 
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CIVIC DEVELOPMENT, PUBLIC ASSETS, AND NATIVE COMMUNITIES COMMITTEE:

3. CB 119315 AN ORDINANCE relating to the Department of Parks and 

Recreation; authorizing the acquisition of real property 

commonly known as 920 Randolph Avenue; authorizing 

acceptance and recording of the deed for open space, park, and 

recreation purposes; and ratifying and confirming certain prior 

acts.

The Committee recommends that City Council pass the Council 

Bill (CB).

In Favor: 3 - Juarez, Bagshaw, González 

Opposed: None

Councilmember Mosqueda entered the Council Chamber at 4:07 p.m.

The Council Bill (CB) was passed by the following vote, and the 

President signed the Bill:

In Favor: Bagshaw, González , Harrell, Herbold, Johnson, Mosqueda, 

O'Brien, Sawant

8 - 

Opposed: None

4. CB 119321 AN ORDINANCE relating to the Department of Parks and 

Recreation; amending Ordinance 125493, which amended the 

2018 Budget (Ordinance 125475), including the 2018-2023 Capital 

Improvement Program (CIP); reallocating funding from the 

Acquisition Category to the Opportunity Fund Category of the 

2008 Parks and Green Spaces Levy; and revising project 

allocations in the 2018-2023 CIP; all by a 3/4 vote of the City 

Council.

The Committee recommends that City Council pass the Council 

Bill (CB).

In Favor: 3 - Juarez, Bagshaw, González 

Opposed: None

The Council Bill (CB) was passed by the following vote, and the 

President signed the Bill:

In Favor: Bagshaw, González , Harrell, Herbold, Johnson, Mosqueda, 

O'Brien, Sawant

8 - 

Opposed: None
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5. CB 119322 AN ORDINANCE relating to the Department of Parks and 

Recreation; authorizing the acquisition of real property 

commonly known as 7137 38th Avenue Southwest; authorizing 

acceptance and recording of the deed for open space, park, and 

recreation purposes; and ratifying and confirming certain prior 

acts.

The Committee recommends that City Council pass the Council 

Bill (CB).

In Favor: 4 - Juarez, Bagshaw, González , Herbold

Opposed: None

The Council Bill (CB) was passed by the following vote, and the 

President signed the Bill:

In Favor: Bagshaw, González , Harrell, Herbold, Johnson, Mosqueda, 

O'Brien, Sawant

8 - 

Opposed: None

FINANCE AND NEIGHBORHOODS COMMITTEE:

Page 11
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6. CB 119311 AN ORDINANCE relating to funding for housing and community 

development programs; adopting the 2018-2022 Consolidated 

Plan for Housing and Community Development (“Plan”) and 

authorizing its submission to the United States Department of 

Housing and Urban Development (HUD); authorizing acceptance 

of grant funds from HUD for programs and activities included in 

the Plan; amending Ordinance 124496, which adopted the 2014 

Annual Action Plan to the 2014-2017 Consolidated Plan for 

Housing and Community Development, to repurpose funds to the 

Office of Economic Development; amending Ordinance 125493, 

which amended the 2018 Budget (Ordinance 125475); and 

ratifying and confirming certain prior acts; all by a 3/4 vote of the 

City Council.

The Committee recommends that City Council pass the Council 

Bill (CB).

In Favor: 3 - Bagshaw, González , Harrell

Opposed: None

ACTION 1:

Motion was made by Councilmember Bagshaw, duly seconded and 

carried, to amend Council Bill 119311, Attachment A, by amending the 

Executive Summary, Section 4, third paragraph, as shown in the underlined 

language below:

ACTION 2:

Due to the delay in federal allocations for 2018, the draft Consolidated Plan 

was held for submission to HUD beyond the normal deadline of November 

30, 2017. Changes were made to comply with HUD requirements to reflect 

actual allocation amounts for each of the four federal grant programs. A 

second public hearing for the 2018-2022 Draft Consolidated Plan was held 

on July 11, 2018, again in Council Chambers. No comments were received 

on the revised plan at this hearing.  Public comments were also offered at 

the July 25th Council Finance and Neighborhood Committee.  Comments 

included a statement of support for the Plan as part of addressing the 

critical needs of homeless people, concerns expressed about HUD’s 

actions that may reduce the number of public housing units available, and a 

general statement that housing and service needs are not met regardless 

of the Plan for people of color.  
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ACTION 3:

Motion was made and duly seconded to pass Council Bill 119311 as 

amended.

The Motion carried, the Council Bill (CB) was passed as amended 

by the following vote, and the President signed the Bill:

In Favor: Bagshaw, González , Harrell, Herbold, Johnson, Mosqueda, 

O'Brien, Sawant

8 - 

Opposed: None

HOUSING, HEALTH, ENERGY, AND WORKERS’ RIGHTS COMMITTEE:

Councilmember Herbold left the Council Chamber at 4:15 p.m.

Councilmember Herbold entered the Council Chamber at 4:17 p.m. 

7. CB 119319 AN ORDINANCE relating to the City Light Department’s Advanced 

Metering Infrastructure (AMI) Program; adding a new Section 

21.49.095 to the Seattle Municipal Code.

The Committee recommends that City Council pass the Council 

Bill (CB).

In Favor: 3 - Mosqueda, Bagshaw, O'Brien

Opposed: None

The Council Bill (CB) was passed by the following vote, and the 

President signed the Bill:

In Favor: Bagshaw, González , Harrell, Herbold, Johnson, Mosqueda, 

O'Brien, Sawant

8 - 

Opposed: None

8. Appt 01046 Appointment of Pradeepta Upadhyay as member, 2016 Housing 

Levy Oversight Committee, for a term to December 31, 2018.

The Committee recommends that City Council confirm the 

Appointment (Appt).

In Favor: 3 - Mosqueda, Juarez, Bagshaw

Opposed: None

The Appointment (Appt) was confirmed by the following vote:
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In Favor: Bagshaw, González , Harrell, Herbold, Johnson, Mosqueda, 

O'Brien, Sawant

8 - 

Opposed: None

9. Appt 01058 Reappointment of Catherine Hillenbrand as member, Capitol Hill 

Housing Improvement Program Council, for a term to March 31, 

2021.

The Committee recommends that City Council confirm the 

Appointment (Appt).

In Favor: 3 - Mosqueda, Juarez, Bagshaw

Opposed: None

The Appointment (Appt) was confirmed by the following vote:

In Favor: Bagshaw, González , Harrell, Herbold, Johnson, Mosqueda, 

O'Brien, Sawant

8 - 

Opposed: None

10. Appt 01059 Reappointment of Barbara Nabors-Glass as member, Capitol Hill 

Housing Improvement Program  Council, for a term to March 31, 

2021.

The Committee recommends that City Council confirm the 

Appointment (Appt).

In Favor: 3 - Mosqueda, Juarez, Bagshaw

Opposed: None

The Appointment (Appt) was confirmed by the following vote:

In Favor: Bagshaw, González , Harrell, Herbold, Johnson, Mosqueda, 

O'Brien, Sawant

8 - 

Opposed: None

Page 14
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11. Appt 01060 Reappointment of Drew Porter as member, Capitol Hill Housing 

Improvement Program Council, for a term to March 31, 2021.

The Committee recommends that City Council confirm the 

Appointment (Appt).

In Favor: 3 - Mosqueda, Juarez, Bagshaw

Opposed: None

The Appointment (Appt) was confirmed by the following vote:

In Favor: Bagshaw, González , Harrell, Herbold, Johnson, Mosqueda, 

O'Brien, Sawant

8 - 

Opposed: None

12. Appt 01061 Reappointment of Robert P. Schwartz as member, Capitol Hill 

Housing Improvement Program Council, for a term to March 31, 

2021.

The Committee recommends that City Council confirm the 

Appointment (Appt).

In Favor: 3 - Mosqueda, Juarez, Bagshaw

Opposed: None

The Appointment (Appt) was confirmed by the following vote:

In Favor: Bagshaw, González , Harrell, Herbold, Johnson, Mosqueda, 

O'Brien, Sawant

8 - 

Opposed: None

PLANNING, LAND USE, AND ZONING COMMITTEE:
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13. CF 314356 Application of 70th & Greenwood Ave, LLC to rezone an 

approximately 12,188 square foot site 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 M Mandatory Housing Affordability suffix 

(NC2 55 (M)) (Project No. 3023260; Type IV).

The Committee recommends that City Council grant the 

Application as conditioned and amended. 

In Favor: 3 - Johnson, O'Brien, Herbold

Opposed: None

ACTION 1:

By unanimous consent, Council Rule III.A.7, relating to amendments 

presented to the City Council at least two hours before the meeting, was 

suspended to allow consideration of an amendment to Clerk File 314356. 

ACTION 2:

Motion was made by Councilmember Herbold and duly seconded, to 

amend Clerk File 314356, Findings, Conclusions, and Decision of the City 

Council, by substituting version 2 for version 1.

Councilmember González left the Council Chamber at 4:27 p.m.

Councilmember González entered the Council Chamber at 4:29 p.m.

ACTION 3:

Motion was made and duly seconded to Grant the Application as 

conditioned and amended.

The Motion carried, and the Application was granted as 

conditioned and amended by the following vote:

In Favor: Bagshaw, González , Harrell, Herbold, Johnson, Mosqueda, 

O'Brien, Sawant

8 - 

Opposed: None
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14. CB 119323 AN ORDINANCE relating to land use and zoning; amending 

Chapter 23.32 of the Seattle Municipal Code at page 39 of the 

Official Land Use Map to rezone property located at 7009 

Greenwood Avenue North from Neighborhood Commercial 2 with 

a 40-foot height limit to Neighborhood Commercial 2 with a 

55-foot height limit and mandatory housing affordability suffix, 

and accepting a Property Use and Development Agreement as a 

condition of rezone approval. (Petition by 70th & Greenwood Ave, 

LLC, C.F. 314356, SDCI Project 3023260)

The Committee recommends that City Council pass the Council 

Bill (CB).

In Favor: 3 - Johnson, O'Brien, Herbold

Opposed: None

ACTION 1:

Motion was made by Councilmember Johnson, duly seconded and carried, 

to amend Council Bill 119323, Exhibit C, by substituting an executed 

Property Use and Development Agreement for the unexecuted Property 

Use and Development Agreement.

ACTION 2:

Motion was made by Councilmember Herbold, duly seconded and carried, 

to amend Council Bill 119323, by adding six new recitals, as shown in the 

underlined language below:

WHEREAS, the Council received an appeal by Bob Morgan and Irene Wall 

of the Hearing Examiner’s recommendation to conditionally approve the 

rezone;

WHEREAS, the Council determined that the Hearing Examiner did not err 

in his recommendation to conditionally approve the rezone;

WHEREAS, the appeal raised issues related to an administrative decision 

by the Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections to establish as 

a “development site,” for the purposes of the application of development 

standards, the rezone areas and two adjacent single-family parcels;

WHEREAS, the Council has not yet made a policy decision reflected in 

regulations or definitions in the Land use Code about the implications of 

“development sites” when a project is proposed for a site that includes a 
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single-family zone designation and another more intensive zone 

designation;

WHEREAS, the Council intends to address policy issues related to 

“development sites;” and

WHEREAS, Council decisions related to contract rezone applications have 

not precedential; NOW THEREFORE

ACTION 3:

Motion was made and duly seconded to pass Council Bill 119323 as 

amended.

The Motion carried, the Council Bill (CB) was passed as amended 

by the following vote, and the President signed the Bill:

In Favor: Bagshaw, González , Harrell, Herbold, Johnson, Mosqueda, 

O'Brien, Sawant

8 - 

Opposed: None

K.  OTHER BUSINESS

There was none.

L.  ADJOURNMENT

There being no further business to come before the Council, the meeting 

was adjourned at 4:31 p.m. 
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_____________________________________________

Emilia M. Sanchez, Senior Deputy City Clerk

Signed by me in Open Session, upon approval of the Council, on September 4, 2018.

_____________________________________________

Bruce Harrell, President of the City Council

_____________________________________________

Monica Martinez Simmons, City Clerk
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FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND DECISION 
OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SEATTLE 

In the matter of the Petition of ) 
) 

70th & Greenwood, L.L.C. to ) 
rezone an approximately ) 
12,188 square foot site 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 ) 
M Mandatory Housing ) 
Affordability suffix (NC2 55 ) 
(M)) (Project No. 3023260; ) 
Type IV). ) 

The Appeal by 

Irene Wall and Bob Morgan 

Of a Recommendation by the 
City Hearing Examiner on the 
rezone petition. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

Introduction 

C.F. 314356 
SDCI Project 3023260 
FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS 
AND DECISION 

This matter involves the petition of 70th & Greenwood, L.L.C. (the Applicant) to 

rezone a site located at 7009 Greenwood Avenue Nmth (the Property). The eastern part of 

the Property is zoned Neighborhood Commercial 2 with a 40-foot height limit (NC2 40) 

and the western part of the Prope1ty is zoned Single Family 5000 (SF 5000). The Applicant 

proposes to rezone the NC2 40 portion of the property to Neighborhood Commercial 2 

with a 55-foot height limit and M Mandatory Housing Affordability (MHA) suffix (NC2 

55 (M)), as shown on Exhibit A. 
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Findings, Conclusions and Decision.doc 
C.F. 314356 
Page2 
v.2 

The Applicant proposes to develop the Property with a 35-unit apartment building 

with approximately 6,000 square feet of retail space sunounding an interior courtyard. The 

building would have below-grade parking for 26 vehicles. The proposed building would be 

approximately five stories tall with a deck, solar anay, and greenhouse located on the roof. 

An existing single-family house and detached stmcture, which are located on the SF-5000 

zoned portion of the Property are proposed to remain. 

On April 9, 2018, the Director of the Seattle Department of Constmction and 

Inspections (SDCI) recommended approval of the proposed rezone subject to conditions. 

SDCI also issued a State Environmental Policy Act (SEP A) decision and design review 

decision. 

The Hearing Examiner held an open record hearing on the rezone recommendation 

on April 30, 2018. On June 5, 2018, the Hearing Examiner recommended that the Council 

conditionally approve the rezone petition. On June 19, 2018, Irene Wall and Bob Morgan 

appealed the Hearing Examiner's recommendation to the Council. In meetings on July 18 

and August 1, 2018, the Planning, Land Use and Zoning Committee heard oral argument on 

the appeal and made a recommendation to the Council. 

Findings of Fact 

The Council hereby adopts the Hearing Examiner's Findings of Fact as stated 

in the Findings and Recommendation of the Hearing Examiner dated June 5, 2018, 

and the following additional findings of fact: 

1. The Council applies a substantial evidence standard of review when 

reviewing the Hearing Examiner's recommendation. Seattle Municipal 

Code (SMC) 23.76.056.A. 

2 
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Page 3 
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2. The Appellant bears the burden of proof in demonstrating that the Hearing 

Examiner erred in his recommendation. SMC 23.76.056.A. 

Conclusions 

The Council hereby adopts the Hearing Examiner's Conclusions as stated in the 

Findings and Recommendation of the Hearing Examiner dated June 5, 2018. 

Decision 

The Hearing Examiner's recommendation to conditionally approve the rezone is 

affirmed and the rezone is granted contingent on execution by the owner of the Prope1ty of 

a Property Use and Development Agreement (PUDA) containing those rezone conditions 

set out below. 

In addition to the SEP A and design review conditions from the Hearing Examiner's 

recommendation, which are incorporated herein by reference, the rezone is subject to the 

following conditions: 

Rezone Conditions 

1. Future development of the Property, including the single-family-zoned 

portion, is restricted to a project that complies with Master Use Permit (MUP) 

No. 3023260, once the Seattle Department of Constrnction and Inspections 

(SDCI) issues that MUP. This includes maintaining as landscaped open space 

the area identified on Attachment A as Assessor's Parcel Number 287710-

4127. Prior to issuing the MUP, SDCI must confirm that the drawings 
substantially comply with the conditions established during the design review 

process, including the structure design and location on the site, structure 
height, building materials, landscaping, street improvements, parldng design, 

signage and site lighting. 

2. The provisions of Seattle Municipal Code Chapters 23 .58B and 23 .58C shall 

apply to the rezoned portion of Propeiiy. For purposes of application of those 

3 
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Chapters, future development of the rezoned portion of the Property shall be 

subject to the following performance or payment requirements: 
• For Chapter 23.58B, 5% per square foot for the perfo1mance option or 

$7 .00 per square foot for the payment option; and 
• For Chapter 23.58C, 6% of units for the performance option or $13.25 

per square foot for the payment option. 

Dated this 6th day of August, 2018. 

City Council President 

4 
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SEATTLE CITY COUNCIL 
Legislative Summary 

CB 119323 

Record No.: CB 119323 Type: Ordinance (Ord) Status: Passed 

Version: 2 Ord. no: Ord 125640 In Control: City Clerk 

File Created: 07/24/2018 

Final Action: 

Title: AN ORDINANCE relating to land use and zoning; amending Chapter 23.32 of the 

Seattle Municipal Code at page 39 of the Official Land Use Map to rezone property 

located at 7009 Greenwood Avenue North from Neighborhood Commercial 2 with a 

40-foot height limit to Neighborhood Commercial 2 with a 55-foot height limit and 

mandat01y housing affordability suffix, and accepting a Property Use and Development 

Agreement as a condition ofrezone approval. (Petition by 70th & Greenwood Ave, 

LLC, C.F. 314356, SDCI Project 3023260) 

Notes: Filed with City Clerk: 

Mayor's Signature: 

Sponsors: Johnson Vetoed by Mayor: 

Veto Overridden: 

Veto Sustained: 

Attachments: Exhibit A - Legal Description, Exhibit B - Rezone Map, Exhibit C - Property Use and 
Development Agreement v2 

Drafter: patrick.wigren@seattle.gov 

History of Legislative File 

Ver- Acting Body: 
sion: 

City Clerk 

Date: Action: 

07/24/2018 sent for review 

Filing Requirements/Dept Action: 

Legal Notice Published: OYes 

Sent To: Due Date: 

Council 
President's Office 

Action Text: The Council Bill (CB) was sent for review. to the Council President's Office 

Notes: 

Council President's 
Office 

07/25/2018 sent for review Planning, Land 
Use, and Zoning 
Committee 

Action Text: The Council Bill (CB) was sent for review. to the Planning, Land Use, and Zoning Committee 

Notes: 

ONo 

Return 

Date: 

Result: 

Office of the City Clerk Page 1 Printed on 8/23/2018 
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Legislative Summary Continued (CB 119323) 

City Council 07/30/2018 referred Planning, Land 
Use, and Zoning 
Committee 

Planning, Land Use, and 08/01/2018 pass Pass 

Zoning Committee 
Action Text: The Committee recommends that City Council pass the Council Bill (CB). 

Notes: 

In Favor: 3 Chair Johnson, Vice Chair O'Brien, Member Herbold 

Opposed: O 

City Council 08/06/2018 passed as Pass 

amended 
Action Text: The Motion carried, the Council Bill (CB) was passed as amended by the following vote, and the 

President signed the Bill: 

Notes: ACTION 1: 

Office of the City Clerk 

Motion was made by Councilmember Johnson, duly seconded and carried, to 
amend Council Bill 119323, Exhibit C, by substituting an executed Property Use 
and Development Agreement for the unexecuted Property Use and 
Development Agreement. 

ACTION 2: 

Motion was made by Councilmember Herbold, duly seconded and carried, to 
amend Council Bill 119323, by adding six new recitals, as shown in the 
underlined language below: 

WHEREAS, the Council received an appeal by Bob Morgan and Irene Wall of 

the Hearing Examiner's recommendation to conditionally approve the rezone; 

WHEREAS, the Council determined that the Hearing Examiner did not err in his 

recommendation to conditionally approve the rezone; 

WHEREAS, the appeal raised issues related to an administrative decision by 

the Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections to establish as a 

"development site," for the purposes of the application of development 
standards, the rezone areas and two adjacent single-family parcels; 

WHEREAS, the Council has not yet made a policy decision reflected in 
regulations or definitions in the Land use Code about the implications of 

"development sites" when a project is proposed for a site that includes a 

single-family zone designation and another more intensive zone designation; 

WHEREAS, the Council intends to address policy issues related to 

"development sites;" and 

Page2 Printed on 8/23/2018 
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Legislative Summary Continued (CB 119323/ 

2 City Clerk 

WHEREAS, Council decisions related to contract rezone applications have not 

precedential; NOW THEREFORE 

ACTION 3: 

Motion was made and duly seconded to pass Council Bill 119323 as amended. 
In Favor: 8 Councilmember Bagshaw, Councilmember Gonzalez , Council 

President Harrell, Councilmember Herbold, Councilmember Johnson, 
Councilmember Mosqueda, Councilmember O'Brien, Councilmember 

Sawant 
Opposed: 0 

08/06/2018 attested by City Clerk 

Action Text: The Ordinance (Ord) was attested by City Clerk. 

Notes: 

Office of the City Clerk Page3 Printed on 8/23/2018 
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Ketil Freeman 
LEG 7009 Greenwood Rezone ORD 
D2a 

1 CITY OF SEATTLE 

4 
5 AN ORDINANCE relating to land use and zoning; amending Chapter 23.32 of the Seattle 
6 Municipal Code at page 39 of the Official Land Use Map to rezone property located at 
7 7009 Greenwood Avenue North from Neighborhood Commercial 2 with a 40-foot height 
8 limit to Neighborhood Commercial 2 with a 55-foot height limit and mandatory housing 
9 affordability suffix, and accepting a Prope1iy Use and Development Agreement as a 

10 condition ofrezone approval. (Petition by 70th & Greenwood Ave, LLC, C.F. 3143 56, 
11 SDCI Project 3023260) 
12 
13 WHEREAS, the Council received an appeal by Bob Morgan and Irene Wall of the Hearing 

14 Examiner's recommendation to conditionally approve the rezone; 

15 WHEREAS, the Council determined that the Hearing Examiner did not err in his 

16 recommendation to conditionally approve the rezone; 

17 WHEREAS, the appeal raised issues related to an administrative decision by the Seattle 

18 Department of Constrnction and Inspections to establish as a "development site," for the 

19 purposes of the application of development standards, the rezone area and two adjacent 

20 single-family parcels; 

21 WHEREAS, the Council has not yet made a policy decision reflected in regulations or 

22 definitions in the Land Use Code about the implications of "development sites" when a 

23 project is proposed for a site that includes a single-family zone designation and another 

24 more intensive zone designation; 

25 WHEREAS, the Council intends to address policy issues related to "development sites;" and 

26 WHEREAS, Council decisions related to contract rezone applications have no precedential 

27 effect; NOW THEREFORE, 

28 

Template last revised December l, 2016 
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Ketil Freeman 
LEG 7009 Greenwood Rezone ORD 
D2a 

1 BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY OF SEATTLE AS FOLLOWS: 

2 Section 1. This ordinance rezones a portion of the property commonly known as 7009 

3 Greenwood Avenue North ("Property"), which is legally described in Exhibit A to this 

4 ordinance. 

5 Section 2. Page 39 of the Official Land Use Map, Seattle Municipal Code Section 

6 23.32.016, is amended to rezone a portion of the Property described in Section 1 of this 

7 ordinance, and shown in Exhibit B to this ordinance, from Neighborhood Commercial 2 with a 

8 40-foot height limit (NC2 40) to Neighborhood Commercial 2 with a 55-foot height limit and 

9 mandatory housing affordability suffix (NC2 55 (M)). Approval of this rezone is conditioned 

10 upon complying with the Property Use and Development Agreement (PUDA) approved in 

11 Section 3 of this ordinance. 

12 Section 3. The PUDAatiached to this ordinance as Exhibit C is approved and accepted. 

13 Section 4. The City Clerk is authorized and directed to take the following actions: (1) file 

14 the PUDA approved in Section 3 of this ordinance with the King County Recorder's Office; (2) 

15 upon return of the recorded PUDA from the King County Recorder's Office, file the original 

16 PUDAalong with this ordinance at the City Clerk's Office; and (3) deliver copies of the PUDA 

17 and this ordinance to the Director of the Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections and 

18 to the King County Assessor's Office. 

19 Section 5. This ordinance, effectuating a quasi-judicial decision of the City Council and 

20 not subject to mayoral approval or disapproval, shall take effect 30 days from its approval by the 

21 City Council. 

Template last revised December 1, 2016 .2 
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1 

Ketil Freeman 
LEG 7009 Greenwood Rezone ORD 
D2a 

2 Passed by the City Council the day of ~U(J Us\ , 2018, 
~---r--",._r------1'\--+-• ~---

3 and signed by me in open session in authentication of its passage this _Q__ day of 

4 

5 

6 President of the City Council ------

7 Filed by me this ___ day of_~0_LP~~_,_,t_)S_. \_· ____ , 2018. 
J 

8 

9 City Clerk 

10 (Seal) 

11 Attachments: 
12 Exhibit A- Legal Description 
13 Exhibit B - Rezone Map 
14 Exhibit C - Prope1iy Use and Development Agreement 

Template last revised Det:emher I, 2016 3 
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Ex A - Legal Description 
VI 

Assessor's Parcel 
Number 

287710-4100 and 
287710-4085 

287710-4127 

287710-4120 

EXHIBIT A 

Legal Description 

Legal Description 

LOTS 1, 2, 3, 4, AND 5, IN BLOCK 23 OF GREENLAKE 
CIRCLE RAILROAD ADDITION TO THE CITY OF SEATTLE, 
AS PER PLAT RECORDED IN VOLUME 2 OF PLATS ON 
PAGE 170, RECORDS OF KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON. 

EXCEPT FOR THE EAST 10 FEET THEREOF CONDEMNED 
FOR GREENWOOD A VENUE IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF 
KING COUNTY CAUSE NO. 65489, UNDER PROVISIONS OF 
ORDINANCE NO. 19334. 

THE SOUTH 15 FEET OF THE EAST 53 FEET OF LOT 9 AND 
THE EAST 53 FEET OF LOTS 10, 11, AND 12, IN BLOCK 23 
OF GREENLAKE CIRCLE RAILROAD ADDITION TO THE 
CITY OF SEATTLE, AS PER RECORDED VOLUME 2 OF 
PLATS ON PAGE 170, RECORDS OF KING COUNTY, 
WASHINGTON. 

SITUATE IN THE CITY OF SEATTLE, COUNTY OF KING, 
STATE OF WASHINGTON. 

LOTS 8 AND 9, BLOCK 23, GREEN LAKE CIRCLE 
RAILROAD ADDITION TO THE CITY OF SEATTLE, 
ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF RECORED IN 
VOLUME 2 OF PLATS, PAGE 170, RECORDS OF KING 
COUNTY, WASHINGTON; 

EXCEPT THE SOUTH 13.5 FEET OF THE EAST 53 FEET OF 
LOT9; 

AND EXCEPT THE SOUTH 10 FEET OF THE WEST 54.5 
FEET OF LOT 9. 
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Ex B - Rezone Map 
VI 
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Rezone Map 
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Property Use and Development Agreement 

When Recorded, Return to: 

THE CITY CLERK 

600 Fourth Avenue, Floor 3 
PO Box 94728 
Seattle, Washington 98124-4728 

PROPERTY USE AND DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT 
Grantor(s): (1) 701h & Greenwood (2) 

Ave, LLC 
D Additional grantors on page 

Grantee: (1) The City of Seattle 
D Additional on page 

Legal Description See Attachment A 
(abbreviated if necessary): 

D Additional legal description on page: 

( 

'' :_, : I 

'-,. I 

I ~ ! 

'I ·.I, 

''\I\ 

Assessor's Tax Parcel ID#: 287710-4100,287710-4085,287710-4127,287710-
4120 

Reference Nos. of Documents 
Released or Assi2ned: 

1 
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THIS PROPERTY USE AND DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT (the "Agreement") is executed 
this __ day of August, 2018, in favor of the CITY OF SEATTLE (the "City"), a Washington 
municipal corporation, by 701h & Greenwood Ave, LLC (the "Owner"). 

RECITALS 

A. 701h & Greenwood Ave, LLC is the owner of that certain real property (the "Property") in the 
City of Seattle zoned Single Family 5000 (SF 5000) and Neighborhood Commercial 2 with a 40-
foot height limit (NC2 40), which is legally described in Attachment A. 

B. In December 2016, the Owner submitted to the City of Seattle an application under Master 
Use Permit (MUP) No. 3023260 for a rezone of the commercially-zoned portion of the Property. 
In February of2018, the Owner revised the application to seek a rezone from NC2 40 to 
Neighborhood Commercial 2 with a 55-foot height limit and M suffix (NC2 55 (M)). The 
purpose of the application is to develop the commercially-zoned portion of the property with a 
35 unit mixed-use building with approximately 6,000 square feet ofretail space and below-grade 
parking for 26 vehicles. A single-family house and detached structure on the SF 5000 portion of 
the Property would remain. The Property and rezone area are shown on Attachment B. 

C. Seattle Municipal Code Section 23.34.004 allows the City to approve a rezone subject to 
"self-imposed restrictions upon the use and development of the property in order to ameliorate 
adverse impacts that could occur from unrestricted use and development permitted by 
development regulations otherwise applicable after the rezone" and restrictions applying the 
provisions of Chapters 23.58B and 23.58C to the Property. 

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual agreements contained herein, the parties 
agree as follows: 

AGREEMENT 

Section 1. Agreement. Pursuant to Seattle Municipal Code Section ("SMC") 23.34.004, the 
Owner hereby covenants, bargains and agrees, on behalf of itself and its successors and assigns, 
that it will comply with the following conditions in consideration of the rezone of a portion of 
the Property from NC2 40 to NC2 55 (M): 

(a) Future development of the Property, including the single-family-zoned portion, is 
restricted to a project that complies with Master Use Permit (MUP) No. 3023260, 
once the Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections (SDCI) issues that 
MUP. This includes maintaining as landscaped open space the area identified on 
Attachment A as Assessor's Parcel Number 287710-4127. Prior to issuing the MUP, 
SDCI must confirm that the drawings substantially comply with the conditions 
established during the design review process, including the structure design and 
location on the site, structure height, building materials, landscaping, street 
improvements, parking design, signage and site lighting. 
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(b) The provisions of Seattle Municipal Code Chapters 23.58B and 23.58C shall apply to 
the rezoned portion of Property. For purposes of application of those Chapters, future 
development of the rezoned portion of the Property shall be subject to the following 
performance or payment requirements: 

• For Chapter 23.58B, 5% per square foot for the performance option or $7.00 
per square foot for the payment option; and 

• For Chapter 23.58C, 6% of units for the performance option or $13.25 per 
square foot for the payment option. 

Section 2. Agreement Runs With the Land. This Agreement shall be recorded in the records of 
King County by the City Clerk. The covenants hereof shall be deemed to attach to and run with 
the land and shall be binding upon the Owner, its heirs, successors and assigns, and shall apply to 
after- acquired title of the owners of the property. 

Section 3. Termination of Zoning Designation. 

The new zoning designation shall expire according to SMC 23.76.060.C, or ifthe rezone is 
revoked pursuant to SMC 23.34.004. 

Section 4. Termination of Conditions. 

The conditions listed in Section 1 of this agreement shall expire at such time as the rezone 
expires or is revoked pursuant to Section 3 of this Agreement. If the rezone does not expire and 
is not revoked, these conditions shall remain in effect until the conditions are amended or 
repealed. 

Section 5. Amendment. This Agreement may be amended or modified by agreement between 
the Owner and the City; provided, such amendments are approved by the City Council by 
ordinance. 

Section 6. Exercise of Police Power. Nothing in this Agreement shall prevent the City Council 
from making such further amendments to the Seattle Municipal Code or Land Use Code as it 
may deem necessary in the public interest. 

Section 7. No Precedent. The conditions contained in this Agreement are based on the unique 
circumstances applicable to this property and this Agreement is not intended to establish 
precedent for other rezones in the surrounding area. 

Section 8. Repeal as Additional Remedy. Owner acknowledges that compliance with the 
conditions of this Agreement is a condition of the subject rezone and that if the Owner avails 
itself of the benefits of this rezone but then fails to comply with the conditions of this Agreement 
with the City, in addition to pursuing any other remedy, the City may: 

a. revoke the rezone by ordinance and require the use of the Rezone Site to conform to 
the requirements of the previous NC2 40 zoning designation or some other zoning 
designation imposed by the City Council; and/or 
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b. pursue specific performance of this Agreement. 

4 
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701h & Greenwood Ave, LLC, 

a Washington limited liability company 

By: 

By: 

Chad Dale, its Manager 

On this day personally appeared before me Chad Dale, to me known to be the Manager of OJD 
LLC, the Manager of 701h & Greenwood Ave LLC, a Washington limited liability company that 
executed the foregoing instrument, and acknowledged such instrument to be the free and 
voluntary act and deed of such limited liability company, for the uses and purposes therein 
mentioned, and on oath stated that he was duly authorized to execute such instrument. 

GNEN UNDER MY HAND AND OFFICIAL SEAL this (.,"" day of August, 2018. 

STATE OF 
WASHINGTON 

COUNTY OF KING 

} 

Printed Name l 
~A 

NOTARY PUBLIC in and for the State of 
Washington, residing at 

My Commission Expires 

SS. 
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ATTACHMENT A 

287710-4100 And 
287710-4085 

287710-4127 

287710-4120 

LOTS 1, 2, 3, 4, AND 5, INBLOCK23 OF GREENLAKE 

CIRCLE RAILROAD ADDITION TO THE CITY OF SEATTLE, 
AS PER PLAT RECORDED IN VOLUME 2 OF PLATS ON 

PAGE 170, RECORDS OF KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON. 

EXCEPT FOR THE EAST 10 FEET THEREOF CONDEMNED 
FOR GREENWOOD A VENUE IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF 
KING COUNTY CAUSE NO. 65489, UNDER PROVISIONS OF 
ORDINANCE NO. 19334. 

THE SOUTH 15 FEET OF THE EAST 53 FEET OF LOT 9 AND 
THE EAST 53 FEET OF LOTS 10, 11, AND 12, IN BLOCK 23 

OF GREENLAKE CIRCLE RAILROAD ADDITION TO THE 

CITY OF SEATTLE, AS PER RECORDED VOLUME 2 OF 
PLATS ON PAGE 170, RECORDS OF KING COUNTY, 
WASHINGTON. 

SITUATE IN THE CITY OF SEATTLE, COUNTY OF KING, 

STATE OF WASHINGTON. 

LOTS 8 AND 9, BLOCK 23, GREEN LAKE CIRCLE 
RAILROAD ADDITION TO THE CITY OF SEATTLE, 

ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF RECORED IN 
VOLUME 2 OF PLATS, PAGE 170, RECORDS OF KING 

COUNTY, WASHINGTON; 

EXCEPT THE SOUTH 13.5 FEET OF THE EAST 53 FEET OF 
LOT9; 

AND EXCEPT THE SOUTH 10 FEET OF THE WEST 54.5 

FEET OF LOT 9. 
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STATE OF WASHINGTON -- KING COUNTY 
--SS. 

365493 No. 
CITY OF SEA TILE, CLERKS OFFICE 

Affidavit of Publication 

The undersigned, on oath states that he is an authorized representative of The Daily Journal of 
Commerce, a daily newspaper, which newspaper is a legal newspaper of general circulation and it is now 
and has been for more than six months prior to the date of publication hereinafter referred to, published in 
the English language continuously as a daily newspaper in Seattle, King County, Washington, and it is now 
and during all of said time was printed in an office maintained at the aforesaid place of publication of this 
newspaper. The Daily Journal of Commerce was on the Ith day ofJune, 1941, approved as a legal 
newspaper by the Superior Court of King County. 

The notice in the exact form annexed, was published in regular issues of The Daily Journal of 
Commerce, which was regularly distributed to its subscribers during the below stated period. The annexed 
notice, a 

CT: 125640-125648 TITLE 

was published on 

09/04/18 

T~e ~mount of the fee charged for the foregoing publication .is th. e smy~f${84.25 w7ic !mount has been 

P"d m full. /'] I i . /// 
I 'y:_1 / 
' ·\~···· v-·~·~----·\ 

09/04/2018 

Affiqayit of Publication 
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State of Washington, King County 

City of Seattle 
The full text of the following legislation, 

passed by the City Council on August 06, 
2018, and published below by title only, will 
be mailed upon request, or can be accessed 
at httn·//seattle legistar com. For information 
on upCOnling meetings of the Seattle City 
CoUncil, please visit htt.p-1/www seattle gav/ 
cou~1cil/calendar. 

Ordinance 125640 

Council Bill 119323 

AN ORDINANCE relating to land use 
and zoning; amending Chapter 23.32 of 
the Seattle l\Iunicipal Code at page 39 of 
the Official Land Use Map to rezone prop· 
erty located at 7009 Greenwood Avenue 
North from Neighborhood Commercial 2 
with a 40-foot height limit to Neighborhood 
Commercial 2 with a 55-foot height limit and 
mandatory housing affordability suffix, and 
accepting a Property Use and Development 
Agreement as a condition of rezone approv­
al. (Petition by 70th & Greenwood Ave, LLC, 
C.F. 314356, SDCI Project 3023260) 

Ordinance 125641 

Council Bill 119324 

AN ORDINANCE appropriating money 
to pay certain audited claims and ordering 
the payment thereof. 

Ordinance 125642 

Council Bill 119317 

AN ORDINANCE relating to historic 
preservation; imposing controls upon the 
Century 21 Coliseum/KeyArena, a landmark 
designated by the Landmarks Preservation 
Board under Chapter 25.12 of the Seattle 
Municipal Code, and adding it to the Table of 
Historical Landmarks contained in Chapter 
25.32 of the Seattle Municipal Code. 

Ordinance 125643 

Council Bill 119318 

AN ORDINANCE relating to historic 
preservation; imposing controls upon the 
Bressi Garage, a landmark designated by 
the Landmarks Preservation Board undei· 
Chapter 25.12 of the Seattle Municipal 
Code, and adding it to the Table of Historical 
Landn1arks contained in Chapter 25.32 of 
the Seattle Municipal Code. 

Ordinance 125644 

Council Bill 119315 

AN ORDINANCE relating to the 
Department of Parks and Recreation; autho­
rizing the acquisition of real property com­
monly known as 920 Randolph Avenue; 
authorizing acceptance and recording of the 
deed for open space, park, and recreation 
purposes; and ratifying and confirming cer­
tain prior acts. 

Ordinance 125645 

Council Bill 119321 

AN ORDINANCE relating to the 
Department of Parks and Recreation; amend­
ing Ordinance 125493, which amended the 
2018 Budget (Ordinance 125475), includ­
ing the 2018-2023 Capital Improvement 
Program (CIP); reallocating funding from 
the Acquisition Category to the Opportunity 
Fund Category of the 2008 Parks and Green 
Spaces Levy; and revising project allocations 
in the 2018-2023 CIP; all by a 3/4 vote of the 
City Council. 

Ordinance 125646 

Council Bill 119322 

AN ORDINANCE relating to the 
Department of Parks and Recreation; 
authorizing the acquisition of real proper­
ty commonly known as 7137 38th Avenue 
Southwest; authorizing acceptance and 
recording of the deed for open space, park, 
and recreation purposes; and ratifying and 
confirming certain prior acts. 

Ordinance 125647 

Council Bill 119311 

AN ORDINANCE relating to funding for 
housing and community development pro­
grams; adopting the 2018-2022 Consolidated 
Plan for HousinR and Community 
Development ("Plan') and authorizing its 
submission to the United States Department 
of Housing and Urban Development (HUD); 
authorizing acceptance of grant funds from 
HUD for programs and activities included 
in the Plan; amending Ordinance 124496, 
which adopted the 2014 Annual Action 
Plan to the 2014-2017 Consolidated Plan 
for Housing and Commlmity Development, 
to repurpose funds to the Office of Economic 
Development; amending Ordinance 125493, 
which amended the 2018 Budget (Ordinance 
125475); and ratifying and confirming cer­
tain prior acts; all by a 3/4 vote of the City 
Council. 

Ordinance 125648 

Council Bill 119319 

AN ORDINANCE relating to the City 
Light Department's Advanced Metering 
Infrastructure (AMI) Program; adding a new 
Section 21.49.095 to the Seattle Municipal 
Code. 

Date of publication in the Seattle Daily 
Journal of Commerce, September4, 2018. 

9/4(365493) 
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Amendment 2 

Amend Council Bill 119323 to include recitals affirming the Hearing Examiner’s recommendation, 

reciting that the contract rezone approval has no precedential effect, and establishing the Council’s 

intent to take up policy issues related to designation of “development sites.”   

Changes are underlined. 

Sponsor:  Herbold 

******************************************************************************* 

 

 1 

 1 

AN ORDINANCE relating to land use and zoning; amending Chapter 23.32 of the Seattle Municipal 2 

Code at page 39 of the Official Land Use Map to rezone property located at 7009 Greenwood 3 

Avenue North from Neighborhood Commercial 2 with a 40-foot height limit to Neighborhood 4 

Commercial 2 with a 55-foot height limit and mandatory housing affordability suffix, and 5 

accepting a Property Use and Development Agreement as a condition of rezone approval. (Petition 6 

by 70th & Greenwood Ave, LLC, C.F. 314356, SDCI Project 3023260) 7 

 WHEREAS, the Council received an appeal by Bob Morgan and Irene Wall of the Hearing Examiner’s 8 

recommendation to conditionally approve the rezone; 9 

WHEREAS, the Council determined that the Hearing Examiner did not err in his recommendation to 10 

conditionally approve the rezone; 11 

WHEREAS, the appeal raised issues related to an administrative decision by the Seattle Department of 12 

Construction and Inspections to establish as a “development site,” for the purposes of the 13 

application of development standards, the rezone area and two adjacent single-family parcels; 14 

WHEREAS, the Council has not yet made a policy decision reflected in regulations or definitions in the 15 

Land Use Code about the implications of “development sites” when a project is proposed for a 16 

site that includes a single-family zone designation and another more intensive zone designation; 17 

WHEREAS, the Council intends to address policy issues related to “development sites;” and  18 

WHEREAS, Council decisions related to contract rezone applications have no precedential effect; NOW 19 

THEREFORE, 20 

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY OF SEATTLE AS FOLLOWS: 21 
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Ketil Freeman 

LEG 7009 Greenwood Rezone SUM 
D1 

1 
Template last revised: December 1, 2016 

SUMMARY and FISCAL NOTE* 

 

Department: Dept. Contact/Phone: Executive Contact/Phone: 

Legislative Ketil Freeman/206.684.8178  

 
* Note that the Summary and Fiscal Note describes the version of the bill or resolution as introduced; final legislation including 

amendments may not be fully described. 

 

1. BILL SUMMARY 

 

a. Legislation Title: 

AN ORDINANCE relating to land use and zoning; amending Chapter 23.32 of the 

Seattle Municipal Code at page 39 of the Official Land Use Map to rezone property 

located at 7009 Greenwood Avenue North from Neighborhood Commercial 2 with a 40-

foot height limit to Neighborhood Commercial 2 with a 55-foot height limit and 

mandatory housing affordability suffix, and accepting a Property Use and Development 

Agreement as a condition of rezone approval. (Petition by 70th & Greenwood Ave, LLC, 

C.F. 314356, SDCI Project 3023260) 

 

b. Summary and background of the Legislation: 

This bill would effectuate a quasi-judicial rezone of a portion of a site located at 7009 

Greenwood Ave N. from Neighborhood Commercial 2 with a 40-foot height limit to 

Neighborhood Commercial 2 with a 55-foot height limit and mandatory housing 

affordability suffix. The site includes two existing single family-zoned parcels 

 

Greenwood Ave, LLC, the applicant, plans to redevelop the property with a five-story 

apartment building with 35 units, approximately 6,000 square feet of retail space, and 26 

below-grade parking spaces.  An existing single family house and detached structure on 

the single family-zoned portion of the site would remain. 

 

 

2. CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 

 

a. Does this legislation create, fund, or amend a CIP Project?  ___ Yes _X_ No  

 

3. SUMMARY OF FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
 

a. Does this legislation amend the Adopted Budget?   ___ Yes _X_ No 

 

b. Does the legislation have other financial impacts to the City of Seattle that are not 

reflected in the above, including direct or indirect, short-term or long-term costs? 
No 

 

c. Is there financial cost or other impacts of not implementing the legislation? 

No 
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Ketil Freeman 

LEG 7009 Greenwood Rezone SUM 
D1 

2 
Template last revised: December 1, 2016 

4. OTHER IMPLICATIONS 

 

a. Does this legislation affect any departments besides the originating department? 

No 
 

b. Is a public hearing required for this legislation? 

No 

 

c. Does this legislation require landlords or sellers of real property to provide 

information regarding the property to a buyer or tenant? 

No 

 

d. Is publication of notice with The Daily Journal of Commerce and/or The Seattle 

Times required for this legislation? 

No 

 

e. Does this legislation affect a piece of property? 

Yes, see Exhibit A and B to the ordinance. 

 

f. Please describe any perceived implication for the principles of the Race and Social 

Justice Initiative. Does this legislation impact vulnerable or historically 

disadvantaged communities? 

Not applicable 

 

g. If this legislation includes a new initiative or a major programmatic expansion: 

What are the specific long-term and measurable goal(s) of the program? How will 

this legislation help achieve the program’s desired goal(s). 

Not applicable 

 

h. Other Issues: 

None 

 

List attachments/exhibits below: 
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FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND DECISION 
OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SEATTLE 

 

In the matter of the Petition of 
 
70th & Greenwood, L.L.C. to 
rezone an approximately 
12,188 square foot site 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 
M Mandatory Housing 
Affordability suffix (NC2 55 
(M)) (Project No. 3023260; 
Type IV). 
  
The Appeal by  
 
Irene Wall and Bob Morgan 
 
 
Of a Recommendation by the 
City Hearing Examiner on the 
rezone petition. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
 

C.F. 314356 
SDCI Project 3023260 
FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS 
AND DECISION 

 

Introduction 

 This matter involves the petition of 70th & Greenwood, L.L.C. (the Applicant) to 

rezone a site located at 7009 Greenwood Avenue North (the Property).   The eastern part of 

the Property is zoned Neighborhood Commercial 2 with a 40-foot height limit (NC2 40) 

and the western part of the Property is zoned Single Family 5000 (SF 5000).  The Applicant 

proposes to rezone the NC2 40 portion of the property to Neighborhood Commercial 2 

with a 55-foot height limit and M Mandatory Housing Affordability (MHA) suffix (NC2 

55 (M)), as shown on Exhibit A. 
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Findings, Conclusions and Decision.doc 
C.F. 314356 
Page 2 
v.12 
 

 2 

 The Applicant proposes to develop the Property with a 35-unit apartment building 

with approximately 6,000 square feet of retail space surrounding an interior courtyard.  The 

building would have below-grade parking for 26 vehicles. The proposed building would be 

approximately five stories tall with a deck, solar array, and greenhouse located on the roof.  

An existing single-family house and detached structure, which are located on the SF-5000 

zoned portion of the Property are proposed to remain. 

 On April 9, 2018, the Director of the Seattle Department of Construction and 

Inspections (SDCI) recommended approval of the proposed rezone subject to conditions.  

SDCI also issued a State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) decision and design review 

decision.   

 The Hearing Examiner held an open record hearing on the rezone recommendation 

on April 30, 2018.  On June 5, 2018, the Hearing Examiner recommended that the Council 

conditionally approve the rezone petition.  On June 19, 2018, Irene Wall and Bob Morgan 

appealed the Hearing Examiner’s recommendation to the Council.  In meetings on July 18 

and August 1, 2018, the Planning, Land Use and Zoning Committee heard oral argument on 

the appeal and made a recommendation to the Council. 

Findings of Fact 

 The Council hereby adopts the Hearing Examiner's Findings of Fact as stated 

in the Findings and Recommendation of the Hearing Examiner dated June 5, 2018, 

and the following additional findings of fact:   

1. The Council applies a substantial evidence standard of review when 

reviewing the Hearing Examiner’s recommendation.  Seattle Municipal 

Code (SMC) 23.76.056.A.   
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2. The Appellant bears the burden of proof in demonstrating that the Hearing 

Examiner erred in his recommendation.  SMC  23.76.056.A. 

Conclusions 

 The Council hereby adopts the Hearing Examiner's Conclusions as stated in the 

Findings and Recommendation of the Hearing Examiner dated June 5, 2018.   

 

Decision 

 The Hearing Examiner’s recommendation to conditionally approve the rezone is 

affirmed and the rezone is granted contingent on execution by the owner of the Property of 

a Property Use and Development Agreement (PUDA) containing those rezone conditions 

set out below.   

 In addition to the SEPA and design review conditions from the Hearing Examiner’s 

recommendation, which are incorporated herein by reference, the rezone is subject to the 

following conditions: 

Rezone Conditions 
 

1. Future development of the Property, including the single-family-zoned 
portion, is restricted to a project that complies with Master Use Permit (MUP) 
No. 3023260, once the Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections 
(SDCI) issues that MUP. This includes maintaining as landscaped open space 
the area identified on Attachment A as Assessor’s Parcel Number 287710-
4127. Prior to issuing the MUP, SDCI must confirm that the drawings 
substantially comply with the conditions established during the design review 
process, including the structure design and location on the site, structure 
height, building materials, landscaping, street improvements, parking design, 
signage and site lighting.  

2. The provisions of Seattle Municipal Code Chapters 23.58B and 23.58C shall 
apply to the rezoned portion of Property.  For purposes of application of those 
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Chapters, future development of the rezoned portion of the Property shall be 
subject to the following performance or payment requirements: 
 For Chapter 23.58B, 5% per square foot for the performance option or 

$7.00 per square foot for the payment option; and 
 For Chapter 23.58C, 6% of units for the performance option or $13.25 

per square foot for the payment option.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

  Dated this __________ day of _________________________, 2018. 

      _______________________________ 

       City Council President 
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001785



Ex A – Legal Description 

V1 

EXHIBIT A 

Legal Description 

Assessor’s Parcel 

Number 

Legal Description 

287710-4100 and 

287710-4085 

LOTS 1, 2, 3, 4, AND 5, IN BLOCK 23 OF GREENLAKE 

CIRCLE RAILROAD ADDITION TO THE CITY OF SEATTLE, 

AS PER PLAT RECORDED IN VOLUME 2 OF PLATS ON 

PAGE 170, RECORDS OF KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON. 

 

EXCEPT FOR THE EAST 10 FEET THEREOF CONDEMNED 

FOR GREENWOOD AVENUE IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF 

KING COUNTY CAUSE NO. 65489, UNDER PROVISIONS OF 

ORDINANCE NO. 19334. 

 

287710-4127 THE SOUTH 15 FEET OF THE EAST 53 FEET OF LOT 9 AND 

THE EAST 53 FEET OF LOTS 10, 11, AND 12, IN BLOCK 23 

OF GREENLAKE CIRCLE RAILROAD ADDITION TO THE 

CITY OF SEATTLE , AS PER RECORDED VOLUME 2 OF 

PLATS ON PAGE 170, RECORDS OF KING COUNTY, 

WASHINGTON. 

 

SITUATE IN THE CITY OF SEATTLE, COUNTY OF KING, 

STATE OF WASHINGTON. 

 

287710-4120 LOTS 8 AND 9, BLOCK 23, GREEN LAKE CIRCLE 

RAILROAD ADDITION TO THE CITY OF SEATTLE, 

ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF RECORED IN 

VOLUME 2 OF PLATS, PAGE 170, RECORDS OF KING 

COUNTY, WASHINGTON; 

 

EXCEPT THE SOUTH 13.5 FEET OF THE EAST 53 FEET OF 

LOT 9; 

 

AND EXCEPT THE SOUTH 10 FEET OF THE WEST 54.5 

FEET OF LOT 9. 
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EXHIBIT B 

Rezone Map 
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Ex C – Property Use and Development Agreement 

V1  August 30, 2017 

1 
 

 

 

 

 

 

EXHIBIT C 

Property Use and Development Agreement 

When Recorded, Return to: 

  

THE CITY CLERK 
600 Fourth Avenue, Floor 3  

PO Box 94728  

Seattle, Washington 98124-4728 

 

  

  
   

PROPERTY USE AND DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT 

Grantor(s): (1) 70th & Greenwood 

Ave, LLC 

(2)  

 Additional grantors on page       

Grantee: (1) The City of Seattle 

 Additional on page       

Legal Description  

(abbreviated if necessary): 

See Attachment A 

 

 Additional legal description on page: 

Assessor’s Tax Parcel ID #: 287710-4100, 287710-4085, 287710-4127, 287710-

4120 

Reference Nos. of Documents 

Released or Assigned: 

 

              

 

THIS PROPERTY USE AND DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT (the “Agreement”) is executed 

this       day of      , 2018, in favor of the CITY OF SEATTLE (the “City”), a Washington 

municipal corporation, by 70th & Greenwood Ave, LLC (the “Owner”).  

RECITALS 
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Ex C – Property Use and Development Agreement 

V1  August 30, 2017 

2 
 

A. 70th & Greenwood Ave, LLC is the owner of that certain real property (the “Property”) in the 

City of Seattle zoned Single Family 5000 (SF 5000) and Neighborhood Commercial 2 with a 40-

foot height limit (NC2 40), which is legally described in Attachment A.  

B. In December 2016, the Owner submitted to the City of Seattle an application under Master 

Use Permit (MUP) No. 3023260 for a rezone of the commercially-zoned portion of the Property. 

In February of 2018, the Owner revised the application to seek a rezone from NC2 40 to 

Neighborhood Commercial 2 with a 55-foot height limit and M suffix (NC2 55 (M)). The 

purpose of the application is to develop the commercially-zoned portion of the property with a 

35 unit mixed-use building with approximately 6,000 square feet of retail space and below-grade 

parking for 26 vehicles. A single-family house and detached structure on the SF 5000 portion of 

the Property would remain. The Property and rezone area are shown on Attachment B. 

C. Seattle Municipal Code Section 23.34.004 allows the City to approve a rezone subject to 

“self-imposed restrictions upon the use and development of the property in order to ameliorate 

adverse impacts that could occur from unrestricted use and development permitted by 

development regulations otherwise applicable after the rezone” and restrictions applying the 

provisions of Chapters 23.58B and 23.58C to the Property. 

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual agreements contained herein, the parties 

agree as follows:  

AGREEMENT 

Section 1. Agreement. Pursuant to Seattle Municipal Code Section (“SMC”) 23.34.004, the 

Owner hereby covenants, bargains and agrees, on behalf of itself and its successors and assigns, 

that it will comply with the following conditions in consideration of the rezone of a portion of 

the Property from NC2 40 to NC2 55 (M):  

(a) Future development of the Property, including the single-family-zoned portion, is 

restricted to a project that complies with Master Use Permit (MUP) No. 3023260, 

once the Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections (SDCI) issues that 

MUP. Prior to issuing the MUP, SDCI must confirm that the drawings substantially 

comply with the conditions established during the design review process, including 

the structure design and location on the site, structure height, building materials, 

landscaping, street improvements, parking design, signage and site lighting.  

(b) The provisions of Seattle Municipal Code Chapters 23.58B and 23.58C shall apply to 

the rezoned portion of Property. For purposes of application of those Chapters, future 

development of the rezoned portion of the Property shall be subject to the following 

performance or payment requirements: 

 For Chapter 23.58B, 5% per square foot for the performance option or $7.00 

per square foot for the payment option; and 

 For Chapter 23.58C, 6% of units for the performance option or $13.25 per 

square foot for the payment option.  
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Ex C – Property Use and Development Agreement 

V1  August 30, 2017 

3 
 

Section 2. Agreement Runs With the Land. This Agreement shall be recorded in the records of 

King County by the City Clerk. The covenants hereof shall be deemed to attach to and run with 

the land and shall be binding upon the Owner, its heirs, successors and assigns, and shall apply to 

after- acquired title of the owners of the property.  

Section 3. Termination of Zoning Designation.  

The new zoning designation shall expire according to SMC 23.76.060.C, or if the rezone is 

revoked pursuant to SMC 23.34.004. 

Section 4. Termination of Conditions.  

The conditions listed in Section 1 of this agreement shall expire at such time as the rezone 

expires or is revoked pursuant to Section 3 of this Agreement. If the rezone does not expire and 

is not revoked, these conditions shall remain in effect until the conditions are amended or 

repealed.  

Section 5. Amendment. This Agreement may be amended or modified by agreement between 

the Owner and the City; provided, such amendments are approved by the City Council by 

ordinance.  

Section 6. Exercise of Police Power. Nothing in this Agreement shall prevent the City Council 

from making such further amendments to the Seattle Municipal Code or Land Use Code as it 

may deem necessary in the public interest.  

Section 7. No Precedent. The conditions contained in this Agreement are based on the unique 

circumstances applicable to this property and this Agreement is not intended to establish 

precedent for other rezones in the surrounding area.  

Section 8. Repeal as Additional Remedy. Owner acknowledges that compliance with the 

conditions of this Agreement is a condition of the subject rezone and that if the Owner avails 

itself of the benefits of this rezone but then fails to comply with the conditions of this Agreement 

with the City, in addition to pursuing any other remedy, the City may:  

a. revoke the rezone by ordinance and require the use of the Rezone Site to conform to 

the requirements of the previous NC2 40 zoning designation or some other zoning 

designation imposed by the City Council; and/or  

b. pursue specific performance of this Agreement.   

001790
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SIGNED this       day of      , 2018.  

70th & Greenwood Ave,  

a Washington limited liability company  

By:        

Its: Managing Member  

 

 

 

 

On this day personally appeared before me      , to me known to be the Managing Member, of 

70th & Greenwood Ave, a Washington limited liability company that executed the foregoing 

instrument, and acknowledged such instrument to be the free and voluntary act and deed of such 

limited liability company, for the uses and purposes therein mentioned, and on oath stated that he 

was duly authorized to execute such instrument.  

GIVEN UNDER MY HAND AND OFFICIAL SEAL this      day of      , 2018.  

 

 

 

 

 

  

 Printed Name 

____________________________ 

 NOTARY PUBLIC in and for the State of 

Washington, residing at 

____________________ 

 My Commission Expires 

___________________ 

 

STATE OF 

WASHINGTON 

 

COUNTY OF KING 

} 

ss.  
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ATTACHMENT A 

Assessor’s Parcel 

Number 

Legal Description 

287710-4100 and 

287710-4085 

LOTS 1, 2, 3, 4, AND 5, IN BLOCK 23 OF GREENLAKE 

CIRCLE RAILROAD ADDITION TO THE CITY OF SEATTLE, 

AS PER PLAT RECORDED IN VOLUME 2 OF PLATS ON 

PAGE 170, RECORDS OF KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON. 

 

EXCEPT FOR THE EAST 10 FEET THEREOF CONDEMNED 

FOR GREENWOOD AVENUE IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF 

KING COUNTY CAUSE NO. 65489, UNDER PROVISIONS OF 

ORDINANCE NO. 19334. 

 

287710-4127 THE SOUTH 15 FEET OF THE EAST 53 FEET OF LOT 9 AND 

THE EAST 53 FEET OF LOTS 10, 11, AND 12, IN BLOCK 23 

OF GREENLAKE CIRCLE RAILROAD ADDITION TO THE 

CITY OF SEATTLE, AS PER RECORDED VOLUME 2 OF 

PLATS ON PAGE 170, RECORDS OF KING COUNTY, 

WASHINGTON. 

 

SITUATE IN THE CITY OF SEATTLE, COUNTY OF KING, 

STATE OF WASHINGTON. 

 

287710-4120 LOTS 8 AND 9, BLOCK 23, GREEN LAKE CIRCLE 

RAILROAD ADDITION TO THE CITY OF SEATTLE, 

ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF RECORED IN 

VOLUME 2 OF PLATS, PAGE 170, RECORDS OF KING 

COUNTY, WASHINGTON; 

 

EXCEPT THE SOUTH 13.5 FEET OF THE EAST 53 FEET OF 

LOT 9; 

 

AND EXCEPT THE SOUTH 10 FEET OF THE WEST 54.5 

FEET OF LOT 9. 
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ATTACHMENT B 
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Property Use and Development Agreement 

When Recorded, Return to: 

THE CITY CLERK 
600 Fourth Avenue, Floor 3 
PO Box 94728 
Seattle, Washington 98124-4728 

PROPERTY USE AND DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT 
Grantor(s): r (1) 70th  & Greenwood 

Ave, LLC 
(2) 

on page ■ Additional grantors 
Grantee: 	(1) I The City of Seattle 

❑ Additional on page 
Legal Description 
(abbreviated if necessary): 

See Attachment A 

❑ Additional legal description on page: 
Assessor's Tax Parcel ID #: 287710-4100, 287710-4085, 287710-4127, 287710-

4120 
Reference Nos. of Documents 
Released or Assigned: 

1 
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THIS PROPERTY USE AND DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT (the "Agreement") is executed 
this 	day of August, 2018, in favor of the CITY OF SEATTLE (the "City"), a Washington 
municipal corporation, by 70th  & Greenwood Ave, LLC (the "Owner"). 

RECITALS 

A. 70th  & Greenwood Ave, LLC is the owner of that certain real property (the "Property") in the 
City of Seattle zoned Single Family 5000 (SF 5000) and Neighborhood Commercial 2 with a 40-
foot height limit (NC2 40), which is legally described in Attachment A. 

B. In December 2016, the Owner submitted to the City of Seattle an application under Master 
Use Permit (MUP) No. 3023260 for a rezone of the commercially-zoned portion of the Property. 
In February of 2018, the Owner revised the application to seek a rezone from NC2 40 to 
Neighborhood Commercial 2 with a 55-foot height limit and M suffix (NC2 55 (M)). The 
purpose of the application is to develop the commercially-zoned portion of the property with a 
35 unit mixed-use building with approximately 6,000 square feet of retail space and below-grade 
parking for 26 vehicles. A single-family house and detached structure on the SF 5000 portion of 
the Property would remain. The Property and rezone area are shown on Attachment B. 

C. Seattle Municipal Code Section 23.34.004 allows the City to approve a rezone subject to 
"self-imposed restrictions upon the use and development of the property in order to ameliorate 
adverse impacts that could occur from unrestricted use and development permitted by 
development regulations otherwise applicable after the rezone" and restrictions applying the 
provisions of Chapters 23.58B and 23.58C to the Property. 

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual agreements contained herein, the parties 
agree as follows: 

AGREEMENT 

Section 1. Agreement. Pursuant to Seattle Municipal Code Section ("SMC") 23.34.004, the 
Owner hereby covenants, bargains and agrees, on behalf of itself and its successors and assigns, 
that it will comply with the following conditions in consideration of the rezone of a portion of 
the Property from NC2 40 to NC2 55 (M): 

(a) Future development of the Property, including the single-family-zoned portion, is 
restricted to a project that complies with Master Use Permit (MUP) No. 3023260, 
once the Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections (SDCI) issues that 
MUP. This includes maintaining as landscaped open space the area identified on 
Attachment A as Assessor's Parcel Number 287710-4127. Prior to issuing the MUP, 
SDCI must confirm that the drawings substantially comply with the conditions 
established during the design review process, including the structure design and 
location on the site, structure height, building materials, landscaping, street 
improvements, parking design, signage and site lighting. 

2 
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(b) The provisions of Seattle Municipal Code Chapters 23.58B and 23.58C shall apply to 
the rezoned portion of Property. For purposes of application of those Chapters, future 
development of the rezoned portion of the Property shall be subject to the following 
performance or payment requirements: 

■ For Chapter 23.58B, 5% per square foot for the performance option or $7.00 
per square foot for the payment option; and 

■ For Chapter 23.58C, 6% of units for the performance option or $13.25 per 
square foot for the payment option. 

Section 2. Agreement Runs With the Land. This Agreement shall be recorded in the records of 
King County by the City Clerk. The covenants hereof shall be deemed to attach to and run with 
the land and shall be binding upon the Owner, its heirs, successors and assigns, and shall apply to 
after- acquired title of the owners of the property. 

Section 3. Termination of Zoning Designation. 

The new zoning designation shall expire according to SMC 23.76.060.C, or if the rezone is 
revoked pursuant to SMC 23.34.004. 

Section 4. Termination of Conditions. 

The conditions listed in Section 1 of this agreement shall expire at such time as the rezone 
expires or is revoked pursuant to Section 3 of this Agreement. If the rezone does not expire and 
is not revoked, these conditions shall remain in effect until the conditions are amended or 
repealed. 

Section 5. Amendment. This Agreement may be amended or modified by agreement between 
the Owner and the City; provided, such amendments are approved by the City Council by 
ordinance. 

Section 6. Exercise of Police Power. Nothing in this Agreement shall prevent the City Council 
from making such further amendments to the Seattle Municipal Code or Land Use Code as it 
may deem necessary in the public interest. 

Section 7. No Precedent. The conditions contained in this Agreement are based on the unique 
circumstances applicable to this property and this Agreement is not intended to establish 
precedent for other rezones in the surrounding area. 

Section 8. Repeal as Additional Remedy. Owner acknowledges that compliance with the 
conditions of this Agreement is a condition of the subject rezone and that if the Owner avails 
itself of the benefits of this rezone but then fails to comply with the conditions of this Agreement 
with the City, in addition to pursuing any other remedy, the City may: 

a, revoke the rezone by ordinance and require the use of the Rezone Site to conform to 
the requirements of the previous NC2 40 zoning designation or some other zoning 
designation imposed by the City Council; and/or 

3 

001796



b. pursue specific performance of this Agreement. 

4 
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SIGNED this this 	day of August, 2018. 

70th  & Greenwood Ave, LLC, 

a Washington limited liability company 

By: 	OJD L C, its Manager 

By: 

Chad Dale, its Manager 

On this day personally appeared before me Chad Dale, to me known to be the Manager of OJD 
LLC, the Manager of 70th  & Greenwood Ave LLC, a Washington limited liability company that 
executed the foregoing instrument, and acknowledged such instrument to be the free and 
voluntary act and deed of such limited liability company, for the uses and purposes therein 
mentioned, and on oath stated that he was duly authorized to execute such instrument. 

GIVEN UNDER MY HAND AND OFFICIAL SEAL this  -  day of August, 2018. 

CHARLYN M COPP 
Notary Public 

State of Washington 
My Commission Expires 

July 19, 2021 

 

Printed Name 
eikat4AN1 -ace, 

WI 

NOTARY PUBLIC in and for the State of 
Washington, residing at 3 eik....44..0 

My Commission Expires 

 

} 

ss. 
STATE OF 
WASHINGTON 

COUNTY OF KING 
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ATTACHMENT A 

Assessor's Parcel 
Number 

Legal Description 

287710-4100 And 
287710-4085 

LOTS 1, 2, 3, 4, AND 5, IN BLOCK 23 OF GREENLAKE 
CIRCLE RAILROAD ADDITION TO THE CITY OF SEATTLE, 
AS PER PLAT RECORDED IN VOLUME 2 OF PLATS ON 
PAGE 170, RECORDS OF KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON. 

EXCEPT FOR THE EAST 10 FEET THEREOF CONDEMNED 
FOR GREENWOOD AVENUE IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF 
KING COUNTY CAUSE NO. 65489, UNDER PROVISIONS OF 
ORDINANCE NO. 19334. 

287710-4127 THE SOUTH 15 FEET OF THE EAST 53 FEET OF LOT 9 AND 
THE EAST 53 FEET OF LOTS 10, 11, AND 12, IN BLOCK 23 
OF GREENLAKE CIRCLE RAILROAD ADDITION TO THE 
CITY OF SEATTLE, AS PER RECORDED VOLUME 2 OF 
PLATS ON PAGE 170, RECORDS OF KING COUNTY, 
WASHINGTON. 

SITUATE IN THE CITY OF SEATTLE, COUNTY OF KING, 
STATE OF WASHINGTON. 

287710-4120 LOTS 8 AND 9, BLOCK 23, GREEN LAKE CIRCLE 
RAILROAD ADDITION TO THE CITY OF SEATTLE, 
ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF RECORED IN 
VOLUME 2 OF PLATS, PAGE 170, RECORDS OF KING 
COUNTY, WASHINGTON; 

EXCEPT THE SOUTH 13.5 FEET OF THE EAST 53 FEET OF 
LOT 9; 

AND EXCEPT THE SOUTH 10 FEET OF THE WEST 54.5 
FEET OF LOT 9. 
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City of Seattle
Department of Construction and Inspections
Land Use Review

DAVID FUCHS
100 NE Northlake Way, Suite 200
Seattle, WA 98101
Attn: Tilghman Group
Re: Project# 3023260

Correction Notice #1

Review Type TRANSPORT Date December 29, 2016

Project Address 7009 Greenwood Ave N Contact Phone (206) 523-6150

Contact Email dfuchs@johnstonarchitects
.com

Contact Fax

SDCI Reviewer Michael Houston Address Seattle Department of
Construction and
Inspections
700 5th Ave Suite 2000
PO Box 34019
Seattle, WA 98124-4019

Reviewer Phone (206) 727-3885

Reviewer Fax

Reviewer Email Michaelt.Houston@seattle.gov

Owner CHAD DALE

Applicant Instructions

How to Respond to a SDCI Correction NoticePlease see the attached flyer to learn " ".
If the 3-step process outlined in the aforementioned document is not followed, it is likely that there
will be a delay in permit issuance and there is a potential for penalty fees.

Corrections

1 Thank you for providing a parking study for this project. Please update the pipeline projects from
the study in the following ways:
-Refer to the traffic study update by Gibson Traffic Consultants dated October 28, 2016 for 6726
Greenwood Ave N (MUP #3020114) for the on-street parking demand expected from this pipeline
project.
-Add 6528 Phinney Avenue N (MUP #3020424) to the list of pipeline projects for the cumulative
parking analysis.

2 Please provide an estimate of the likely peak hour trip generation for the project, basing the
estimate on data from the Institute of Transportation Engineers or similar sources.

3 A transportation concurrency analysis is needed for this development. Please provide a concurrency
analysis following SMC 23.52 and Director's Rule 5-2009 for the screenlines impacted by the
proposed development.

Project# 3023260, Correction Notice# 1
Page 1 of 1

001801

mailto:dfuchs@johnstonarchitects.com
mailto:dfuchs@johnstonarchitects.com
mailto:dfuchs@johnstonarchitects.com
mailto:dfuchs@johnstonarchitects.com
mailto:dfuchs@johnstonarchitects.com
mailto:dfuchs@johnstonarchitects.com
http://www.seattle.gov/dpd/cs/groups/pan/@pan/documents/web_informational/dpdd016373.pdf
http://www.seattle.gov/dpd/cs/groups/pan/@pan/documents/web_informational/dpdd016373.pdf


City of Seattle How to Respond to a Seattle DCI Correction
Notice

Step 1: Wait for all reviews to be completed

• You may check the status of any review at the following link:
http://web6.seattle.gov/dpd/permitstatus

• All reviews must be completed before the applicant can respond, upload, or submit any correction
responses.

• Electronic Plans: We will send correction letters to the Seattle DCI Project Portal. We will notify the
primary contact for the project when all reviews in the review cycle are complete.

• Paper Plans: We will notify the primary contact for the project by email or phone when all reviews in
the review cycle are complete and plans are ready to be picked up. Once you have been notified, pick
up the plans at Plans Routing in the Applicant Service Center.

Step 2: Make Corrections

Provide a written response for each item on all correction notices. We will not accept corrected
plans without written responses. Include the following information for each item:
• Describe the change
• Say where the change can be found in the plan set
• If you have not made a requested change, give a code citation or provide calculations to explain why

not
• Coordinate responses to correction items among all designers, architects, engineers, and owners
• If you make voluntary changes to your plans, describe the changes you have made in your response

letter

Correct your Plans:
• Cloud or circle all changes
• You may add new sheets to the plan set if you have new information to show

For Electronic Plans:
• Always upload a complete plan set

For Paper Plans:
If you replace sheets in the paper plan sets:
• Remove the old sheets, mark them as “VOID,” and include them loose at the back of each plan set
• All original sheets and plan pages must be returned to Plans Routing in the Applicant Service Center
• Insert the new sheets and staple the plan sets
If you make changes to the original paper plan sheets:
• Make all changes with ink (preferably red, waterproof ink). Do not use pencil to make changes
• Do not tape or staple anything to the plan sets

Platting Actions: Provide new copies of the survey when responding to a correction notice for a
shortplat, lot boundary adjustment, or other platting action. Provide the same number of copies that were
required when you submitted the project.

Step 3: Submit Corrected Plans

Electronic Plans:
Upload your corrected plan set and correction response letter through your Seattle DCI Project Portal.

Paper Plans:
Return your corrected plans and your correction response letter to Plans Routing in the Applicant Services
Center.

If you don't follow these instructions:
• Plans Routing may not accept your corrected plans
• We may be delayed in starting corrected plan review, which can delay permit issuance
• We may charge a penalty fee

Plans Routing / Applicant Services Center - 700 5th Avenue, 20th Floor
Hours: Monday, Wednesday, Friday: 8:00 a.m. - 4:00 p.m., Tuesday, Thursday: 10:30 a.m. - 4:00 p.m.
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City of Seattle
Department of Construction and Inspections
Engineering Services

DAVID FUCHS
100 NE Northlake Way, Suite 200
Seattle, WA 98101

Re: Project# 3023260

Correction Notice #1

Review Type CITY LIGHT Date January 06, 2017

Project Address 7009 Greenwood Ave N Contact Phone (206) 523-6150

Contact Email dfuchs@johnstonarchitects
.com

Contact Fax

SDCI Reviewer Ray Ramos Address Seattle Department of
Construction and
Inspections
700 5th Ave Suite 2000
PO Box 34019
Seattle, WA 98124-4019

Reviewer Phone (206) 615-1193

Reviewer Fax

Reviewer Email ray.ramos@seattle.gov

Owner CHAD DALE

Applicant Instructions

How to Respond to a SDCI Correction NoticePlease see the attached flyer to learn " ".
If the 3-step process outlined in the aforementioned document is not followed, it is likely that
there will be a delay in permit issuance and there is a potential for penalty fees.

Codes Reviewed

This project has been reviewed for conformance with Seattle City Light Construction Guideline
D2-3.

Corrections

1 Based on plans submitted to SDCI and reviewed by City Light engineering, the proposed building
does not meet minimum clearance requirements from overhead power lines (26kV)
along Greenwood Ave N per SCL Construction Standard D2-3.
 
On sheet A100, the 14 feet clearance is incorrectly measured from the pole to the building.  This
measurement should be from the nearest high voltage line.
 
Civil plans included with this submittal show undergrounding of the high voltage power lines along
Greenwood Ave N.  Due to the scope of work and potential costs to the project, further discussion
with City Light is required.  City Light will issue a separate service construction letter for
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undergrounding.  Confirmation and financial agreement (attachment E) from the applicant to
cover the costs of the proposed work is required as a condition of MUP approval from City Light. 
Attachment E of the service construction letter must be signed by an authorized project
representative and returned to City Light.
 
Fourteen (14) feet radial clearance is required between power lines and any part of the permanent
structure per Seattle City Light Construction Standard D2-3,
(http://www.seattle.gov/light/engstd/docs2/d2-3.pdf).
 
During construction, minimum working clearance (10 feet) is also required from scaffolding,
construction workers and their tools. City Light may not be able to grant customer requests to
temporarily relocate or de-energize the distribution system. Changes to SCL's system to meet
clearances are done at the project's expense.
 
This review is for clearance purposes only and does not include review for transformer vault
location and dimensions. Vault location, vault size, details and construction requirements to be
determined upon submittal of City Light application, load calculations and electrical service size
from customer. A service construction letter will be provided.
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City of Seattle How to Respond to a Seattle DCI Correction
Notice

Step 1: Wait for all reviews to be completed

• You may check the status of any review at the following link:
http://web6.seattle.gov/dpd/permitstatus

• All reviews must be completed before the applicant can respond, upload, or submit any correction
responses.

• Electronic Plans: We will send correction letters to the Seattle DCI Project Portal. We will notify the
primary contact for the project when all reviews in the review cycle are complete.

• Paper Plans: We will notify the primary contact for the project by email or phone when all reviews in
the review cycle are complete and plans are ready to be picked up. Once you have been notified, pick
up the plans at Plans Routing in the Applicant Service Center.

Step 2: Make Corrections

Provide a written response for each item on all correction notices. We will not accept corrected
plans without written responses. Include the following information for each item:
• Describe the change
• Say where the change can be found in the plan set
• If you have not made a requested change, give a code citation or provide calculations to explain why

not
• Coordinate responses to correction items among all designers, architects, engineers, and owners
• If you make voluntary changes to your plans, describe the changes you have made in your response

letter

Correct your Plans:
• Cloud or circle all changes
• You may add new sheets to the plan set if you have new information to show

For Electronic Plans:
• Always upload a complete plan set

For Paper Plans:
If you replace sheets in the paper plan sets:
• Remove the old sheets, mark them as “VOID,” and include them loose at the back of each plan set
• All original sheets and plan pages must be returned to Plans Routing in the Applicant Service Center
• Insert the new sheets and staple the plan sets
If you make changes to the original paper plan sheets:
• Make all changes with ink (preferably red, waterproof ink). Do not use pencil to make changes
• Do not tape or staple anything to the plan sets

Platting Actions: Provide new copies of the survey when responding to a correction notice for a
shortplat, lot boundary adjustment, or other platting action. Provide the same number of copies that were
required when you submitted the project.

Step 3: Submit Corrected Plans

Electronic Plans:
Upload your corrected plan set and correction response letter through your Seattle DCI Project Portal.

Paper Plans:
Return your corrected plans and your correction response letter to Plans Routing in the Applicant Services
Center.

If you don't follow these instructions:
• Plans Routing may not accept your corrected plans
• We may be delayed in starting corrected plan review, which can delay permit issuance
• We may charge a penalty fee

Plans Routing / Applicant Services Center - 700 5th Avenue, 20th Floor
Hours: Monday, Wednesday, Friday: 8:00 a.m. - 4:00 p.m., Tuesday, Thursday: 10:30 a.m. - 4:00 p.m.
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City of Seattle
Department of Construction and Inspections
Engineering Services

DAVID FUCHS
100 NE Northlake Way, Suite 200
Seattle, WA 98101

Re: Project# 3023260

Correction Notice #1

Review Type POTECH Date January 18, 2017

Project Address 7009 Greenwood Ave N Contact Phone (206) 523-6150

Contact Email dfuchs@johnstonarchitects
.com

Contact Fax

SDCI Reviewer Seth Amrhein Address Seattle Department of
Construction and
Inspections
700 5th Ave Suite 2000
PO Box 34019
Seattle, WA 98124-4019

Reviewer Phone (206) 386-1981

Reviewer Fax

Reviewer Email Seth.Amrhein@seattle.gov

Owner CHAD DALE

Please let me know if you have any questions.

Applicant Instructions

How to Respond to a SDCI Correction NoticePlease see the attached flyer to learn " ".
If the 3-step process outlined in the aforementioned document is not followed, it is likely that
there will be a delay in permit issuance and there is a potential for penalty fees.

Codes Reviewed

This project has been reviewed for conformance with the applicable development standards of
the Tree Protection Code.

Corrections

1 Please identify the species of trees 7, 8, 9, and 10 so we can determine compliance with Seattle’s
Tree Protection Code. If any of these trees are “exceptional” per SDCI Director’s Rule 16-2008,
please demonstrate that they will be either protected or removed in compliance with Seattle’s
Tree Protection Code.
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City of Seattle How to Respond to a Seattle DCI Correction
Notice

Step 1: Wait for all reviews to be completed

• You may check the status of any review at the following link:
http://web6.seattle.gov/dpd/permitstatus

• All reviews must be completed before the applicant can respond, upload, or submit any correction
responses.

• Electronic Plans: We will send correction letters to the Seattle DCI Project Portal. We will notify the
primary contact for the project when all reviews in the review cycle are complete.

• Paper Plans: We will notify the primary contact for the project by email or phone when all reviews in
the review cycle are complete and plans are ready to be picked up. Once you have been notified, pick
up the plans at Plans Routing in the Applicant Service Center.

Step 2: Make Corrections

Provide a written response for each item on all correction notices. We will not accept corrected
plans without written responses. Include the following information for each item:
• Describe the change
• Say where the change can be found in the plan set
• If you have not made a requested change, give a code citation or provide calculations to explain why

not
• Coordinate responses to correction items among all designers, architects, engineers, and owners
• If you make voluntary changes to your plans, describe the changes you have made in your response

letter

Correct your Plans:
• Cloud or circle all changes
• You may add new sheets to the plan set if you have new information to show

For Electronic Plans:
• Always upload a complete plan set

For Paper Plans:
If you replace sheets in the paper plan sets:
• Remove the old sheets, mark them as “VOID,” and include them loose at the back of each plan set
• All original sheets and plan pages must be returned to Plans Routing in the Applicant Service Center
• Insert the new sheets and staple the plan sets
If you make changes to the original paper plan sheets:
• Make all changes with ink (preferably red, waterproof ink). Do not use pencil to make changes
• Do not tape or staple anything to the plan sets

Platting Actions: Provide new copies of the survey when responding to a correction notice for a
shortplat, lot boundary adjustment, or other platting action. Provide the same number of copies that were
required when you submitted the project.

Step 3: Submit Corrected Plans

Electronic Plans:
Upload your corrected plan set and correction response letter through your Seattle DCI Project Portal.

Paper Plans:
Return your corrected plans and your correction response letter to Plans Routing in the Applicant Services
Center.

If you don't follow these instructions:
• Plans Routing may not accept your corrected plans
• We may be delayed in starting corrected plan review, which can delay permit issuance
• We may charge a penalty fee

Plans Routing / Applicant Services Center - 700 5th Avenue, 20th Floor
Hours: Monday, Wednesday, Friday: 8:00 a.m. - 4:00 p.m., Tuesday, Thursday: 10:30 a.m. - 4:00 p.m.
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City of Seattle
Department of Construction and Inspections
Engineering Services

DAVID FUCHS
100 NE Northlake Way, Suite 200
Seattle, WA 98101

Re: Project# 3023260

Correction Notice #1

Review Type GEO SOILS Date January 27, 2017

Project Address 7009 Greenwood Ave N Contact Phone (206) 523-6150

Contact Email dfuchs@johnstonarchitects
.com

Contact Fax

SDCI Reviewer Robert M McIntosh Address Seattle Department of
Construction and
Inspections
700 5th Ave Suite 2000
PO Box 34019
Seattle, WA 98124-4019

Reviewer Phone (206) 684-5953

Reviewer Fax

Reviewer Email rob.mcintosh@seattle.gov

Owner CHAD DALE

Reference July 28, 2016 "Geotechnical Report, Proposed Development, 7009 Greenwood
Avenue N, Seattle, WA", by PanGEO, Inc. [PanGeo File No. 16-164]

Description of Work:
Council Land Use Action to rezone a parcel from Neighborhood Commercial 2-40' (NC2-40) to
Neighborhood Commercial 2-65' (NC2-65) to allow a 5-story building containing 33 apartment units with
ground level retail and below grade parking for 28 vehicles.

Applicant Instructions

How to Respond to a SDCI Correction NoticePlease see the attached flyer to learn " ".
If the 3-step process outlined in the aforementioned document is not followed, it is likely that
there will be a delay in permit issuance and there is a potential for penalty fees.

Codes Reviewed

This project has been reviewed for conformance with one or more of the following codes: 2012
Seattle Building Code (SBC); 2012 Seattle Residential Code (SRC); 2012 Seattle Existing Building
Code (SEBC); 2012 Seattle Energy Code (SEC); Grading Code; Environmentally Critical Areas
Regulations (ECA).

Corrections

1 SMC 22.170.110 A.  The SEPA Checklist states "There is no known current contamination of the
project site.  The site has been previously remediated for contamination stemming from a past dry
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cleaning use."  Additionally, the geotechnical engineering report states "Between 2013 and 2015
an environmental cleanup was conducted on the site which we understand resulted in a No
Further Action (NFA) letter from the Washington Department of Ecology."  Please upload a copy of
the NFA, and any other pertinent supporting information related to the cleanup, for SDCI review.
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City of Seattle How to Respond to a Seattle DCI Correction
Notice

Step 1: Wait for all reviews to be completed

• You may check the status of any review at the following link:
http://web6.seattle.gov/dpd/permitstatus

• All reviews must be completed before the applicant can respond, upload, or submit any correction
responses.

• Electronic Plans: We will send correction letters to the Seattle DCI Project Portal. We will notify the
primary contact for the project when all reviews in the review cycle are complete.

• Paper Plans: We will notify the primary contact for the project by email or phone when all reviews in
the review cycle are complete and plans are ready to be picked up. Once you have been notified, pick
up the plans at Plans Routing in the Applicant Service Center.

Step 2: Make Corrections

Provide a written response for each item on all correction notices. We will not accept corrected
plans without written responses. Include the following information for each item:
• Describe the change
• Say where the change can be found in the plan set
• If you have not made a requested change, give a code citation or provide calculations to explain why

not
• Coordinate responses to correction items among all designers, architects, engineers, and owners
• If you make voluntary changes to your plans, describe the changes you have made in your response

letter

Correct your Plans:
• Cloud or circle all changes
• You may add new sheets to the plan set if you have new information to show

For Electronic Plans:
• Always upload a complete plan set

For Paper Plans:
If you replace sheets in the paper plan sets:
• Remove the old sheets, mark them as “VOID,” and include them loose at the back of each plan set
• All original sheets and plan pages must be returned to Plans Routing in the Applicant Service Center
• Insert the new sheets and staple the plan sets
If you make changes to the original paper plan sheets:
• Make all changes with ink (preferably red, waterproof ink). Do not use pencil to make changes
• Do not tape or staple anything to the plan sets

Platting Actions: Provide new copies of the survey when responding to a correction notice for a
shortplat, lot boundary adjustment, or other platting action. Provide the same number of copies that were
required when you submitted the project.

Step 3: Submit Corrected Plans

Electronic Plans:
Upload your corrected plan set and correction response letter through your Seattle DCI Project Portal.

Paper Plans:
Return your corrected plans and your correction response letter to Plans Routing in the Applicant Services
Center.

If you don't follow these instructions:
• Plans Routing may not accept your corrected plans
• We may be delayed in starting corrected plan review, which can delay permit issuance
• We may charge a penalty fee

Plans Routing / Applicant Services Center - 700 5th Avenue, 20th Floor
Hours: Monday, Wednesday, Friday: 8:00 a.m. - 4:00 p.m., Tuesday, Thursday: 10:30 a.m. - 4:00 p.m.
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City of Seattle
Department of Construction and Inspections
Land Use Review

DAVID FUCHS
100 NE Northlake Way, Suite 200
Seattle, WA 98101

Re: Project# 3023260

Correction Notice #1

Review Type ZONING Date February 02, 2017

Project Address 7009 Greenwood Ave N Contact Phone (206) 523-6150

Contact Email dfuchs@johnstonarchitects
.com

Contact Fax

SDCI Reviewer Emily Lofstedt Address Seattle Department of
Construction and
Inspections
700 5th Ave Suite 2000
PO Box 34019
Seattle, WA 98124-4019

Reviewer Phone (206) 386-0097

Reviewer Fax

Reviewer Email Emily.Lofstedt@Seattle.gov

Owner CHAD DALE

Dear David,
The following corrections are required. Further corrections may follow based on information in future
application materials received.
Thank you,
Emily Lofstedt

Applicant Instructions

How to Respond to a SDCI Correction NoticePlease see the attached flyer to learn " ".
If the 3-step process outlined in the aforementioned document is not followed, it is likely that
there will be a delay in permit issuance and there is a potential for penalty fees.

Codes Reviewed

This project has been reviewed for conformance with the applicable development standards of the
Land Use Code.

Corrections

1 Departures. The following departures were requested.  If the departure is not granted the
proposal needs to be revised to meet the applicable development standard.
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SMC 23.47A.008.C.4.b - Overhead Weather Protection This departure does not apply as you are
not in a Pedestrian Designated Zone.
 
SMC 23.53.035.A.2. - Structural Building Overhangs cannot be departed from per SMC
23.41.012.B.25.

2 Development Site.  Please clarify the exact development site for this proposal.  Will the single
family zoned lots be included in this proposal? If so, please update all the lot information to clearly
match the correct development site.

3 Street Level Uses.  This site is not located in an area that requires specific street level uses or
SMC 23.47A.005 SMC 23.47A.008.C.4restricts residential uses at street level per  and since it is

not located in an Pedestrian Designated Zone. 
 
Please remove any reference to street level uses relating to pedestrian designated zones found on
sheet G002 and G003.

4 Blank Facade. SMC While it appears that you meet the blank façade requirements per
23.47A.008.A.2, the blank façade is measured at 5 feet above the elevation of the line line at the

SMC 23.86.028.Bsidewalk per .  Also, the façade behind the courtyard on both street facades and
outdoor seating on the Greenwood Ave N facade shall be included in the blank façade
calculations. 
 
Please update the blank Façade diagrams and calculations with the correct measurements.

5 Street-level street-facing façade setback. Street-level street-facing facades shall be located
within 10 feet of the street lot line, unless wider sidewalks, plazas, or other approved landscaped

SMC 23.47A.008.A.3or open spaces are provided per .
 
Either revise the proposal to meet this code section or provide approval for the proposed
courtyard meeting one of this allowances for a larger setback.
 
Also, please dimension the site plan to document how all other areas of the site are meeting this
code section.

6 Transparency.  SMC While it appears that you meet the transparency standards per
23.47A.008.B.2.a, the  façade behind the courtyard on both street facades and outdoor seating on
the Greenwood Ave N facade shall be included in the transparency calculations. 
 
Please update the transparency diagrams and calculations to include all the façade.

7 Setback Requirements. A 15' diagonal setback is required where a lot abuts the intersection of
SMC 23.47A.014.B.1a side lot line and front lot line of a lot in a residential zone per .

 
A setback is required along the lot line that abuts a lot in a residential zone at fifteen feet for

SMCportions of structures above 13 feet in height to a maximum of 65 feet per
23.47A.014.B.3.a.

8 Street Trees and Landscaping.  The proposed Street Trees and Landscaping in the right-of-way
used to meet the Green Factor must receive a conceptual approval from SDOT.  Please consult
with SDOT arborist Bill Ames at 206-684-5693 to determine species of tree and standards of
planting on this, and provide applicable documentation (i.e. emails). 

9 Green Factor. Director's Rule 30-2015  The green factor plans shall follow the latest .  Please
review this Director's Rule and update where needed.

10 Structural Building Overhangs.  Minor Architectural Encroachments are limited to 2' 6" vertical
SMC 23.53.035.A.2dimension into the right-of-way per .

 

Project# 3023260, Correction Notice# 1
Page 2 of 3

001812

https://www.municode.com/library/wa/seattle/codes/municipal_code?nodeId=TIT23LAUSCO_SUBTITLE_IIILAUSRE_CH23.47ACO_23.47A.005STVEUS
https://www.municode.com/library/wa/seattle/codes/municipal_code?nodeId=TIT23LAUSCO_SUBTITLE_IIILAUSRE_CH23.47ACO_23.47A.005STVEUS
https://www.municode.com/library/wa/seattle/codes/municipal_code?nodeId=TIT23LAUSCO_SUBTITLE_IIILAUSRE_CH23.47ACO_23.47A.008STVEDEST
https://www.municode.com/library/wa/seattle/codes/municipal_code?nodeId=TIT23LAUSCO_SUBTITLE_IIILAUSRE_CH23.47ACO_23.47A.008STVEDEST
https://www.municode.com/library/wa/seattle/codes/municipal_code?nodeId=TIT23LAUSCO_SUBTITLE_IIILAUSRE_CH23.47ACO_23.47A.008STVEDEST
https://www.municode.com/library/wa/seattle/codes/municipal_code?nodeId=TIT23LAUSCO_SUBTITLE_IIILAUSRE_CH23.47ACO_23.47A.008STVEDEST
https://www.municode.com/library/wa/seattle/codes/municipal_code?nodeId=TIT23LAUSCO_SUBTITLE_IIILAUSRE_CH23.47ACO_23.47A.008STVEDEST
https://www.municode.com/library/wa/seattle/codes/municipal_code?nodeId=TIT23LAUSCO_SUBTITLE_IIILAUSRE_CH23.47ACO_23.47A.008STVEDEST
https://www.municode.com/library/wa/seattle/codes/municipal_code?nodeId=TIT23LAUSCO_SUBTITLE_IVAD_CH23.86ME_23.86.028BLFA
https://www.municode.com/library/wa/seattle/codes/municipal_code?nodeId=TIT23LAUSCO_SUBTITLE_IVAD_CH23.86ME_23.86.028BLFA
https://www.municode.com/library/wa/seattle/codes/municipal_code?nodeId=TIT23LAUSCO_SUBTITLE_IIILAUSRE_CH23.47ACO_23.47A.008STVEDEST
https://www.municode.com/library/wa/seattle/codes/municipal_code?nodeId=TIT23LAUSCO_SUBTITLE_IIILAUSRE_CH23.47ACO_23.47A.008STVEDEST
https://www.municode.com/library/wa/seattle/codes/municipal_code?nodeId=TIT23LAUSCO_SUBTITLE_IIILAUSRE_CH23.47ACO_23.47A.008STVEDEST
https://www.municode.com/library/wa/seattle/codes/municipal_code?nodeId=TIT23LAUSCO_SUBTITLE_IIILAUSRE_CH23.47ACO_23.47A.008STVEDEST
https://www.municode.com/library/wa/seattle/codes/municipal_code?nodeId=TIT23LAUSCO_SUBTITLE_IIILAUSRE_CH23.47ACO_23.47A.008STVEDEST
https://www.municode.com/library/wa/seattle/codes/municipal_code?nodeId=TIT23LAUSCO_SUBTITLE_IIILAUSRE_CH23.47ACO_23.47A.008STVEDEST
https://www.municode.com/library/wa/seattle/codes/municipal_code?nodeId=TIT23LAUSCO_SUBTITLE_IIILAUSRE_CH23.47ACO_23.47A.014SERE
https://www.municode.com/library/wa/seattle/codes/municipal_code?nodeId=TIT23LAUSCO_SUBTITLE_IIILAUSRE_CH23.47ACO_23.47A.014SERE
https://www.municode.com/library/wa/seattle/codes/municipal_code?nodeId=TIT23LAUSCO_SUBTITLE_IIILAUSRE_CH23.47ACO_23.47A.014SERE
https://www.municode.com/library/wa/seattle/codes/municipal_code?nodeId=TIT23LAUSCO_SUBTITLE_IIILAUSRE_CH23.47ACO_23.47A.014SERE
https://www.municode.com/library/wa/seattle/codes/municipal_code?nodeId=TIT23LAUSCO_SUBTITLE_IIILAUSRE_CH23.47ACO_23.47A.014SERE
https://www.municode.com/library/wa/seattle/codes/municipal_code?nodeId=TIT23LAUSCO_SUBTITLE_IIILAUSRE_CH23.47ACO_23.47A.014SERE
http://www.seattle.gov/dpd/codes/dr/DR2015-30.pdf
http://www.seattle.gov/dpd/codes/dr/DR2015-30.pdf
https://www.municode.com/library/wa/seattle/codes/municipal_code?nodeId=TIT23LAUSCO_SUBTITLE_IIILAUSRE_CH23.53RESTALEA_23.53.035STBUOVMIAREN
https://www.municode.com/library/wa/seattle/codes/municipal_code?nodeId=TIT23LAUSCO_SUBTITLE_IIILAUSRE_CH23.53RESTALEA_23.53.035STBUOVMIAREN


Please revise the cornice encroachment on the 5th level to meet this code section, as it cannot be
a departure.

11 . Frequent Transit Service Corridor SMCThis project appears to utilize the parking reduction in
23.54.020.F.2.a for properties located within 1,320 feet of a street with frequent transit service.
Please provide the calculation in the plan set showing how this property is within a frequent transit
service corridor:
 
a) Provide a map showing the walking distance to a transit stop within 1,320 feet of the subject
property. Please note, this is calculated based on the actual walking path that a person takes to
the transit stop not a straight line from the site to the transit stop.
 b) Provide transit schedules for transit stops within the 1,320 foot walking distance of the
property illustrating a frequent transit service area. A street with frequent transit service has
transit service headways in at least one direction of 15 minutes or less for at least 12 hours per
day, 6 days per week, and transit service headways of 30 minutes or less for at least 18 hours of
every day. Averaging the departures within an hour is not acceptable; however, the required 12
hours may not be consecutive within a 24 hour period. You may also combine routes served by
the same stop heading in the same direction or multiple stops within the 1320 foot walking
distance with different routes heading in the same direction. Please show the actual departure
times to satisfy this requirement.

12 Sight Triangle. SMC  Please provide the offsite sight triangle easement required per
23.54.030.G. Zoning cannot be approved until this easement has been obtained. 
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City of Seattle How to Respond to a Seattle DCI Correction
Notice

Step 1: Wait for all reviews to be completed

• You may check the status of any review at the following link:
http://web6.seattle.gov/dpd/permitstatus

• All reviews must be completed before the applicant can respond, upload, or submit any correction
responses.

• Electronic Plans: We will send correction letters to the Seattle DCI Project Portal. We will notify the
primary contact for the project when all reviews in the review cycle are complete.

• Paper Plans: We will notify the primary contact for the project by email or phone when all reviews in
the review cycle are complete and plans are ready to be picked up. Once you have been notified, pick
up the plans at Plans Routing in the Applicant Service Center.

Step 2: Make Corrections

Provide a written response for each item on all correction notices. We will not accept corrected
plans without written responses. Include the following information for each item:
• Describe the change
• Say where the change can be found in the plan set
• If you have not made a requested change, give a code citation or provide calculations to explain why

not
• Coordinate responses to correction items among all designers, architects, engineers, and owners
• If you make voluntary changes to your plans, describe the changes you have made in your response

letter

Correct your Plans:
• Cloud or circle all changes
• You may add new sheets to the plan set if you have new information to show

For Electronic Plans:
• Always upload a complete plan set

For Paper Plans:
If you replace sheets in the paper plan sets:
• Remove the old sheets, mark them as “VOID,” and include them loose at the back of each plan set
• All original sheets and plan pages must be returned to Plans Routing in the Applicant Service Center
• Insert the new sheets and staple the plan sets
If you make changes to the original paper plan sheets:
• Make all changes with ink (preferably red, waterproof ink). Do not use pencil to make changes
• Do not tape or staple anything to the plan sets

Platting Actions: Provide new copies of the survey when responding to a correction notice for a
shortplat, lot boundary adjustment, or other platting action. Provide the same number of copies that were
required when you submitted the project.

Step 3: Submit Corrected Plans

Electronic Plans:
Upload your corrected plan set and correction response letter through your Seattle DCI Project Portal.

Paper Plans:
Return your corrected plans and your correction response letter to Plans Routing in the Applicant Services
Center.

If you don't follow these instructions:
• Plans Routing may not accept your corrected plans
• We may be delayed in starting corrected plan review, which can delay permit issuance
• We may charge a penalty fee

Plans Routing / Applicant Services Center - 700 5th Avenue, 20th Floor
Hours: Monday, Wednesday, Friday: 8:00 a.m. - 4:00 p.m., Tuesday, Thursday: 10:30 a.m. - 4:00 p.m.
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City of Seattle
Department of Construction and Inspections
Land Use Review

DAVID FUCHS
100 NE Northlake Way, Suite 200
Seattle, WA 98101

Re: Project# 3023260

Correction Notice #1

Review Type Date February 23, 2017

Project Address 7009 Greenwood Ave N Contact Phone (206) 523-6150

Contact Email dfuchs@johnstonarchitects
.com

Contact Fax

SDCI Reviewer Lindsay M King Address Seattle Department of
Construction and
Inspections
700 5th Ave Suite 2000
PO Box 34019
Seattle, WA 98124-4019

Reviewer Phone (206) 684-9218

Reviewer Fax (206) 233-7866

Reviewer Email lindsay.king@seattle.gov

Owner CHAD DALE

The correction items below are for land use review of the proposal.

Applicant Instructions

How to Respond to a SDCI Correction NoticePlease see the attached flyer to learn " ".
If the 3-step process outlined in the aforementioned document is not followed, it is likely that
there will be a delay in permit issuance and there is a potential for penalty fees.

Corrections

1 Rezone Criteria. I have reviewed the rezone criteria of SMC 23.34.002, 004, 007, 008 and 009.
Thank you for the comprehensive rezone analysis. SMC 23.34.007 B states no single criterion or
group of criteria shall be applied as an absolute requirement or test of appropriateness of a zoning
designation, nor is there a hierarchy or priority of the rezone considerations.  Enclosed is the
criteria that needs further consideration. 
 
a) SMC 23.34.008 E2 Physical Buffers. The proposed rezone will allow at 65 foot zone adjacent to
a single family zone. A physical buffer does not currently exist along the west zone edge. Physical
buffers may include open space or green space. Consider providing a physical buffer on the vacant
single family lot consistent with the EDG proposal.
 
b) SMC 23.34.009 C and D. It is unclear how the proposed rezone meets this criteria. The code
states permitted heights shall be compatible with predominant height and scale of existing
development, actual and zoned heights in the surround areas.

Project# 3023260, Correction Notice# 1
Page 1 of 3
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The code goes on to state a gradual transition in height and scale shall be provided unless major
physical buffers are present. Please review comment 1a and Design Review comments for further
consideration.

2 Design Review; Architectural Concept along Greenwood. At the EDG meeting the Board discussed
maintaining a strong street wall along Greenwood Avenue N but also developing the building to
respond to the future massing context, which included the study of an upper level setback.
 
The existing massing context on Greenwood is 4 stories. Please study an upper level setback, 5th
floor modulation and material treatment, on Greenwood Avenue similar to that provided on N 70th
Street to minimize the presence of the proposed 5th floor while respecting the existing massing
context along the Greenwood corridor.
 
You could also consider modern bay windows on floors 2-4 to add visual interest and minimize the
presence of the 5th story. Example projects include 6800 Greenwood Avenue N and 101 John
Street.

3 Design Review; Architectural Concept North Façade and West Facade. At EDG the Board noted a
thoughtful transition between adjacent zones and single family structures. A transition occurs at
the west and north facades.
 
The current proposal does not include a transition between the 5 story façade and the adjacent
single family structure to the north and the façade facing the vacant single family parcel. Review
an upper level setback in the northeast corner and southwest corner, similar to the northwest and
southwest corner. 
 
The north façade is a large blank wall that needs further treatment.  An upper level setback will
allow additional fenestration, as well as a material change to add visual interest to the 5 story
blank wall visible from Greenwood.
 
Wrap the material treatment in the northwest corner along the north façade until reaching the
stair and elevator penthouse.

4 Design Review; Height, Bulk and Scale. Please consider every effort to minimize the height and
floor area of the rooftop features.
 
We strongly advise the design remove the roof bridge on the roof floor plan. The bridge add
considerable bulk to the N 70th Street facade.

5 Design Review; Architectural Concept. The site includes single family zoned area. More
information is necessary on the proposed landscape treatment in the single family lots. Existing
mature vegetation and/or well placed future landscaping can be used, in addition to architectural
treatments, to provide a transition space between structures.

6 Design Review; Architectural Concept. Please provide line of site studies and window overlay
studies to show that windows and upper level deck locations will minimize privacy impacts to
adjacent residential uses.

7 Design Review; Materials. Additional information is necessary about the proposed material palette
and the specific brick detailing represented on the elevation drawings.  What are the specific brick
details for the transition to the retail base, in the middle of the structure, around the
windows, and at the top of the structure?
 
The elevations, while classic, do not read as contemporary as the design concept. Consider the
choice of brick, larger fenestration, and fenestration grouping to achieve a classic but modern
representation of a brick building.

Project# 3023260, Correction Notice# 1
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8 Design Review. Please review sheet A310 East Elevation and A302. Is the corbelled brick cornice
proposed only at the corner of N 70th Street and Greenwood or on other areas of the structure as
well. Perspectives of the building would be extremely helpful to understand your proposal.

9 Design Review; Building Program. A the Recommendation Meeting please be prepared to explain
the following building program elements.
 
a) The viability of the 10 feet deep retail space on the interior courtyard.
 
b) The amenity space use proposed on the N 70th façade at the center of the structure.
 
c) The use of the vacant single family portion of the lot.
 
d) Proposed site improvement around the existing single family structure.

10 Design Review; Recommendation Packet. Within the Design Review Recommendation Packet
please provide the following information.
 
a) The programming of the interior courtyard for use by residents, the public, and patrons.
 
b) Hardscape, landscape, storefront materials, soffit materials, overhead weather protection
materials, lighting and signage for the commercial storefront and residential entries both on the
street and in the interior courtyard spaces.
 
c) Specific material details for both the garage entry and the solid waste and recycling storage
door.

11 SEPA. Please provide a letter from the Department of Ecology confirming remediation of the site
from contaminated soils.

Project# 3023260, Correction Notice# 1
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City of Seattle How to Respond to a Seattle DCI Correction
Notice

Step 1: Wait for all reviews to be completed

• You may check the status of any review at the following link:
http://web6.seattle.gov/dpd/permitstatus

• All reviews must be completed before the applicant can respond, upload, or submit any correction
responses.

• Electronic Plans: We will send correction letters to the Seattle DCI Project Portal. We will notify the
primary contact for the project when all reviews in the review cycle are complete.

• Paper Plans: We will notify the primary contact for the project by email or phone when all reviews in
the review cycle are complete and plans are ready to be picked up. Once you have been notified, pick
up the plans at Plans Routing in the Applicant Service Center.

Step 2: Make Corrections

Provide a written response for each item on all correction notices. We will not accept corrected
plans without written responses. Include the following information for each item:
• Describe the change
• Say where the change can be found in the plan set
• If you have not made a requested change, give a code citation or provide calculations to explain why

not
• Coordinate responses to correction items among all designers, architects, engineers, and owners
• If you make voluntary changes to your plans, describe the changes you have made in your response

letter

Correct your Plans:
• Cloud or circle all changes
• You may add new sheets to the plan set if you have new information to show

For Electronic Plans:
• Always upload a complete plan set

For Paper Plans:
If you replace sheets in the paper plan sets:
• Remove the old sheets, mark them as “VOID,” and include them loose at the back of each plan set
• All original sheets and plan pages must be returned to Plans Routing in the Applicant Service Center
• Insert the new sheets and staple the plan sets
If you make changes to the original paper plan sheets:
• Make all changes with ink (preferably red, waterproof ink). Do not use pencil to make changes
• Do not tape or staple anything to the plan sets

Platting Actions: Provide new copies of the survey when responding to a correction notice for a
shortplat, lot boundary adjustment, or other platting action. Provide the same number of copies that were
required when you submitted the project.

Step 3: Submit Corrected Plans

Electronic Plans:
Upload your corrected plan set and correction response letter through your Seattle DCI Project Portal.

Paper Plans:
Return your corrected plans and your correction response letter to Plans Routing in the Applicant Services
Center.

If you don't follow these instructions:
• Plans Routing may not accept your corrected plans
• We may be delayed in starting corrected plan review, which can delay permit issuance
• We may charge a penalty fee

Plans Routing / Applicant Services Center - 700 5th Avenue, 20th Floor
Hours: Monday, Wednesday, Friday: 8:00 a.m. - 4:00 p.m., Tuesday, Thursday: 10:30 a.m. - 4:00 p.m.
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City of Seattle
Department of Construction and Inspections
Land Use Review

DAVID FUCHS
100 NE Northlake Way, Suite 200
Seattle, WA 98101

Re: Project# 3023260

Correction Notice #1

Review Type ZONING Date February 23, 2017

Project Address 7009 Greenwood Ave N Contact Phone (206) 523-6150

Contact Email dfuchs@johnstonarchitects
.com

Contact Fax

SDCI Reviewer Emily Lofstedt Address Seattle Department of
Construction and
Inspections
700 5th Ave Suite 2000
PO Box 34019
Seattle, WA 98124-4019

Reviewer Phone (206) 386-0097

Reviewer Fax

Reviewer Email Emily.Lofstedt@Seattle.gov

Owner CHAD DALE

Dear David,
The following corrections are required. Further corrections may follow based on information in future
application materials received.
Thank you,
Emily Lofstedt

Applicant Instructions

How to Respond to a SDCI Correction NoticePlease see the attached flyer to learn " ".
If the 3-step process outlined in the aforementioned document is not followed, it is likely that
there will be a delay in permit issuance and there is a potential for penalty fees.

Codes Reviewed

This project has been reviewed for conformance with the applicable development standards of the
Land Use Code.

Corrections

1 Departures. The following departures were requested.  If the departure is not granted the
proposal needs to be revised to meet the applicable development standard.
 
 

Project# 3023260, Correction Notice# 1
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SMC 23.47A.008.C.4.b - Overhead Weather Protection This departure does not apply as you are
not in a Pedestrian Designated Zone.
 
SMC 23.53.035.A.2. - Structural Building Overhangs cannot be departed from per SMC
23.41.012.B.25.

2 Development Site.  Please clarify the exact development site for this proposal.  Will the single
family zoned lots be included in this proposal? If so, please update all the lot information to clearly
match the correct development site.
 
Also, if you are including the single family zoned lots, please be aware that only one single family

SMC 23.44.006.Aresidence is allowed per lot per .  So, in your case, the existing single family
would only be allowed to remain, no additional single family residences.

3 Street Level Uses.  This site is not located in an area that requires specific street level uses or
SMC 23.47A.005 SMC 23.47A.008.C.4restricts residential uses at street level per  and since it is

not located in an Pedestrian Designated Zone. 
 
Please remove any reference to street level uses relating to pedestrian designated zones found on
sheet G002 and G003.

4 Blank Facade. SMC While it appears that you meet the blank façade requirements per
23.47A.008.A.2, the blank façade is measured at 5 feet above the elevation of the line line at the

SMC 23.86.028.Bsidewalk per . 
 
Please update the blank Façade diagrams and calculations with the correct measurements.

5 Street-level street-facing façade setback. Street-level street-facing facades shall be located
within 10 feet of the street lot line, unless wider sidewalks, plazas, or other approved landscaped

SMC 23.47A.008.A.3or open spaces are provided per .
 
Either revise the proposal to meet this code section or provide approval for the proposed
courtyard meeting one of this allowances for a larger setback.
 
Also, please dimension the site plan to document how all other areas of the site are meeting this
code section.

6 Transparency.  SMC While it appears that you meet the transparency standards per
23.47A.008.B.2.a, the  façade behind the courtyard on both street facades and outdoor seating on
the Greenwood Ave N facade shall be included in the transparency calculations. 
 
Please update the transparency diagrams and calculations to include all the façade.

7 Setback Requirements. A 15' diagonal setback is required where a lot abuts the intersection of
SMC 23.47A.014.B.1a side lot line and front lot line of a lot in a residential zone per .

 
A setback is required along the lot line that abuts a lot in a residential zone at fifteen feet for

SMCportions of structures above 13 feet in height to a maximum of 65 feet per
23.47A.014.B.3.a.

8 Street Trees and Landscaping.  The proposed Street Trees and Landscaping in the right-of-way
used to meet the Green Factor must receive a conceptual approval from SDOT.  Please consult
with SDOT arborist Bill Ames at 206-684-5693 to determine species of tree and standards of
planting on this, and provide applicable documentation (i.e. emails). 

9 Green Factor. Director's Rule 30-2015  The green factor plans shall follow the latest .  Please
review this Director's Rule and update where needed.

10 Structural Building Overhangs.  Minor Architectural Encroachments are limited to 2' 6" vertical
SMC 23.53.035.A.2dimension into the right-of-way per .

Project# 3023260, Correction Notice# 1
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Please revise the cornice encroachment on the 5th level to meet this code section, as it cannot be
a departure.

11 . Frequent Transit Service Corridor SMCThis project appears to utilize the parking reduction in
23.54.020.F.2.a for properties located within 1,320 feet of a street with frequent transit service.
Please provide the calculation in the plan set showing how this property is within a frequent transit
service corridor:
 
a) Provide a map showing the walking distance to a transit stop within 1,320 feet of the subject
property. Please note, this is calculated based on the actual walking path that a person takes to
the transit stop not a straight line from the site to the transit stop.
 b) Provide transit schedules for transit stops within the 1,320 foot walking distance of the
property illustrating a frequent transit service area. A street with frequent transit service has
transit service headways in at least one direction of 15 minutes or less for at least 12 hours per
day, 6 days per week, and transit service headways of 30 minutes or less for at least 18 hours of
every day. Averaging the departures within an hour is not acceptable; however, the required 12
hours may not be consecutive within a 24 hour period. You may also combine routes served by
the same stop heading in the same direction or multiple stops within the 1320 foot walking
distance with different routes heading in the same direction. Please show the actual departure
times to satisfy this requirement.

12 Sight Triangle. SMC  Please provide the offsite sight triangle easement required per
23.54.030.G. Zoning cannot be approved until this easement has been obtained. 
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City of Seattle How to Respond to a Seattle DCI Correction
Notice

Step 1: Wait for all reviews to be completed

• You may check the status of any review at the following link:
http://web6.seattle.gov/dpd/permitstatus

• All reviews must be completed before the applicant can respond, upload, or submit any correction
responses.

• Electronic Plans: We will send correction letters to the Seattle DCI Project Portal. We will notify the
primary contact for the project when all reviews in the review cycle are complete.

• Paper Plans: We will notify the primary contact for the project by email or phone when all reviews in
the review cycle are complete and plans are ready to be picked up. Once you have been notified, pick
up the plans at Plans Routing in the Applicant Service Center.

Step 2: Make Corrections

Provide a written response for each item on all correction notices. We will not accept corrected
plans without written responses. Include the following information for each item:
• Describe the change
• Say where the change can be found in the plan set
• If you have not made a requested change, give a code citation or provide calculations to explain why

not
• Coordinate responses to correction items among all designers, architects, engineers, and owners
• If you make voluntary changes to your plans, describe the changes you have made in your response

letter

Correct your Plans:
• Cloud or circle all changes
• You may add new sheets to the plan set if you have new information to show

For Electronic Plans:
• Always upload a complete plan set

For Paper Plans:
If you replace sheets in the paper plan sets:
• Remove the old sheets, mark them as “VOID,” and include them loose at the back of each plan set
• All original sheets and plan pages must be returned to Plans Routing in the Applicant Service Center
• Insert the new sheets and staple the plan sets
If you make changes to the original paper plan sheets:
• Make all changes with ink (preferably red, waterproof ink). Do not use pencil to make changes
• Do not tape or staple anything to the plan sets

Platting Actions: Provide new copies of the survey when responding to a correction notice for a
shortplat, lot boundary adjustment, or other platting action. Provide the same number of copies that were
required when you submitted the project.

Step 3: Submit Corrected Plans

Electronic Plans:
Upload your corrected plan set and correction response letter through your Seattle DCI Project Portal.

Paper Plans:
Return your corrected plans and your correction response letter to Plans Routing in the Applicant Services
Center.

If you don't follow these instructions:
• Plans Routing may not accept your corrected plans
• We may be delayed in starting corrected plan review, which can delay permit issuance
• We may charge a penalty fee

Plans Routing / Applicant Services Center - 700 5th Avenue, 20th Floor
Hours: Monday, Wednesday, Friday: 8:00 a.m. - 4:00 p.m., Tuesday, Thursday: 10:30 a.m. - 4:00 p.m.
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     L E T T E R   O F   T R A N S M I T T A L 

 

Date: March 15, 2017 

Project: 7009 Greenwood Ave N, DPD Project Number 3023260 

To: Robert M McIntosh (GEO SOILS) 

From: David Fuchs 

Re: Correction Notice #1: Geotechnical/Soils 

 

Response to City Light Correction #1 (January 27, 2017): 

 

1. See No Further Action (NFA) letter from the State of Washington Department of 

Ecology dates April 13, 2015 attached. 

 

 

Thank you, 

 

 

 

David Fuchs 

dfuchs@johnstonarchitects.com 
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     L E T T E R   O F   T R A N S M I T T A L 

 

Date: March 15, 2017 

Project: 7009 Greenwood Ave N, DPD Project Number 3023260 

To: Ray Ramos (CITY LIGHT) 

From: David Fuchs 

Re: Correction Notice #1: City Light 

 

Response to City Light Correction #1 (January 06, 2017): 

 

1. The building has applied for a UMP (Service Request #1618628) to underground 

the overhead power lines fronting the building. As such, clearance is no longer 

required. See attached Service Construction Acceptance Form and UMP 

Drawing Set.  

 

 

Thank you, 

 

 

 

David Fuchs 

dfuchs@johnstonarchitects.com 
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Per agreement with SCL during our meeting at North Service Center (2/13/17 with Stephanie Franklin, Eivind Perander, and Tanya Panomvana), the specific scope and extent of undergrounding of secondary service is still under discussion.  An updated Service Letter will be issued once that has been finalized.

Chad Dale

Manager, 70th and Greenwood LLC 

2/15/2017

734-320-1846
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7009 GREENWOOD A VENUE NORTH 
UTILITY MAJOR PERMIT PLANS 

SCL IMPROVEMENTS 
SEATTLE, WASllNGTON 

-
-

PROJI 
LOCA 

-

L 
~I ___ lz[ 

N 72NO ST 

er 
l(N--...... r-.. 

;:=::1 =~1 iE 
N 71$T ST 

-

-~ 
N 70TH ST 

SURVEY SITE NOTES: 
SITE ADPRESS· 
7009 GREENWOOD A Vf. N 
7005 GREENWOOD A Vf. N 
SEAT1l£, WA 

PARCEL NUMBER$; 
287710-4100 
287710-4085 
287710-4127 

ZONING: 
NC2-40 ANO SF-5000 

ZONING AGENCY: 
CITY OF SEAITlLE 
DEPARlMENT Olf PLANNING AND 
DEVf.LOPMENT 
700 5TH AVf.NUE, SUITE 2000 
SEA Tll£, WA 98104 
(206) 684- 8600 

EXISTING LEGEND: 

~ 
CURRENT SETBACK REOOIREMENTS 
SUB.£CT TO SITE PLAN REVIEW. 
CURRENT SETBACKS MAY DIFFER FROM 
THOSE IN EFFECT DURING 
DESIGN/CONSTRUCTION OF EXISllNG 
IMPROVEMENTS. 

HORIZONTAL QAIUM· 
NAO 83/91 

BASIS Cf BEARING· 
CIENTERLINE Of N 70TH ST 
(N88'57'54"W) 

\B!TICAL QAIUM· 
NAVO 88 

FEBRUARY 07, 2017 

[)ESCRIPTION· 

PABln..A;_ 

LOTS 1, 2. 3, 4, ANO 5, IN BLOCK 23 
Of GREENLAKE CIRCLE RAILROAD 
ADOITlON TO THE CITY OF SEA Tll£, AS 
PER PLAT RECORDED IN VOLUME 2 Of 
PLATS ON PAGE 170, RECORDS Of 
KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON; 

EXCEPT FOR THE EAST 10 FEET 
THEREOF CONDEMNED FOR GREENWOOD 
A '-UIUE IN THE SUPERIOR COURT Of 
KING COUNTY CAUSE NO. 65489, 
UNDER PROVISIONS Of ORDINANCE NO. 
19334. 

EABm..ll;_ 

lHE SOUTH 15 rm Of THE EAST 53 
FEET Of LOT 9 AND THE EAST 53 
FEET Of LOTS 10, 11 AND 12, IN 
BLOCK 23 Of GRIT.NLAKE CIRU.E 
RAILROAD ADDITION TO THE CITY OF 
S!EA TlLE, AS PER PLAT RECOR0£0 IN 
VOLUWE 2 OF PLATS, ON PAGE 170, 
RECOf;OS Of KING COUNTY, 
WASHl~GTON. 

SITUATE IN TlHE CITY Of SEA ITtE. 
COUNTY Of KING, STA TE Of 
WASHNGTON. 

CIVIL SHEET INDEX - UTILITY MAJOR PERMIT 
SHT NO DWG TITLE 

1 COl/f.R 91E£T 

2 GENERAL NOTIES 

3 01/f.RAU PLAN 
4 GREENWOOD AVf.NUE N (NORTH) - FRANCHISE UTILITY PLAN 

5 GREENWOOD AVf.NUE N (SOUTH) - FRANCHISE UTILITY PLAN 

6 GREENWOOD AVf.NUE N (NORTH) - PAVEMENT RESTORATION PLAN 

7 GREENWOOD AVf.NUE N (SOUTH) - PAVEMENT RESTORATION PLAN 

8 SECTIONS AND DETAILS 

PROPOSED LEGEND 

~ 
~ z z 

"' ?;: ~ 
"' "' 0 I- z 

~ ~ i:: 
~ >- rt. (/) 

N 68TH ST 

ABBREVIATIONS: 
ADS PLASTIC PIPE (~) ~) MANHOLE 

ABAN/RET ABANDONED/RETIRED 

LEGEND AND ABBREVIATIONS ARE DEFINED IN THE CITY OF SEAT1l£ STANDARD PLAN 002, 003 AND AS NOTED BELOW: 

I
i. • ii SCL VAULT (712-LA) 

PROPERTY LINE 

CENTERLINE 

ABBREVIATIONS ARE AS DEANED IN THE CITY Of 
SEA T1l£ STANDARD PLAN 0020 AND AS NOTED BELOW 

ASPHALT (ASPH) 

~ '.!. '.!. '.!. '.!. '.!. '.!. '.!. '.!. BUILDING LINE 
BC BUILDING CORNER 
BR BIKE RAa< 

r,::;i(n-) 
~~ !2... CATCH BASIN (CB) 

~ ...... ·I CONCRETE SURF AC£ 

CW/BW CONCRETE/BRICK WALK 
CRWj'MlW CONCRETE/\IOOO RETAIN NG WALL 

CC/XC CONCRETE/EXTRUDED CURB 
CP/1P CONCRETE/1RON PIPE 

CHAIN LINK FENCE (Clf) 
VI! CENTERUNE/MONUMENT LINE 
CON CONIFEROUS TREE 
DEC llCCllUOUS TREE 
DWY ORl\£WAY 
ECd ELECTRICAL CONDUIT 
EM ELECTRICAL METER 

@ FOUND SUR\£Y MONU~ENT (AS NOTED) 

CEOTECHllllCAL INSTALLATION 
G GAS MAIN 

CIA GAS METER 
}- CUY ANCHOR 

0 GI' CUY POI.£ 
IE IN\£RT ELEVATION 

Q-----0 Ur.HT Pel F (MFTAl) 
0------0 LIQiT PCl.£ (WOOO) 

LSCAPE LANDSCAPE/Pl.ANTER 

Q MW 
OHP/OHT 

~ 
(P) 

= 
PS;PSS 

PSO 
[+] 
(R) 
3) 

SS/SSS 

i _a_ 

l2:5:l 
1l 

TCd 

ll<H 

+ ...... 
0 UP 
w 
~M 

M 

VO/CO 
\If 
.... 
cm 

MONITOR v.£LL 
O\£RHEAD POl\ER/TELEPHONE 
PROPERTY U\E (PL) 
PAINTED UTILITY LOCATION 
PIPE FLOW DIR(CTION 
COMBINED/SANTIARY SEYl£R 
STORM DRAIN 
PRIVATE CATCH BASIN 
RECORO DATA 
SER11CE DRAIN (STORM) 
COMBINED/SANITARY SIDE SEYl£R (RECORO) 

SIGN/STRE£T NAME SIGN 

TRAffiC CONTROL CABl~ET (TRSCC) 

TRENCH DRAIN 

UNDERGROOND llllPHONE CONDUIT 

TELEPli().',E ~ANHOl.E 

TEMPORARY BENCHMARK (TBM) 

TRAffiC now DIRECTION 
UTILITY Pa.£ (WOO()) 
WAlER MAIN 
WATER METER 
WATER VAL\£ 
VACATION/CONDEMNATION ORDINANCE 
\\IRF FIFVATION 
WOOO FENCE (\IF) 
CEDAR TREE 

~-----JI 
[QI COMCAST VAULT (3642-LA) 

Ill SO../WAVf. HANDHOLE (233-LA) 

Iii SCL VAULT (44HA) 

-------

-----<ctt;t:---

---<Cl< ,,,-,,__ __ 

- - ·--·--

SQ ELECTRICAL DUCT BANK 

STREET LIGHT\TRAfflC CONDUIT 

01/f.RHEAD PO\\£R (BY SCL) 

01/f.RHEAD COMM/TELEVISION (BY OTHERS) 

CENTURYLJNK CONDUIT 

--c:r;--c:r;-- COMCASTj DOIT CONDUIT 

WAVf. CONDUIT 

e UTILITY Peli WITH 10' ARM 

LO--- DETAIL/SECTION NUMBER 

CD- SHEET REFERENCE NUMBER 

0 AI 
Al/f. Al/f. 
t CENTERLINE 
COMM COMMUNICATIONS 
CLR CLEAR 
KC KING COUNTY 
POC P~NT Of CONNECTION 

60°/o Util itty Major Permit Plan - NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION SIP PROJECT 41330655 SDCI PROJECT 13023260 

lqlff 
1601 Sth A'<nue, Suite 1600 
Seattle, WA 98101 

206.622.5822 
www.k.pff .• com [~Call 811~] • two business days 

before you dig 

REVIEWED BY $PU/WATER ENGINEERING NAME OR INITIALS ANO DATE INITIALS ANO DATE 
DESIOOEO _ATT ____ 02_-_0_7-_17 RE\llEWEO: 

..... .............................................. 20..... CHECKED JOE 02-07-17 
r-----;R;<E;;;;VIE;;;v.t:~D:;-;;:8Y-;-S~P;;uli1o'°R:;,Al;:;:NA;;:G~E----µD~ ... ~w.~=K""WP==;;;;;;;;;;02;;;;_;;;;0~7-"'17~ ;;;;;;:;~;;··~~~~·· ............................ . 

20 ..... CHEC<EO m 02-QZ-17 

APPROVED SY SOOT STREET IMPROVEMENT PERMITTING a.,;D£:::;SIG:::::;.N.:;:REV1=~:...,;;====;;;J.;"::.;EV1,;:&=0~AS;:.-.,:BU;::ll:;,;T .. :::; ... :;;; .... :::; .. :::;"·:;;; .... :::; .... :::; ... :;;; .. ·-1 

20 ..... 
M-·~..,oc~,.ftl>h~cts.vt'IMSll.~Plon.91"d~ 

cGClon•~ .t'iKt 11n h dote It--.~. and~ by SpKkil Pra<.IWon•. 

~ City of Seattle '9 Seattle Department 
of Transportation 

·:lROINllNCE NO. • • . • . • • APPROVED. • • . • . . . . 

FIJNI> . 
SCAL£, INSPECTOR'S BOOK. . • . . • 

7009 GREENWOOD AVENUE NORTH 
UTILITY MAJOR PERMIT 

COVER SHEET 
PLANS 

""""'' -"""""""' NU. xxxxxx 
VAULT PLAN NO. 

VAULT SERIAl. NO. 

xxx-xxx 
SHEET 1 or 8 
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GENERAL NOTES 
1. ALL v.mK SHALL CONfORM TO lHE 2014 EDITION OF QTY OF SEATllE STANDARD SPEOACATICtlS. 11£ 

2014 EDITIOO CF TIE llTY OF SEATil.E STANDARD PLANS; AND SEATllE DEPARTMENT OF 
lRANSPffiTATION OtRECTCfl'S RULE. 05-2009 FOR SlREET AND SIOCWAU< PA"9.lENT GffNING At() 
RESTORATIOO. A ca>Y OF lHESE OOCUl.ENTS SHALL BE ON Sl1E DURING CONSTRUCTION. 

2, A CCl'Y Cf 1HE Ai'PRO\ID Pl.AN WST OC 00 SllE \\HENOO GrnSlRUCTIOO IS IN f'R(J(HSS. 

3. ERRffiS ANO ().llSSIONS 00 11£ PERMlmD PlANS MUST BE OOlR£CTID BY lHE EN~NEER AND 
APPRO\{[) BY 1HE CITY CF SEA TTll.E. 

4. ALL PffiMllS REOOIRED FOR v.mK 'MlHIN lHE PUBIJC RIGfT <»'" WAY MUST BE OBT Al~ PRIOO TO 11£ 
START OF COOSTRUC110N. 

5. PRIOR TO 1HE ST ART or CONSTRUCTION 'MlHIN ll£ RIGIT CF WAY, lHE P£RM1TTEE SHALL SCHIDJL£ 
AND ATTEND A PRECONSTRUCTIOO M£ETING 'MlH TIE cm Cf SEATllE DEPARTMENT Cf TRAN~TATIIJll. 

6. PERMITTEE SHALL CONTACT SEATlLE DEPARTMENT OF lRANSPORTATION, S1REET USE INSPECTOO A 
MINIMUM Cf 2 BUSINESS DAYS PRlffi TO ~NG AN INSPECTIOO. 

7. ALL DAMAGE TO OTY NFRASTRUCTIJRE CAUSED BY lHE COOSTRUCTIOO SHALL OC REPAIRED >-S REOORED 
BY 11£ SEATllE DEPA~TMENT OF lRANSPORTATIOO. 

a lHE APPRQ\{[) PLANS SllOW 1HE APPROXJMA TE AREA Cf PA IEMENT RESTOOA TIOO BASED 00 1HE DEP'IH 
OF UTILITY CUTS AND/CR TIE AREA OF CURB ANO/OR PA.aENT TO BE REMO\£D ANO REPIJoCED. 1HE 
AClUAL LIMITS CF H PA"9.lENT llESTOOTION SHALL BE PER 1l£ S1REET ANO SIDEWALK PA't£MENT 
OPENING AND RESTOOATIOO DIRECTOR'S Rll.E 05-2009 AND \\Ill BE OETERMIN£D IN ll£ AElD BY ll£ 
SEATllE DEPARTJ.ENT OF lRANSPORTATION STREET USE INSPECTOR PRlffi TO lHE PA"9.lENT 
RESlffiATIOO. SE£ RIESTCflATIOO PLANS FOR MORE INFffiMATION. 

9. OAlUM; NAW 88 ANO NA083 (1991). 

10. SUR\£'11NG ANO STAJ(JllG CF All IMPRO\£MENTS IN 1HE PlWC RIGHT Cf WAY SHAU BE ro.tPLETED 
PRIOR TO COOSTRUCllON. SUR\£Y CUT SHEETS MUST BE SUBMITI'ED ANO APl'RO\{[) BY 11lE SEA T1lE 
DEPARTMENT OF lRANSPalTATIOO AT l£AST 5 DAYS PRIOR TO ()mTRUCTIOO. 

11. IF AN EXJSllNG CURS IS TO BE REMO\{[) ANO R£PlA<ID IN 11£ SAME LOCA1100 THE PERMlmE SHALL 
PR0'10E THE STREET USE INSPECTO'l A PLAN 'MTH EXISllNG FLOW LINE ANO T~ OF CURIB ELEVA110NS 
IOENTIAED. P£RM1TlEE TO STAI<£ lHE LOCATION OF 11£ EXISTING CURB PRIOR TO DEMCl.lllON. 

12. THE PERMITTEE SHAU BE RESPOOSIBL£ FOR REFERENONG ANO REPLAONG ALL MOtfJMENlS THAT MAY 
BE DISlURllED, OES'TRO'lm OR REMO\£D BY 11£ PRO.£CT ANO SHALL Fll£ AN APPUCA TION Fal PERt.11 T 
TO REMOVE OR OESlROY A SURVEY MOOUMENT v.ITH THE WASl-INGTOO STATE DEPARTMENT OF NAlURAL 
RESOJlCEs. PURSUANT TO RCW 58.24.04-0{8). 

13. THE PERMITTEE SHAU SUBMIT ALL APPUCABlf DOCUMENTS REOOIRID UNOER SECTIOO 1-05.3 CF TIE 
STANDARD SPEOACATI~ PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTIOO. A MAlIRIAL SOORCE FORM FOR ALL MA"ERIALS TO 
BE PLA<ID IN 11£ RIG!T OF WAY ANO MIX DESIGNS FOR ALL ASPHALT, CONCRETE ANO AGGR(GA TES TO 
BE PLA<ID IN 1l£ RIG!T OF WAY MUST BE SUBMlmD TO ll£ SEATILE DEPARTMENT OF 
lRANSPORTATION Fffi RE\1EW ANO APPROVAL PRIOR TO BE~NNING CONSlRIJCTION. A REVISED MAltRIAL 
SOOlCE FORM AND MIX OESIGNS MUST BE SUBMITTED FOR REVIEW ANO APPROVAL PRIOR !O l\ACEMENT 
CJ' ANY SUBSlllUTE M~ TERIALS. 

14. THE PERMITTEE SHAU NOTIFY 1l£ SEATILE ARE DEPARTMENT DISPATCHER (20&--386-1495) AT LEAST 
TV(NTY-fOUR (24) IHCURS IN AOVANa: CJ' ALL WATER SER\1aE INTERRUPTIOOS. H'IOOANT SHUTOFF'S. 
AND STREET QOSURIES OR OlHER ACCESS 131..0CKA<E 11£ PERl.ITTEE SHALL ALSO NOTIFY lHE 
DISPATOiER OF ALL ta, RELOCATED, OR ELIMINATED HYORANlS RESULTING FROM lllS llOO<. 

15. THE PERMITTEE SHAU LOCATE AND PROTECT ALL CASTINGS MIO UTILITIES DURING CONSlRUCTl::tl. 

16. THE PERMITTEE SHAU COOTACT THE UNIJERffiOO\lO UTILITIES LOCATOR SER\1CE (1-80CH24--5S55) AT 
LEAST TWO BUSINESS DAYS PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTIOO. 

17. ALL LOCATIOOS CJ' Elll5TING UTILITIES AND SITE FEAlURES SHO'lltl 'MlHIN THE SURITT LIMIT HA\£ BEEN 
ESTABLISHED BY AELD SURITT OR OBTAINED FROM AVAILABL£ RECORDS ANO 9IOOLD lHEREFCllE BE 
OO'ISltnED APPROXIM~ TE OOLY AINO NOT 1£CES5ARILY <nlPLElE. IT IS ll£ $(l£ RESPCNSIBIJTY CF 
THE CONlRACTCfl TO NDEPENOENllY \fRIFY THE ACCURACY Of ALL UTILITY LOCATIONS AND OlHER SllE 
FEA lURES SHO\\N #.() TO FURTHER DISCOVER ANO A VClD ANY EL£MENTS NOT SHO\\N OR INACCURA TEL y 
SHO\\N HEREON \\fflOi MAY BE AFFECTID BY THE IMPLEMENTA1100 OF THIS PLAN 

18. THE PERMITTEE SHAU ADJJST ALL. EXISllNG MANHCU: RIMS. OIRAINAti: STRUClURE LIDS, VJJ.\f. BOXES. 
AND UTILITY Aa:£SS SIRUClURES TO ANISH GRAOE 'MMN ARIEAS AITTCTEO BY THE PR<FOSED 
IMPROVEMENlS. 

19. SPIJ-DWW MUST PERIFCRM ALL CffiE DRILL a>ERA TIOOS INTO EJllSTING MAINS OR STRUClUllES. 
CONTRACTORS ARE NOT ALLO\\ID TO CORE INTO MAINS OR SlR\JCTURES 'MlHOUT PRIOR APPROVAL FR<M 
SPU-OWW. TO SOifOOLE COO£ QJTS CONTACT SPU-OWW AT 20&--615-0511 A MINIMUM IJ T'Ml 
BUSINESS DAYS IN ADVANCE. 

20. Ull!JTY sel'1CE CONNECTIONS SHO\IN ON llllS Pl.AN REQJIRE SU'ARA'IE Pe)lMITS ANO ARE TO BE 
MAINTAIN£0 PRIVATELY ANO NOT BY THE QTY CJ' SEAT1l£ 

21. THE PERMITTEE SHAU PR0\10E FOO ALL TESTING PS RECUIREO BY 11£ STREET USE INSPECTOO. 
22. BACl<FILL MAltRIAL USED IN PUBLIC RIGHT-CF-WAY SHALL MEET STANOARO SPEOACATIOOS AND SHALL 

BE APPRO\f.D BY SEATlLE DEPARlMENT CJ' lRANSPORTATIOO. 

23. INSPECTIOO ANO AccrJ>TANa: OF All v.mK IN ll£ PUBLIC RIQff-OF-WAY SHAU BE ~E 8'1 
REPRESENTATIVES (J' !HE OTY OF SEAT1l£ IT SHALL BE 11£ PERMITIEE'S RESPOOSIBIUTY TO 
COOR!XNATE ANO SCHEOO.E APPRCl'RIATE INSPECTIONS ALLO\\l.NG FOR PRfPER ADVANCE NOTICE. 1l£ 
SEATILE DEPARTl.ENT Cf lRANSPORTATION STREET USE INSPECTOR MAY REOOIRE REMOVAL ANO 
RECONSTRUCTION OF ~y llEMS PLA<ID IN THE RIGHT CJ' WAY lllAT DO NOT MITT QTY STANDARDS OR 
lHAT \\ERE ()mTRUClEO 'MlHOOT APPRO'RIA TE INSPECTIOOS 

24. THE PERMITTEE SHAU PR0\10E ANO MAINTAIN TEMPORARY EROSIOO CONTRQ ANO SEOIMENTATIOO 
00.U:CTIOO FAOUTIES TO ENSURE lHA T SIDMENT-LAOEN WATER DOES NOT ENTER 1l£ NA lUP.AL OR 
PUBLIC DRAINAGE SY'STEM PER SECTIOO 8-01. PS CONSTRUCTICil PROOlESSES ANO UNEXP£CTEO 
(SEASOOAL) CONDITICilS DICTATE, AOOITIONAL COOlRQ FAOUTIES MAY BE REQJIREO. DURING THE 
to.JRSE cl CONSTR\JCTIOO IT SHAU BE 11£ OBUCA TIOO AND RESPONSIEILITY OF THE PERMlmE TO 
AOORESS ANY NEW crnotTIOOS THAT MAY BE CR£A TID BY ff PERMlTTEE 'S ACTl'1TIES ANO TO PR0'1DE 
AOOITIONAL FAOUTIES THAT MAY BE NEEDED TO PROTECT ADJACENT PRa'ERTIES. 

25. THE PERMITTEE SHALL KEEP ALL PA\{[) SURIFACES IN 11£ RIGIT CJ' WAY CLEAN BY SVfil'ING PER 
SECTIOO 8-01.3(16). 

26. ALL DISTURBED SOLS MUST BE Ate/OED PER STANDARD PLAN 142 ANO SECTION 8-02 CF lHE 
STANDARD SPEOACATIONS UNLESS 'MlllN Of-£ FOOT OF A CURB 00 SlOEWAIJ(, lHREE FEET CF A 
UTILITY STRIJCl\llE (E.G. WATER ~ETER. UTILITY Pet.£. HAND Ha.£, ETC.), ffi THE DRIPUNE IJ AN 
EXJSllNG 1REE. 

27. ALL lRAFAC COOTRQ SHALL BE IN ACCOOOANCE MTH lHE OTY CF SEATllE lRAFFC CONlROL MANUAL 
FOR IN-SlREET \\OOK. AN APPRO\{[) lRAFAC CON1ROL PLAN VllLL BE REOOIREO FOR All ARTERIAL 
STREETS PRIOR TO BEGINNING COOSTRIJCTIOO, 

28. PffiMITTEE SHALL COOR!XNATE ANY COOSTRUCTIOO OR INSTALLATIOO ACTl'.1TIES AITTCTING lRANSIT 
a>ERA TIONS OR FAOUTIES THROUGH METRO 1RAN9T COOSlRUCTIOO INFffiMA TION CENlrR FOURTEEN 
DAYS IN AOVANaE CF ANY IMPACT. FOR NOTIACATOO INFORl.AA1100 ANO GUIOEUNES, P,LEASE '1SIT: 
HTTP://WWW.KINGCOONTY.GOV/IRANSPORTATIONjl<COOT/METROlRANSIT/CONSTRUCTION.ASPX OR COOTACT 
CONSTRUCTION COOl!JINATORS AT 20&--684-2732 00 206-684-2785. 

29. COOR!XNATE SIGN AND PAY STATIOO AND/CR PARl\ING t.£1ER H£All REMOVAL AND INSTALLATIOO 'MTH 
SEATILE DEPAR1MENT OF lRANSPORTATIOO AT 684--5370. SIGNPOSTS ARE TO BE INSTAUID IN 
ACCOOOANCE 'M11l STANDARD PLANS 616, 620, 621A. 621B, 625, & 626. 

30. ALL STREET NAME SIGNS MUST BE INSTAUID BY SEATILE DEPARTMENT CJ' lRANSPORTATIOO AT 1H£ 
PffiMITTEE'S EXPENSE. 

31. ALL v.mK PEJ<foo.ED BY SEATllE OTY UGiT, SEATILE PllJBLIC UTILITIES. ANO OlHER UTILITIES TO 
REMOVE OR RELOCATE EXISTING UTILITIES SHAU BE OONE AT 1l£ PERMITTEE'S EXPENSE. 

32. PffiMITTEE MUST COOTACT 1l£ SEATllE DEPARTMENT CF PARKS ANO RECREATION TO APPLY FOR A 
SEPARATE PERMIT IF \\QRKING 'MlllN A OESIGNATEO PARK BOULEVARD. 

33. CARE SHALL BE [)(EROSED lffN EXCAVATING NEAA EXISTING OlAROOl WATER MAINS. 

34. PERMITTEE SHALL COOTACT SEATllE DEPARTt.ENT Cf lRANSPORTATIOO, S1REET USE INSPECTCfl A 
MINl~U~ OF 2 BUSINESS DAYS PRlffi TO PLANTING FOR INSPECTIOO CF STREET 1REES ANO LANDSCAPING. 

35. NO \IOOK v.tlllN 10 FEET OF ENERGIZED 1ROl1EY LINES BY UNOOAUAED PERSONNEL PER WAC 296-155. 
CONTACT LABal AND INDUSTRIES FOR MORE INFOR\IATl<::tl. 

STREET LIGHTING GENERAL NOTES: 
1. ALL OISCONNECllONS, TEMPORARY CONNECTIONS ANO FINAL SER'1CE CONNECTIONS 'MLL BE MADE BY 

S£ATTl.f OTY LJGIT (SCL) AT CONTRACTOR'S EXPENSE. 

2. CONTRACTOR SHALL COORDINATE 'Mlli SCL FOR REM0'.1NG FLOOD LIGHTS ANO STREElUGHTS FROM 
EXISTING POLES PRIOR TO Pru REMOVAL AND THE DELIVERY OF ALL THE SJJ. VAGEO STREETLIGHT 
RD.ATEO MATERIAi.$ TO SEATTLE OTY LIGHT SALVAGE YARD AT 4TH AVE SOUlli ANO SOUTH 
SPOKANE ST. 

3. CONTRACTOR SHALL MAINTAIN EXISTING STR£ET LIGITING SYS'IEM DURING CONSlRUCTION. 

4. WORK SHALl BE SCHEDULEO SUCH THAT NO TWO (2) Al!lJACENT OR OPPOSITE STREET LIGHTS ARE 
DISABLED AT ANY ONE TIME. 

5. ANY EXCAVATION IN PROXIMITY TO AN EXISTING STREElUGllT POLE MUST BE DONE v.tlllOUT 
UNDERMINING ll'S STABILITY. CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR lEMPORARY SUPPORT \\lilCH MAY BE 
REQUIRED TO STABILIZE 11lE POLE. 

6. STREEllUGHT SYSTEM GROUNDING ANO BONDING 'iHALL BE PER SEA T1lE CITY LIGHT (SCL) 
CONSTRUCTION STANDARD 1710.50. 

7. ALL \\IRING, INCLUDING STRm LIGHTING, PEDESTRIAN LIGH11NG AND FESTOOO UGHllNG QRCUITS 
SHALl BE CLEARLY LABELED PER SEATTLE QTY UGIT (SCL) CONSTRUCTION STAND,ARO 1714.10. 

8. EACH LUMINAIRE SHALL BE FUSEO PER SEATTLE CITY LIGHT (SCL) CONSlRUCTION STANDARD mo.oo. 
9. CONTRACTOR SHALL CALl FOR AN INSPECTION CF THE STREET LIGHTING SYSTEM AT VARIOUS STAtl:S 

OF INSTALLATION/CONSlRUCTION OR AS INSTRUCTED BY THE SCL INSPECTOR. 

10. FOR STREET LIGHTING INSPECTIONS CONTACT ASSIGNED SCL ELECTRICAL RE"1EWERS. TOMMY EDWARDS 
AT (206) 730-1070, MARY KRONAU AT (206) 73()-1066 OR Ria< MONTEMAYOR AT (206) 730-1098. 

11. CONTRACTOR 'MLL ASSIST THE INSPECTOR DURING THE INSPECTION, COMMISSIONING, ANO ANAL 
CONNECTION PHASES OF lHE PRQ.£CT AS INS'IRJCTED llY THE INSPECTOR. SUCH ASSISTANCE 'MLL 
INCLUDE, BUT NOT BE LIMITED TO, OPENING HANDHCllS, MANHCllS AND VARIOUS ACCESS COVERS, 
DISCONNECTING AND RECONNECTING FUSE HOLDERS AND MECHANICAL SPLICE CONNECTIONS, 
VERIFYING CONDUIT RUNS, ETC. 

12. CONTRACTOR 9-!All PR0\1DE AN OPERATOR ANG MAN LIFT TRUCK FOR USE DURING INSPECTION OF 
INSTALLED SlREElUGHT FACILITIES. 

13. CONTRACTOR SHALL CORRECT All PUNCH UST ITEMS AND CALl FOR A RE-INSPECTION v.tiERE 
REQUIRED BY 1HE INSPECTOR. 

14. UPON C<J,IPLEllON OF \\IRING THE STREEJUGHT 5YSTEM, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PREPARE AN 
AS-BUILT 'MRING DIAGRAM. THE DIAGRAM SHALL INCLUDE v.tilCH DUCT IS USED ltll EACH DUCT 
BANK. CONTRACTOR SHALL PR0"1DE THE AS- BUILT TO SCL lliCTRICAL INSPECTOR PRIOR TO 
REQUESTING FINAL STREElUGIT SER"1CE CONNECTION. 

15. COORDINATE AUL ENERGIZING ANO OE-ENERGIZING OF STREET LIGHTING SER'.1CE v.tlH SCL 
lliCTRICAL SER\'1CE REPRESENTATIVE 1EN (10) WORKING DAYS IN ADVANCE. 

16. VACANT CONDUIT SHALL BE STUBBID IN HANOHOLE. STRING SHALL BE BLOWN THROUGH THE 
CONDUIT AND IT SHALL BE CAPPED. 

60°/o Util itty Major Permit Plan - NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION 
REVIEWED BY SPU/WA. TER ENGINEERING NAME OR INITIALS AND DATE INITIALS AND DATE 

SEATILE CITY LIGHT GENERAL NOTES 
1. M CON1TRACTOR SHALL BE LICENSED ANO llOOOED 'MlH 11£ QTY OF SEATTLE. ANO SHALL 

OBTAIN ALL PERMITS REOOIREO FOR l\()lJ( v.ITHIN THE PUBLIC RIGHT-OF-l~W PR0'.10E THE 
PERMIT NUMBER TO SO.. PS SCL CREW 'MLL BE WORl<ING UNOER MS PERllT NUMBER. 

2. EXCAVATING NEAR SCL FAOUTIES: All EXCAVATIONS ADJACENT TO SCL PO.ES OR OTHER 
FAQLITIES (VAlUS, HANDH<llS. ETC.) 91All ro.f PLY '1111H WA91NGTOO A!lMINISTRA Tl~ COOE, 
WAC 296-155, PART N "EXCAVATIOO, TRENCHNG ANO SHORING". 11£ CONlRAC'TCfl SHALL 
SUBMIT A PU.E Pl.Nl TO SCL FOO RE\1EW (20 DAYS ADVANCE NOTICE) VffN llRENCHING v.tlHIN 
10' CF SQ. PU.ES. POLE PROTECTIOOjSUPPOOTING SYSTEMS USED Vitti£ EXCAVATING SHALL 
co.tPLY WlH WAC 296-155-655 "GENERAL PROTECTIOO REOOIREMENT5, IIDA 9" AND SHALL 
NOT AFFECT 1l£ STRUCTURAL INTEGRITY OF PClfS Vffl£ lliE SYSTEMS Alt I~ PLACE ffi 
AFTER lHE SYSTEMS HA VE BEEN REMO\{[). DO NOT TRENCH 'MltlN 10-FEET r:E 11£ NEW POLE 
UNTIL IT IHAS BEEN SET BY SEATILE CITY LIGHT (SCL). 

J, OOISTRUCTIOO MATERIALS INSPECTl()IJ: ALL MATERIALS ANO 'llOOI< ASSOOAlEO 'MTH THE 
SEA T1lE OTY UGIT UNOERQlOUNO S'r'STEM SHALL COOFORM TO SCL COOSTRUCTION & MATERIAL 
STANOARIOS, UNLESS NOTED Ol\£R'MSE ~ THE PLANS OR REQJIRED BY T1£ SQ INSPECTOR. 
AT A MINIWM, RITTR TO SCL MATERIAL STANOAROS 7015.05. 7020.05 At.t: 7050.05 FOR A UST 
OF SCL APPRO\{[) CONDLU MANUFAClURERS. USE OTY UGIT APPRQ\{[) COODUIT 
MANLf AClURERS OOL Y. NOTE MANUFACTURER LJMITA llONS FOR PVC FEMAl.E ADAPTERS QVEN 
ON 11£ l.IATERIAL STANDARDS. ~E SCL ELECTRIC SER\'1CE REPRESENTJ.TI\£ (BILL OANBOM 
206-386-1797) IN >DVANCE OF MCHASING OR INSTAUJNG CONSTRIJCTICN l.IATERIALS FOR 
SCL APPROVAL OF !HE SEl..ECTID MAINUFAC'llm. 

..\. VAllT ANO CONDUIT INSTALLATIOO INSPECTION: COOTACT SQ SER\1CE REPRESENTATIVE (BILL 
DANBOM 20&--386-1797), AT l£AST 2 BUSINESS OAYS IN ADVANCE OF POURING PAO, SETTING 
VAULT S1RUCTURE5, ANO BEFORE BAO<FlWNG TRENOlES. TO SCHEOO.£ INSPECTIOO ANO 
OOSERVA 1100 CF GrnSlRUCTIOO. NO INSPECTIOO v.ILL BE MAOE UNLESS Sllffil NG FOR 
EXCAVATIOO ro.tPUES 'MTH WAC 296-155, PART N, "EXCAVATION, TRENCH~G AND SHORING". 
lHE INSPECTOR MUST INSPECT ALL ASPECTS OF ENCLOSURES All) VAUL T5, INCLUDING, BUT NOT 
LIMITED TO, AC(ISS, WALLS/1l0ffi/CELING COOSTRUCTIOO, cooom PENETRATIOOS. Gl<OONDING, 
AND SECOOOARY BUS BARS BEFORE lHE ENCLOSUllES ANO VAUL 1S 'MLL BE APPROVED FOR 
SEIMCE. 1l£ SCL INSPECTCfl MUST INSPECT AND APPROVE THE C(N)UIT IRENOl, lRENCH 
BEDDING, ANO COOOLUS, BEFORE ENCASEMENT AND COVERING lRENCH. 

5. Ct-P STUBBED COODUIT5, CLEAN ANO MANOREL ALL CONDUITS ANO COOOUIT BEINOS, ANO ..ET 
Ra> ALL DUCTS 5• ANO LARGER PER SCL CONSTRUCTION STANDARO U2-11.40. OBTAIN 
APf'ROVAIL FRa.t THE SCL INSPECTOR PRIOR TO BACKFlWNG 11£ TRENCH. INSTALL MARKING 
TAPE ANO P\JWNG HANDUNES PER SCL CONSTRUCTIOO STANDARDS. 

6. SEATllE QTY LIGHT v.ILL TAl<E OVER THE INSTALLATlOO AND PUlltlG OF T1£ COODUCTORS 
AFTER CCNJIATS All) VAULTS ARE INSTAllEO PER SQ STANOARI05, ANO INSPECTED ANO 
APf'ROl{ll BY THE SCL INSPECTCfl. 

7. AU VAULTS ANO HANOHOLES SHALL BE AOJJSTABLE TO ANAL SlREET GR.IOE PER SEATllE 
DEPARTl.£NT OF lRANSPORTATloo REOOREMENTS. 

6. HIQi VCUAtl: llaOONG CLEARANCE: STAlE LAW R£WRES ALL CONSTRUCTICH \IOOKERS, 11£JR 
TOOL$, MIACHINERY, TEMPORARY STRUCTURE$, EOOIPMENT AND MATERIALS TO MAINTAIN A 
"'~MUM 10-IUT CLEARNICE FROM POl'iER LINES (WAC 296-2+-960). SCL lRANSYSSIOO 
Lil£S REOORE EVEN GREATER CLEARANCE. THE c001RACTCfl SHALL COOT~CT SCL IN AOVMICE 
OF ANY v.ooJ< IN PROlOMITY TO ANY ENOOZED LINES SO SCL CAN OE- ENERG2£ AND GROUND 
OR TEMPORARILY RELOCATE Ul£S. 

9. PREVENT WATER FRa.t ENTERING CUSTOMER SER\1CE EOOP!.lNT 00 BUILDING ffi().l 
lRANSF~MER PAO/\IAULT THROOGll OJSTOMER'S LOW-VCUAGE SER'.1CE CONDUITS OR BUS 
GUTTER. ANO coooun's/GUTIER'S WALL/11.0ffi/CWNG PENETRA TIOOS INST All COODUITS AND 
EOOIPMENT AT ElfVATIONS lllAT v.tLL PREVENT WATER FROM ENTERING lHE BUILDING. 

10. OOITACT SCL ELEClRIC SER'1CE REPRESENTATIVE (BILL OANBOM 206-386- 1797) 'MTH ANY 
OE9GN, COOSTRUCTIOO OlANGES OR OOESTIOOS REGARDING THE INST ALLA 1100. ANY OlANtl: IN 
OE9GN WLL REOOIRE SCL ENQNEERING RE'1EW ANO APPROVAL 

11. EXTENSIVE 26KV UNOERCROUND POv.ul IN AREA. CONlRACTOR TO HAND EXPOS£ TO \9llFY 
DEPTH ANO LOCATION. CONTACT SCL EN~NEERING FOR STANDBY AS NEEDED. 

12. CONTACT SCI. EN~NEERING IF VAULT/HAND HOLE COW:RS NEEO TO BE R£SET TO NEW 
GRADES. 

13. UNESCORTED ENTRY INTO ENERQZED FAOUTIES IS PROHIBITED. OBSERVE ALL OSHA 
REGULATIONS IYHIL£ WORKING IN OVERHEAD AREAS. 

PRE-CAST VAULJS 
14. VAllT LOCATIOO: LOCATE VAULTS AT TIE LOCATIOO SHOWN 00 11£ PLANS. LOCATIOO ANO 

INSTALLAllOO SHALL <nlPLY 'MTH SQ COOSTRUCTION STANDARD U2-10, U2-14.2, U2-15.1 & 
Ul0-7. Al.1 VAULTS ANO HANOHOl£S SHALL BE ADJJSTID TO FIMAL SlREET G<AOE PER 
SEATllE DEPARTJ.ENT CF lRANSPffiTATIOO REOOIREMENlS. SEAL 1l£ VAULT PER SCL 
OOISTRUCTIOO STANDARDS U2-15.1. 

15. VAllT SUMP: 1l£ VAULT SUMP SHAU BE LOCATED BELOW THE ENlRANCE HATot PER SCL AND 
M VAULT FLOOR MUST SLOPE ONE INOl IN 1EN FEET TOWARD 11£ SUMP. 

16. VAULT G<OUNDING: FURNISH ANO INSTALL GROUNDING EL£C1ROOE SYSTEM PER SCL 
OOISTRUOTOO GUIOEUNE U2- 15.1, ITIEM 9. 

17. VAllTS l\ITH lRANSFORMERS: THE VAULT VENT OR VAULT PERSONlfl HATCH I.AUST BE A 
MINMUM OF 1Q..fill FROM A 'Mi'OOW, 0000, OR FLAMMABL£ SURF ACE AMl 2..fiEI FROM A 
Tlf.EE-HO.JR ARE RESISTANT NOO~BUS11BL£ STRUClURE. 

FOR UNCERGRQJND DISJR!8UJ]OO SYSTEM COOOOTS: 
18. OOIDUIT DEPTH: CONDUITS MUST HA'-£ 48" MINIMUM CO\f.R IN R-OAOWAYS ANO 36" Mlt.IMUM 

CO'iffi El.SE\\HERE IN THE RIGIT-OF-WAY, EASEMENT AREAS. AND ON PRIVATE PRa>ERTY. 
OOSERVE SPEOACATIONS OETAILED IN SCL ()mlRUCTIOO GUIOEUNES 0214.00 ANO 0222.02. 11£ 
SCL INSPECTCfl MUST INSPECT CONCXJIT lRENCH, lRENCH BEDDING, All) <nlOUITS BEFORE 
CO'iffilNG. 

~ City of Seattle 

19. THERE MUST BE NO MORE THAN TWO 90 OEGREE BENDS IN ANY RUN CF CONDUIT BE1VflN 
Aa:£SS PaNTS, UNL£SS OlHERVllSE JPPRO\f.D BY SCL ENGINEER. 

20. CLEAN ANO MANDREL CXUl'JTS, ANO PR0\10E ANO INSTALL PULL TAPE '1111H SEOOENTIAL 
FOOTAtl: MARKINGS AND MARKING TAPE PER SCL CONSTRUCTIOO STANDARDS U2-11.40. 

21. OO'n!T STRAIGIT: PR0\10E ANO INSIM.1 PVC SOiEDUL£ 40 CONCXJITS PS SHO'lltl 00 PLANS 
ANO PER SCL STANDARDS 0751.60 SECllOO 13 AND MATERIAL STANDARD 7015.05. 

22. HORIZONTAL CONDUIT S\\EEPS: SHALL KA\t: A 1HOOT M!N!MVM ~NC ~IJS ANO eE RIGl!.l 
GALVAtlZEO sm PER SQ COOSTRU:TION STANDARD 0222.02 AND SCL MATERIAL STANDARD 
7050.05, UNL£SS OTHERl\ISE SPEOADJ CJ< AWl«J'® ~y SU. ENUN!Ilt 

23. OO'n!T PU.E RISERS: INSTALL RIGID GALVANIZED STEEL CONDUllS 10 FEET UP QTY UGIT Pa.£ 
PER SQ STANDARDS U7-10, U7-10.2 AND SCL MATERIAL STANDARDS 0750.05. RIGID 
GAL VAtlZEO sm CXH>UIT RISER BEll()S SHALL HA VE A MINIMUM 36- INCH RAOIUS FOR 3-lNOi 
OO'n!TS, 48-INCH RADIUS FOR 4--ltO-I cooouns. ANO MINIMUM 60-INOl RADIUS FOR 5-INCH 
OO'n!T. BRACKETS Fffi PCl£ RISER CXJNOIJTS SHAU BE PER SCL MATERIAL STANDARD 
6867.5. 

24. OO'n!T ENO BEUS: FURNISH ANO INSTALL ENO BEllS FLUSH 'Mlltt 11£ INltRIOR WALLS 00 
ALL COOOOTS ENTERING THE VALU 11£ CONDUITS SHAU BE GROUTED, BOTH INSIDE ANO 
CXJTSIOE CF THE VAULT GffNINGS, At-0 ll!E ~oms MUST ENlER (Jl LEA\£ THE VAlU. 
A~NG TO SQ COOSlRUCTIOO STANDARD 0222.02. 

25. DUCT BANKS ~All BE ltllSTAllEO PER SCL ()mTRUCTIOO ST ANDAElOS SECTIOOS 0214.00, 
0222.02. U2-11. 40, ANO 0751.60 SECTICil 13. COOOOTS SHALL BE ENCASED IN RED OYEO 
CONCRETE ENCASEMENT V..lllN ;}-INOiES OF COODUITS PER SCL CCilSTRUCTION STANDARDS. 
USE 4 POUNDS RED COOCRE1E DYE PER CUEIC YARD. GrnTRACTOR. TO COOTACT SQ ELECTRIC 
SER\1CE REPRESENTATI\£ (BILL DAN8'JM 206-386-1797) TO C~NATE. 

26. OO'n!TS SHALL ENTER 11lE VAULT 11) MORE THAN 18 INOES FROM THE COROOl ANO 
OO'n!TS ENltRING AT H SAME COffR ON <l'POSITE WALLS SHALL NOT ENTER AT 1l£ 
SAME HEIGIT PER SCL cctlSTRUCTION GUIOEUNE 0222.02. 

27. EXJSllNG PO\ltER lRANSITE COOOUITS, cctlTAINING ASBESTOS. SHALL BE ABA TEO BY CERTIA£0 
CONTRACTOR(S). 

CENTURYLINK GENERAL NOTES 
1. CINTUR'ltlNK HANO Ha.£5, VAULT$, LIDS AND OO'n!TS SHALL BE INSTAllEO IN 

ACCORDANCE 'MlH SCL OO'lSTRUCTION GUIOEUNES EXCEPT lllAT CONOUT BENDS SHALL BE 
PVC. 

2. CONTRACTOR SHAil PR0'.10E ALL VAUlTS, HANO HOLES. UOS ANO CONDUITS NECESSARY 
FOR THE CONSTRUCTIOO OF ll£ CENTURY LINK FRANQISE UTILITIES. CENlUR'ltlNK CREV.s 
'MLL PULL CABlfS ANO MAKE REOORED COONECTIONS. 

J.. ALL CENMYUNK CONDUITS SHALL I{ Cl.E.AN£0 AND MANOREllEO. ANO SHALL INCLUDE A 
PULL STRING PER CENTUR'IUNK REQUlREMENlS. 

4. CONlRACTOR SHAil romcT KAYVm FASSNACHT 0 (425) 21;}-9378 c. (200) 345-5479 
0. (Ko~.FossriodltOCenhK)lirlk.com) A MINIMUM OF Tim YIED<S IN ADVANCE TO 
COO<OINA TE CABL£ INST ALLA TIOO ANO ASSOOA TEO v.mK PERFORMED BY CENTURYUNK 
alE'lf3 AND ()( YIED< IN AO VANCE ID COOR!XNA TE ANY REOORED INSPECTIOO AND 
AS-OOLT CF CONlRACTOR INSTALL£0 CENTUR'IUNK SYSTEM. 

COMCAST GENERAL NOTES 
1. ~CAST HANO HOLE$, VAULT$, UDS Al() COOOlATS SHALL BE INSTAllEO IN ACCOOOANCE 

'MTH SCL CONSTRUCTICN GUIOEUNES EXCEPT lllAT CONDUIT BENOS SHALL BE PVC. 

2. CONTRACTOR SHAil PR0'.10E ALL VAUtl'S, HANO HOLE$, UOS ANO COOOOTS NECESSARY 
FOR 1H£ CONSTRUCTICJl CJ' 11£ COMCAST FRANCHSE UTILITIES. C().(CAST CREWS \\Ill 
PULL CA8l£$ ANO MAKE REQUIRID CONNECTIONS. 

3. ALL <nle>-ST COODUITS SHALL BE CLEANED AND MANORELLEO, ANO SHAil INCLUOE A 
PULL STRING PER cnACAST REOOREYENlS. 

4. CONlRACTOR SHAil romcT MICHkl OALE 0 ( 425) 26;}-5361 
(michoel_~eO:dlle.ccmcoslcan) <11<1 MIKE FONTENOT 0 ( 425) 2ti3-5482 
(Midloel_fonte11oteblble.comcost.com). A MINIMUM OF THREE 'llEE<S IN MVNl'X. TO 
COO<OINA TE CABL£ INSTALLA TIOO ANO ASSOOA TEO v.mK PERFORMED BY ro.te>-ST CREV.s 
ANO CK YiED< IN AOV-"NCE TO C<XroNATE ANY REOOIRID INSl'ECTlCi'J ANO AS-BUILT (f 
CONTRACTlll INSTAllEO COMCPST SYSTEM. 

WAVE BROADBAND GENERAL NOTES 
1. WA~ HANO HOLES, VAULTS, LIDS AllO COOO!JlS 1iALL IJ[ INSTAl!!ID IN ACCOOOANCE 

'MlH SCL CONSTRUCTI~ GUIOEUNIS EXCEPT THAT COOOUT BENDS SHALL BE P\I'.:. 

2. CONTRACTOR SHALL PROV10E ALL VAULT$, HANO HOLES. LIDS AND CONDUITS 
NECESSARY FOR lHE CCilSTRUCTIOO ~ 1l£ WA VE FRANCHISE UTILITIES. WA VE CREWS 
'MLL PULL CABL£S ANO MAl<E REOOIRED COONECTIOOS. 

3. ALL WA VE COO DUI TS SHALL BE CWNBJ AND MANORELLEO, ANO SHALL INCLUDE A 
PULL SJR!NG PER WA VE REOOREKNTS. 

4. CONTRACTOR SHALL CCilTACT GARY c.ARUL£ 0 206- 454-9166 
(gcatileClwOYebrOO<l><rldC<J1T1) A MINIMUM OF THREE \\Eil(S IN ADVANCE TO COOR!XNATE 
CA.BL£ INST ALLA TIOO ANO ASsooA TEO v.mK PERFORM£0 BY WA Vf. CRE'llS ANO CK 
\\EEi( IN MVAN'X. TO OOOROINA 1E ANY REOOIRID INSPECTION ANO AS-BUILT OF 
CONlRACTOR INSTAllEO WAVE SYSIDA. 
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N = 252021.02 
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CALCULATED POINT (MONUMENT 
NOT SEARCHED FOR) (1) 4• 

COMCAST@ 

EX SSS 

4" DOMESTIC WATER 
SERVICE AND VAULT 
(UNDER SEP ARA TE PERMIT) 

6" FlRE SERVICE AND ------' 
VAULT (UNDER SEPARATE 
PERMIT) 

8" PSD 
{UNDER 
SEPARATE 
PERMIT) 

COMCAST@ 
3642-LA VAULT 

(1) 4• COMCAST (D 
BUILDING SERVICE 

(2) 4• CENTURY LINK (D 
BUILDING SERVICE 

(2) 3• SQQ) 
COMM 

V2-
SQ 444-LA @ 
VAULT 

(1 ) 4• WAVE/ 
@SPARE BUILDING 

SERVICE 

7009 GREENWOOD AVE. N. 

NOTES: CONSTRUCTION NOTES: SEE SHEET 5 FOR 
ADDITIONAL IMPROVEMENTS 

ALONG N. 70TH STREET 
1. 

2 

AILl MATERIALS AND 'Mlll< ASSOCIATED WlH 
ll£ OONSTRUCTOO CF ll£ FRANCHISE 
UTILITIES SHAU BE PERFOOMEO TO SQ 
CCtlSTRUCllON ANO /OR sa. MATERIAL 
STANDARDS. INQ.UDING THE CURRENT SQ 
SER"10E C()ISTfiUCTION LETTER. WHERE 
Dlscm'ANOES EXIST BET\\EEN 111S Pl.ANS 
SET ANO lHE M•lST RECENT SQ SER"10E 
C()ISTRUCTION ITTTER, lHE SQ LETTER SHAILL 
BE fOLLO\\ED, UtuSS 011-ER\\ISE NOTED 00 
ll£ Pl.ANS CR AS APPROVED BY lHE SQ 
ENGINEER. A <:X>?Y Cl' ll£ APPROVED Pl.ANS. 
11( MOST RECENT SC!. WISTRUCTI()I 
STANDARDS, AND lHE MOST RECENT sa. 
SER"1CE OONSTfiUCTIOO LETTER SHALL BE 
()I-SITE 'llHENE'.£R OONSTRIJCTION IS IN 
PROGRESS. 
STATIOOS. CfFSETS NIJ ~IA El.EVATI005 SHO\\N 
F<R V>J..llS >nJ HPIDlO.fS ARE SHO\\N AT 
11£ CENTER CF STRUCME. MM ELEVA 11005 
SHO\\N AAE APPROXIMATE ANO tflD TO BE 
Aru.JSTEO TO ffi9£D SCfWJj.J( GR.W. 
COORACTCR IS RE'SP009ElE TD JDJJST AS 
REQJRED TO ACCO.t.taJA TE lHE ~CISS.IRY 
~SER AND YALU SECTICJol ca.t'<HNTS TO 
MATCH 11£ T()> Al() ronn EN1RANC1S INTO 
11£ VAl.l. TS. OOITRACT<R SHALL \mFY OOCT 
BAAi< IN\ffiTS At() JDJJST AS tm:ED TO 
A\00 UTILITY o:tfUCTS VillH CROSSNG 
UllUTIES ANO !ThfalM WlH CXID • .IT BEl>ONG 
REQJREJ.ENTS OJTUt.(]) IN 90. STNIJAAOS. 

J SEE GENOOl NOTES ml 2 Fal NXlll<Wl a THE CCtlTRACT(R SHALL REP.llR ANY DAMAGE 
TO DISTING UTILITIES AS llRECTEO BY lHE aTY 
ffiPECT(R 

N'alMA 1100 REIJ\ lID TO CGISlROCllOO r:F 
~ COCIBANKS ANO VAl.l.TS. 

4. a:MRACTOR 900. FIEl.D \ffilFY 11£ 
lmZCNTAL ANO \ffillCAI.. LOCAll(Jol r:F ALL 
DISllNG UTIUTIES EllHER CllOS9NG <R 
ADJACENT TO PRO'OSED DUCT BNl<S ANO 
VAi.US PRlal TO ~ 10 \ffiFY IF 
f'R(J'()SE!) U1IU1IES CNl BE OllSTRUC1EO TO 
1lHE Pt.ANS NIJ LOCA 11005 9-IO\llt. NOTIFY 
EmlflR lf,l,ffiAID.Y IF C()f!JC!S ARISE 

9. CONTRACTOR TO COORDINATE 'MlH SOOT 
URBAN FORESTRY AT (206) 684-5693 
SEVERAL 'llEEl<S IN ADVANCE OF NEEDING 
PERMIT TO AULOW FOR A TVIO 'llEEI< PUBl!JC 
NOTiflCA TION PLACAROING PRIOR TO PERt.tlT 
FOR TREE REMOVAL 

10. CAUTION!! 26KV HIGH VOLTAGE OVERHEAD 
ANO OR UNDERGROUND IN VICINITY. TO 
MAINTAIN REQUIRED 10 FOOT CLEARANCE TO 
OvtRH(AD POl'l(R UNES, RE!.OCA TION or 
OVERHEAD POl'IER LINES TO UNDERGROUN 0 
MAY BE REQUIRED AT PERMITTEES EXPENSE. 
PERMITTEE IS REQUIRED TO COMPLY 'MTH 
SEATTLE DEPARTMENT Cl' PLANNING ANO 

5. CCNIRACTal 900. REPAIR 9-ffil(IS OAMA<IO 
llOllNG O'.JolS1RIJCll(J; r:F sa. Al{) FRANOISE 
UlllUllES WTH IDflffiARY,'1Nlm~ PATOING <R 
PERMIWll RESTCRA llCJol AS ALLC'l£ll BY SOOT 
l.!Ml. F1N.6l FR(tH~ ~ AAE 
<m>lRIJCTEO LNlR SEPAAA TE PERMT (SDOT 
SlP ~). OONTRACRR 10 <X<HJNATE 
WTH SOOT TO \mFY IJSA<I AND LENGTH CF 11. 

DEVELOPMENT CAM 122. 
CONTRACTOR TO CONTACT rnE SCL 
ENGINEERING CUSTOMER SERVICE TII.£ TEJ.f'alARY PATIHNG ™ ££ IN PLACE 

PRlal TO FIN.Al 11.f'RO\e.fNTS. !II 
RESlffiAllCtl FUNS ml 6 AND 7 FUR~ 
N'alMAllOO. 

6. a:MRACTOR 900. COCRl)NA 1E GAS M.6JN 
RELOCA 11Ctl VillH ~ IN 9.mOEllT KJVNICE 
SO THAT G>S MAIN IS REMO\€D Ol ABNro£D 
PRlal TO OOCT BAN< COOSTROCTI'll. 

7. PROTECT DISllNG MES TO RfWiN PER COS 
STD PIJN 132A CXl'ITRACTCR TO :xxroNA lE 
INSPEC11Ctl WTH SOOT ~ m;ESTRY 
(~5693). 

REPRESENTATIVE (BILL OANBOM 
206- 386- 1797) IN ADVANCE TO SCHEDULE 
AN ONSITE MEETING lHAT IS REQUIRED 
PRIOR TO BEGINNING ANY EXCAVATIONS OR 
WORK OlHER'MSE AFFECTING ANY SCl 
INFRASTRUCTURE, RELOCATION Cl' EXISTING 
OR INSTALLATION OF NEW FAaUTIES. 

12. AUL EXCAVATIONS ADJACENT TO SQ Prus 
OR OlHER FACILITIES (VAULTS, HAND HruS, 
ETC) SHALL COMPLY 'MlH WAC 296-155 
PART N "EXCAVATION, TRENCHING & 
SHORING." Pru PROTECTION/SUPPORT 
SYSTEMS USED \\HILE EXCAVATING SHAILL 
COMPLY 'MlH WAC 296-155.665 GENERAL 
PROTECTION REQUIREMENTS, ITEMS (9) ANO 
SH AILl NOT AFFECT lHE STRUCTURAL 
INiTEGRITY OF POlES \\HILE TliE SYSTEMS 
ARE IN PLACE OR AFTER THE SYSTEMS 
HAVE BEEN REMOVED. 

13. HIGH VOLTAG£ WOOKING a.IARANC£: STATE 
LAW REQUIRES AILl WOOKERS, lHEIR TOOLS, 
MACHINERY, TEMPORARY STRUCTURES, 
EQUIPMENT ANO MATERIALS TO MAINTAIN A 
MINIMUM OF 10 FOOT CLEARANCE TO MANY 
TYPES OF POWER LINES (WAC 296-24-960). 
SCI. TRANSMISSION LINES REQUIRE EVEN 
GREATER a.£ARANCE. IF lHE PRO,£CT 
REQUIRES WORK IN PROXIMITY OF ANY 
POWER LINES NOTIFY SQ TO DE-ENERGIZE 
mo GROUND LINES OR RELOCATE lHE LINES 
TEMPORARILY. WORK 'MLL BE DONE AT 
CUSTOMERS EXPENSE ANO COSTS MUST BE 
PAID FOR IN ADVANCE. 

14. SEE CITY OF SEATTLE DEPARTMENT OF 
CONSTRUCllON ANO INSPECTIONS. CLIENT 
ASSISTANCE MEMO 122: ELECTRICAL UTILITY 
CLEARANCE REOOIREMENTS FOR ACCEPTABLE 
CLEARANCES. CHANGES TO sa.·s SYSTEM JO 
MEET APPROPRIATE a.£ARANOES 'MLL BE 
PERFORMED AT lHE CUSTOMERS EXPENSE 
COSTS MUST BE PAID FOR IN ADVANCE OF 
ANY WORK. 

15. E~SIVE 26KV UNDERGROUND POWER IN 
AREA. COORACTOR TO HANO EXPOSE TO 
VERIFY OEPlH ANO LOCATION. CONTACT SCI.. 
ENGINEERING FOR STANDBY AS NEEDED. 

16. CONTACT SQ ENGINEERING IF VAULT/HAND 
HOil£ COVERS NEED TO BE RESET TO NEW 
GRADES. 

17. UNESCORTED ENTRY INTO ENERGIZED 
FAaLITIES IS PROHIBITED. OBSERVE AILl 
OSHA REGULATIONS WHILE WORKJNG lN 
O..rnHEAO AREAS. 

Q) PR0"1DE AND EXTEND RlCID 
GALVANIZED STEil RISERS 10' UP 
EACH POLE. ATTACH TO/PR0'1DE SQ 
BRACKET PER SCl STANOARDS 
GUIDEUNES U7-10, AND U7-10.2. AILl 
90" TRANSITI()I BENDS SHAILL BE 
RlOO STEEL FOR SCI.. PVC SCHEDULE 
40 FOR COMCAST. CLINK, ANO WA VE. 

@ PR0"1DE AND INSTAILL SCL VAULT 
(SIZE PER PLAN) 'MlH lRAfflC 
BEARING, NON- SKID CO\Ul. ADJJST 
VAULT COVER TO FINISHED GRADE 
PER SOOT REOOIREMENTS. MATERIAL 
ANO INSTAILLA TION SHAll BE PER 
SQ STANDARDS 0214.00, U2- 15.1, 
/\NO UI0-7. 

Q) PR0"1DE ANO INSTAILL SCHEDULE 40 
PVC OONDUIT AS SHO'l!tj FOR 
UNOERGROUNOING Cl' SQ EXISTING 
O\ffiHEAD DISTRIBUTION UNE:S PER 
SCl CONSTRUCTION STAtlJAR()S 
0214.00, 0222.02, 0224.05, 0231.01, 
U2-11.40. ANO 0751.60 SECTION 13, 
OONTRACTOR SHALL IAAll-TAJN 
CONDUIT Sv.m> ANO BENDING 
REQUIREMENTS OUTUNEO IN SQ 
OONSTRUCTION STANDARDS AND SCI. 
GENERAL NOTES #19 ANO #20 ()I 
SHITT 2. 

© PR0"1DE AND INST AILl SCHEDULE 40 
PVC CONDUITS AS SHOv.tj FOR 
OENTURYIJNK (CLINK), COl.ICAST AND 
WAVE. INSTAILLATION SHAILL BE PER 
SCl CONSTRUCTION STANDARDS 
EXOEPT All BENDS SHAILL BE PVC 
lllTH 36" RADIUS. 

@ PR0"1DE AND INSTALL 3642-LA 
COl.ICAST VAULT lllTH 3642-2436P 
GALVANIZED Slffi, TRAFFlC-BEARING, 
NON- SKID. LOCKING CO\ffi IAARKEO 
"COMCASr . ADJJST VAULT ACOESS 
HATCH TO FlNISHID GRADE PER stlOT 
REQUIREMENTS. 

~ 
10 5 0 10 

SCALE IN FEET 

60°/o Util itty Major Permit Plan - NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION SIP PROJECT 330655 SDCI 

1601 5th A11enue, Suite 1600 
Seattle, WA 98101 

206.622.5822 
www.k.pff .• com 

Call 811 
1wo business days 
before you dig 
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(2) 4• SCL@ 
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(2) 3" SCL COMM 
(4) 4"' scL'" 
(4) 5• SCL 

SOl.oD & DASHlO 
'l'll..LOW-Sl l'"'E 

225 N 707TH ST. 6817 GREENWOOD 
AVE. N. 

NOTES: 
1. 

2. 

ALL MA11ER1Al.S ANO~ ASSOOATED 'lllTH 
11£ COOSTRUCTIOO CF 11£ FRANOllSE 
UTILITIES SHAil B£ PERFOOl.El TO SQ 

~STRUCTI()l »ID /CF. SQ MA TER1AL 
ST AN DAROS, IKCLUOING 11£ CURRENT SCL 
SERVICE ~SlRUCTI()-1 UETTER. \\t£RE 
l)SCREPANaES EXIST BE1\\£EN lllS PLANS 

4. 

SET AND THE ~OST RECENT SCL SER"1CE 
CONSTRUCTION LETlER, 11£ SCL LETlER SHALL 5. 
8E F<UOVED, UNUESS OTHER'lllSE NOTED ON 
THE ~S 00 AS APPROVED BY 11£ SCL 
ENGINEER. A IJYY CF 11£ APPROVED PLANS, 
11£ MOST RE<INT SO.. CONSTRUC1100 
STANDARDS, A'lO THE MOST RECENT SQ 
SERVICE CONSlRUCTI()-1 LETlER SHALL ££ 
ON-SITE \Iii~ CONSTRUCTIOO IS IN 
PROGRESS. 
STA Tl(}IS, Cffi£TS 00 RIM ELEVA 11005 900 
Fffi V..UTS Nfl HANlHCl.ES ~ 900 AT 
THE CEtmR ([ STRUCT\K. RIA ELEVA TI(}IS 
Sl«lW'l ~ N'PROXIMAlE 00 NEED TO ££ 
JDJJSlED TO ANSlfl) SIOEW.6U< tRlllS. 
cx:NTRACTlll IS RESPOOSlBLE TO .aruJST f.S 
RE().ff[) TO AOCO.f.laDATE THE NE<ISSARY 
RISER Nil V.AJJ.T SECTIOO CXll'CWITS TO 
MATOl ll{ TCP Ai'{) carol EN~ INTO 
THE V..U TS. OJITRACRR 91ALL \f.JllFY IXJCT 
B>H< IN'.fRTS N{) AD.lJST f.S l'£EOOl TO 
A'.{lD U11JTY CXHl.ICTS \\ITH CRa>SNG 
UTILITIES 00 C(N'ffiM \\ITH eetroT OOONG 
REOJl6ENTS OUTUtED IN SQ STMJ~ 
SEE ro£R>L llOTES Sli£ET 2 Fffi .IOOTI00/11_ 
ltf'OOW. TIOO RElA 1EO TO cx:tlSTRUCTl(}I CF 
lNlERffiQNl IJJClBAN<S 00 VALllS. 

6. 

7. 

a 

(1) 3" SQ POv.9< SERVICE Q) 
TO VO THERHEAD AT 6817 
GREENWOOO A VE. N. 

OlHRACTrn 9WL flELO \ffilf)' THE 
HCRIZOOl>I_ Ml \ffillCJl LOCATI(}I CF ALL 
ElllSTING lJllJTES Elli-ER CROSSNG OR 
AO.MNT 10 PR<roiD ~T IWf<S Nil 
VNJ..TS PRIOR TO m1S1ROC11(}110 ~ If' 
PRCroID ll1ll1ES on ££ ro-S1R1JC1ED 10 
THE PlJllS Ml LOCA 1100 9lOYtt ttOllfY 
001-HR M.IIIA lil. Y IF CCtfUCIS ARISE. 
cx:NTRACTrn 9WL REP.AIR 9MA<IS DAMACaJ 
MNG C(}IS1RUC1J()l Cf SQ HlJ fR.600N 
UllLillES 'lllTH ~Y/1NlmM PATOING ffi 
PERWl£NT ~11~ f.S AUOV£D BY SJOT 
LtlllL flNAL FRQHACL lt.fRCM),(NlS ARE 
cxmTRUClID lNIR FAAATE PERt.IT (SJOT 
SIP ~). COORACTffi 10 ccxmNAlE 
\\tlH SJOT 10 \ffilfY USACr 00 l.£NG1H ~ 
'Ill( T£l,f'ffiARY PA TCHNG ~ BE ti R.ACl: 
PRICR TO flNAL M'RCl\0.EN1S. SEE 
~TI(}I P\.#lS Sl£ET 6 #() 5 Fffi f.«llE 
llf'OOMA llot 
cx:NTRACTrn 91ALL co:ffiNAlE GAS MAIN 
RELOCATI(}I \\ITH ~ IN Sl.fflO:NT >DV"1¥£. 
SO THAT GAS MAIN IS REMO\£[) OR P8A'flCl\ED 
PRICR TO CXJCT B>H< COISTRUCTI(}I. 
PROTECT EXISTING TREES TO REMAIN PER COS 
SID PLAN 132A cx:tllRllCTrn TO axIDNATE 
INSl'ECll(}I \\ITH SJOT ll!1BNl F~ 
{200-684-5693). 
THE C(}l1RACTffi SHlil REPNR ~y Di\MAGE 
TO EXISTING UTILITIES >S CiREClID BY THE OTY 
INSl'ECRR 

9. CONTRACTOR TO COOROINA TE 'lllTH SOOT 
URBAN F~ESTRY AT {206) 684- 5693 
SEVERAL 'Yl£EKS IN ADVANCE OF NEEDING 
PERMIT TO ALLOW FOO A TWO WEEK PUBLIC 
NOTiflCA llON PLACARDING PRIOR TO PERMIT 
FOR TREE REMOVAL 

10. CAUTION!I 261<V HIGH VOLTAGE OVERHEAD 
AND OR UNDERGROUND IN VICINITY. TO 
MAINTAIN REQUIRED 10 FOOT ctEARANCE TO 
OVERHEAD POWER LINES, RELOCATIIJN OF 
O'TtRHEAD POWER LINES TO UNDERGROUND 
MAY BE REQUIRED AT PERMITTEES EXPENSE. 
PERMITlEE IS REQUIRED TO COMPLY 'lllTH 
SEATILE DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND 
DEVELOPMENT CAM 122. 

11. CONTRACTOR TO CONTACT THE SCL 
ENGINEER! NG CUSTOMER SERVICE 
REPRESEtHA TIVE {BILL DANBOM 
206-386-1797) IN ADVANCE TO SCHEOUUE 
AN ONSITE MEEllNG THAT IS REOOIRED 
PR10R TO BEGINNING ANY EXCAVATIONS OR 
WORK OTHER'lllSE AFFECTING ANY SCL 
INFRASlRUCTURE, RELOCATION OF EXISTING 
OR INSTAULATION OF NEW FACILITIES. 

12. ALL EXCAVATIONS ADJACENT TO SCL POLES 
OR OTHER FAOLITIES (VAULTS, HANO HOLES, 
ETC) SHALL COMPLY 'lllTH WAC 296-155 
PART N "EXCAVATION, TRENOilNG & 
SHOOING." POLE PROTECTION/SUPPORT 
SYSTEMS USED 'M11UE EXCAVATING SHALL 
COMPLY V!1 TH WAC 296-155.665 ~ERAL 
PROTECTION REQUIREMENTS, ITEMS (9) ANO 
SHALL NOT AFFECT THE STRUCTURA'L 
INTEGRITY OF POLES 'M11UE THE SYSTEMS 
ARE IN PLACE OR AFTER THE SYSTEMS 
HA VE BffN REMOVED. 

I 
I -,--

/ 
I 

16+00 

6801 GREENWOOD 
AVE. N. 

13. HIGH VOLTAGE WORKING Cl.EARANCE: STA TE 
LAW REQUIRES ALL WORKERS, THEJR TOOLS, 
MAOilNERY, TEMPORARY STRUCTURES, 
EQUIPMENT ANO MATERIALS TO MAINTAIN A 
MINIMUM CF 10 FOOT CUEARANCE TO MANY 
TYPES OF POWER LINES (WAC 296-24--960). 
SQ TRANSMISSION LINES REQUIRE rn'.N 
CREA TIER CUEARANCE. IF THE PRO.£CT 
REQUIRES WORK IN PROXIMITY OF ANY 
POWER LINES NOTIFY SCL TO DE-ENERGIZE 
AND GROUND LINES 00 RELOCATE lHE LINES 
TEMPOOARIL Y. WORK 'lllLL BE DONE AT 
CUSTOMERS EXPENSE ANO COSTS MUST BE 
PAID FOR IN ADVANCE. 

14. SEE OTY OF SEATTUE DEPARTMENT OF 
CONSTRUCTION ANO INSlPECTIONS. CLIENT 
ASSIST»ICE MEMO 122: El..ECTR1CAL UTILITY 
CLEARANCE REQUIREMENTS FOR ACCEPTABUE 
ctEARANCES. OiANGES TO SCL'S SYS'IEM TO 
MEET APPROPRIATE ClEARANCES WILL BE 
PERFORMED AT THE CUSTOMERS EXPENSE. 
COSTS MUST BE PAID FOR IN ADVANCE OF 
ANY WORK. 

15. EXTENSIVE 26KV UNDERGROUND POWER IN 
AREA. CONTRACTOO TO HANO EXPOSE TO 
'TffilfY DEPTH ANO LOCATION. CONTACT SCL 
ENGINEERING FOR STANDBY AS NEEDED. 

16. CONTACT SCL ENGINEERING IF VAULT/HAND 
HOLE COVERS NEED TO BE RESET TO NEW 
GRADES. 

17. UNESCOOTEO ENTRY INT'O ENERGIZED 
FAOLITIES IS PROHIBITED. OBSERVE ALL 
OSHA REGULA TlONS 'M11LE WORKING IN 
OVERHEAD AREAS. 

,1 

( \ 
I I 

' 

10 5 

~ 
0 10 

SCALE IN FEET 

CONSTRUCTION NOTES: 
(D PRO'VIOE ANO EXTEND RIGID GALVANIZED sm RISERS to' 

UP EACH PIJLE. ATTACH TO/PROVIDE SQ BRACKET PER 
SCl STANDARDS GUIDEJJNES U7- 10, ANO U7- 10.2. ALL 90' 
TRANSITION BENDS SHALL BE R1GIO STEEL FOR SCI.. PVC 
SCllEDUUE 40 FOR COMCAST, CLINK, ANO WAVE. 

(D PR0"10E ANO INSTALL SCL VAULT (SIZE PER PLAN) 'MTH 
TRAFFIC BEARING, NON-Sl<ID COVER. ADJJST VAULT COVER 
TO FINISHED GRADE PER SOOT REQUIREMENTS. MATERIAL 
AHO INSTALLATIOO SHALL BE PER SQ STANDARDS 0214.00, 
U2-15.1, ANO U10-7. 

Q) PR0\10E ANO INSTALL SCHEDUl£ 40 PVC CONDUIT AS 
SHOWN fOO UNOERGROONOING Cf SQ EXISTING O\'ERHEAD 
OISffilDUTION LINES PER sa. CONSffiUCTION STANDARDS 
0'14.00, 0222.02, 0224.05, 0231.01, U2-11.40, ANO 
0151.60 SECTION 13. CONlRACTOR SHALL MAINTAIN CONDUIT 
S\\£EP AND BrnDING REOUIREMENlS OUTIJNffi IN SCl 
CONSTRUCTION ST»IDAROS AND SQ GENERAL NOTES #19 
AHO #20 ON SHEET 2. 

(D PR0\10E ANO INSTALL SCHIDUIE 40 PVC CONDUITS AS 
SHOWN FOR CENnJRYUNK {CLINK), COMCAST ANO WA'£ 
INST:ALLA TlOO SHALL B£ PER SO. CONSlRUCTlON 
STANDARDS EXCEPT ALL BENDS SHALL BE PVC 'lllTH 36" 
RADIUS. 

@ PR0\10E ANO INSTALL 3642-LA COMCAST VAULT 'lllTH 
3€42- 2436P GALVANlZEO STEEL. TRAfFlC- BEARING, 
NON-SKID, LOCl<JNG COVER MARKED "COMCAsr. ADJJST 
VJ.ULT ACCESS HATCH TO flNISHED GRADE PER SOOT 
REQUIREMENTS. 

@ PR0"10E ANO INSTALL 233-LA SCL HANOHIJLE ANO 
NON- SKID STEEL COVER MARKED "SCL" PER C.O.S. STD 
PLAN 550A. AOJJST VAULT ACCESS HATOi TO ANISHED 
GP.ADE PER SOOT REQUIREMENTS. VAULT TO BE INSTALUEO 
IN ACCOOOANCE lllTH SCL CONSTRUCTION GUIOEJJNES 
U2-13.1 & U2-14.2. 

SIP PROJECT 330655 SDCI 
REVIEWED BY SPU/WA. TER ENGINEERING NAME OR INITIALS ANO DATE INITIALS ANO DATE 
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TEMPORARY\INTERIM RESTORATION NOTES: 
1. THE CONTRACTOR IS REQUIRED TO REPLACE DAMAGED SURFACES \\1THIN 

THE ROW FRONTAGE FOR THE PRO.lCT \\1TH lEMPORARY /lNTIERIM 
SURFACE RESTORATIONS IN ACCORDANCE \\1TH DIRECTOR'S RULE 5-2009 
'STREET AND SIDEWAUK PAVEMENT OPENING AND RESTORAllON' AS 
SHOWN ON THE PLANS. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL COORDINATE ALL 
RESTORATIONS 'MTH SOOT AND lliE SOOT INSPECTOR TO 'lrRIFY USAGE 
ANO LENGTH OF TIME TEMPORARY/INTERIM PATCHING CAN BE IN PLACE 
PRIOR TO FlNAL IMPROVEMENTS. DAMAGED SIGNS ANO OTHER DAMAGED 
FEATURES SHALL BE REPLACED IN KIND PER CITY OF SEATlll.E STANDARD 
PLANS AND SPEaFlCA llONS. 

2. TEMPORARY SIDEWALK SURFACE RESTORATION SHAli BE A MINIMUM OF 
4-INCH OF HOT MIX ASPHALT Q ~· O'lrR 2" MNRL AGG TYPE 2, 
COMPACTED THICKNESS. 

3. RESTORATION LIMITS SHOWN ON THE PLAN ARE APPROXIMATE. 
CONTRACTOR SHAli AOJJST THE RESTORATION LIMITS IN THE FlELO TO 
MATCH TRENCHING. 

4. PERMANENT SURFAC£ RESTORATION FOR TEMPORARILY INTERIM 
RESTORATION AREAS SHALL BE COM'LETED UNDER SIP 1330655. 

PERMANENT RESTORATION NOTES: 
1. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PERMANENTLY REPLACE ANY DAMAGED SURFACES 

IMPACTED BY CJNS1RUCTION ACTI\llTY IN KIND, l\!THIN ROW FRONTAGES 
ADJACENT TO lHE PROJECT AND AS SHOWN ON THE PLANS. PERMANENT 
SURFACE RESTC~ATION SHAli BE PER CITY OF SEATTLE STANDARD PLANS 
AND SPECIFlCA llONS AND IN ACCORDANCE 'MTH DIRECTORS RULE 5-2009 
' STREET /\NO SDEWALK PA'lrMENT OPENING AND RESTORATION'. SURFACE 
RESTORATION A~D USAGE SHALL BE COORDINATED 'MTH SOOT AND THE SOOT 
INSPECTOR DI.MAGED SIGNS AND OTHER DAMAGED FEATURES SHALL BE 
REPLACED IN KND PER CITY OF SEATTLE STANDARD PLANS AND 
SPECIFlCA llONS. 

2. PERMANENT SIDEWALK SURF ACE RESTORATION SH All BE PER OTY OF 
SEATTLE STANDARD PLAN 420. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL MATCH EXISTING 
SCORING, COi.OR AND FINISH ON ANY DECORA 111( CONCRETE SIDEWAUK THAT 
IS REMOV£D OR DAMAGED FROM CONSTRUCllON ACll\llTIES. 

3. PERMANENT DRIVEWAY RESTORATION SHALL BE PER CITY OF SEATlll.E 
STANDARD PLAllS 430 ANO 431. 

4. RESTORATION LIMITS SHO'lttl ON THE PLAN ARE APPROXIMATE. CONTRACTOR 
SHALL AD.l.IST THE RESTORATION LIMITS IN THE FlELO TO MATCH ACTUAL 
TRENCHING LIMITS ANO AS COOROINA TEO 'MTH llHE SOOT INSPECTOR. 

60°/o Util itty Major Permit Plan - NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION 

1601 5th A11enue, Suite 1600 
Seattle, WA 98101 

206.622.5822 
www.k.pff .• com 

Call 811 
two business days 
before you dig 
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LEGEND: 
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////// 

t< <<<i 

7009 GREENWOOD AVE. N. 

TEMPORARY RESTORATION, SEE 
TEMPORAR'l'/1NTERIM RESTORAllON NOTES. 

PERMANENT RESTORATION, SEE 
PERMANENT RESTORATION NOTES 

PERMANENT LANDSCAPE RESTORATION 

SEE SHEET 7 FOR 
ADDITIONAL IMPROVEMENTS 

ALONG N. 70TH STREET 

~ 
10 5 0 

SCALE IN 

10 

FEET 

SIP PROJECT 330655 SDCI 

20 

~ City of Seattle '9 Seattle Department 
of Transportation 

7009 GREENWOOD AVENUE NORTH xxxxxx 
VAULT PLAN NO. 

·:lROll'WICE NO. • • • • • • • APPROVED. • • . • . UTI LI TY MAJOR PERMIT p LA N s ""~->JJ-LT-S-ER-, .... - N- 0-. ---1 

xxx- xxx 
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SHEET 6 or 8 
FIJNI> . 
SCA1.£, GREENWOOD AVENUE N (NORTH! - PAVEMENT RESTORATION PLAN INSPECTOR'S BOOK. 
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kpff 1601 5th A11enue, Suite 1600 
Seattle, WA 98101 

206.622.5822 
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\:uo . .,,,TE STRIPE I 
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Call 811 
two business days 
before you dig 

·~~~~~~~~~---.,,~~~ 

¥1. Fr<N.11 1..0ING 
BUS 

PERMANENT SIOEW~~ ';'~ PAl<~CH· 
RESTORATION (SEE MOTES) 

225N" ST 
EN< VAR A. 

0 JWAF E AT N 

~R¢~~~~Tc N~~~o~rs:A~ADRAN' OF 

6817 GREENWOOD 
AVE. N. 

6801 GREENWOOD AVE. N. 

N ..... i AVf N &. CREt.NO't".'00 A.VF' N 

t.lEV.& ON: 326.61 

225 N. 70TH ST. 

I 

I ~ 

Ii 

IC=-

~"' 
I 

~ 

TEMPORARY\INTERIM RESTORATION NOTES: 
1. TIHE CONTRACTOR IS REQUIRED TO REPLACE DAMAGED SURFACES WITHIN 

TIHE ROW FRONTAGE FOR THE PRO.{CT WITH TEMPORARY /INTERIM 
SURFACE RESTORATIONS IN ACCORDANCE WITH DIRECTOR'S RUlf 5- 2009 
"STREET AND SIDEWALK PAVEMENT OPENING AND RESTORATION" AS 
SliO~ ON THE PLANS. TIHE CONTRACTOR SHALL COOROINA TE All 
R:ESTORA TIONS WITH SOOT AND lHE SOOT INSPECTOR TO VERIFY USAGE 
.\ND lfNGTH or TIME TEMPORARY/INTERIM PATCHING CAN BE IN PLACE 
PRIOR TO FINAL IMPROVEMENTS. DAMAGED SIGNS AtJO OlHER DAMAGED 
FEAlURES SHAU. BE REPLACED IN KIND PER OTY OF SEAmf STANDARD 
PLANS ANO SPEaFlCA TIONS. 

2 . 

3. 

4. 

TEMPORARY SIDEWAU< SURFACE RESTORATION SHALL BE A MINIMUM or 
4-INCH or HOT MIX ASPHALT Q r OVER 2" MNRL AGG T'l"PE 2, 
COMPACTED THIO<NESS. 

RESTORATION LIMITS SHOWN ON THE PLAN ARE APPROXIMATE. 
CONTRACTOR SHALL ADJUST THE RESTORATION LIMITS IN THE FIELD TO 
MATCH TRENCHING. 

PERMANENT SURFACE RESliORATION FOR TEMPORARILY INTERIM 
R:ESTORA TION AREAS SHALi!. BE COMPLETED UNDER SIP #330665. 

PERMANENT RESTORATION NOTES: 
I. THE CONTRACTOR SHAU PERlllANENTl Y REPLACE ANY DAMAGED SURFACES 

IMPllClID BY CONSTRUCTION ACTIVlTY IN KIND, WITHIN ROW FRONTACES 
ADJACENT TO THE PROJECT AND AS SHOWN ON THE PLANS. PERMANENT 
SURFACE RESTORATION SHAU. BE PER CITY OF SEATTLE STANDARD PLANS 
AND SPEaFICATIONS AND IN ACCORDAllCE WllH DIRECTORS RULE 5- 2009 
"STIRm AND SIDEWAU< PAVEMENT OPENING AND RESTORATION". SIURFACE 
RESTORATION ANO USAGE SHALL BE COOROINA TED WllH SOOT AND 1HE SOOT 
INSPECTOR. DAMAGED SIGNS AND OTHER DAMAGED FEA lURES SHALL BE 
REPLACED IN KIND PER CITY or SEATTlE STANDARD PLANS ANO 
SPEOFICATIONS. 

2. PERMANENT SIDEWAU< AND CURB SURFACE RESTORATION SHALL BE PER OTY 
or SEATTLE STANDARD PLAN 420. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL MATCH EXISTING 
SCOIRING. COLOR AND FINISH ON ANY DECORA 111/E CONCRETE SIDEWALK THAT 
IS W40VED OR DAMAGED FROM CONS1RUC110N ACTIVlTIES. 

3. 

4. 

PERMANENT DRIVEWAY RESTORATION SHALL BE PER OTY or SEA TILE 
STANDARD PLANS 430 AND 4.Jl. 

RESTORATION LIMITS SHO~ ON THE PLAN ARE APPROXIMATE. CONTRACTOR 
SHAll ADJUST lHE RESTORATION LIMITS IN THE FIELD TO MATCH AClUAL 
TRENCHING LIMITS AND AS COORDINATED ~TH THE SOOT INSPECTOR'. 

PAVING LEGEND: 
TENP OR ARY RESTORATION, SEE 
TEMPORARY/INTERIM RESTORATION NOTES. 

PEP.f.IANENT RESTORATION, SEE 
PEP.MAN ENT RESTORATION NOTIES 

~ 
10 5 0 10 

SCALE IN FEET 

SIP PROJECT 330655 SDCI 

20 

REVIEWED BY SPU/WA. TER ENGINEERING NAME OR INITIALS ANO DATE INITIALS ANO DATE 
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lEt.tPORARY SIDEWALK 
RESTORATION. 
SEE RESTORA TI~ PLAN 
ON SHEET 6. 

12.5' 

0.5' 

40.0' 

27.0' 

PLANS SHEET 6 r TEMPORARY ASPHALT CURB, 
AS NEEDED, SEE RESTORATION 

{ 1) 4• COMCAST 
BUILDING SER\1CE 

\_ EXISTING FIBER OPTIC 
CONDUIT(S) 

' DIMENSIONS ARE APPROXIMATE. 
FIELD ADJ.JST TO MATCH EXISTING. 

(FIELD \£RIFY) 

SCL DUCT 
BANIK 

lEM PORARY ASPHALT 
PA\£MENT, SEE RESTORATION 
PLANS SHEET 6 

C/L 

EX ROADWAY PA\£MENT 

EX. SLOPE VARIES 

\__ EX. 4• GAS LINE 

TYPICAL SECTION - GREENWOOD AVENUE N. 

18. MAX. 
CONTRACTOR HAS THE 
OPTION TO USE CONTIROL 
OENSI TY FILL ( CDF) PER 
CONSTRUCTIOO STANDARD 
0222.02. AS APPROV8l 
BY SOOT. (SEE NOTE 1) 

DETECTABL£ MARKING -~-..L·o:...>< ·~::<: •· .. 
TAPE PEIR SQ 
CONSTRUCTION 
STANDARDS 

SEPARATOR/SPACER PER 
SQ COOSlRUCTIOO 
STANDARDS, TYP. 

NOTES 

SCL DUCT BANK 

1. PR0\1DE A Ml~IMUM 3.0 FIEET Cf NA 11\1£ SOIL 
BB.OW SIDEWALK GRADE FOR USE AS BACKFILL 
FOf; SQ DUCTBANK LOCATED ADJACENT TO 
Pl!.ANTING STRIPS. CONTACT SOOT URBAN 
FOf;ESTRY TO INSPECT NA Tl\£ BACKFILL 

SEE SHEET 6 AND 7 FOR 
SURFACE RESTORA TlON 

FINISHED GRADE 

VARIES 
(36. MIN. U~DER SIDEWALKS, 

45• MIN. UNDER STREETS) 

BASE SPAGER SUPPORT 
PER SQ CONSTRUCTION 
STANDARDS 

SCALE: 1' =2' 

(2) 4" - SCL COMM 
TO V2 

1• SEPARATION ---~ 
SEM EN CONDUITS, 
(TYP} 

( 4) 5" - SCL TO EX 
CONDUITS AT 6801 
GREENWOOD A\£. 

P2- RELOCATED 
WOOD UTILITY 
POLE W/ SlREET 
LIGHT (SCLj 

tiQlE;_ 
SEE SCL CONSTRUCTION STANDARD 
U7-10.9 FOR GROUNDING DETAILS 

32" LONG CO.~DUIT 
SUPPORT BRACKET 
PER SQ MATERIAL 
STANDARD 6867.5 

(1) 4"-COMCAST TO 
3642-LA VAULT 

(1) 4"-SCL TO VI 

i-------CONDUIT RISER AND 
STRAPS PER SCL 
CONSTRUCTI~ 
STANDARDS U7-10, 
U7- 10.1 AND 
U7-10.2 (TYP) 

P2 - RISER DETAIL RELOCATED SCL POLE 
NTS 

P/L C/L 
25.0' 

PERMANENT SIDEWALK 
RESTORATION. 

12.0' ._. ________ .:,:12::.::.5:...." ----------_..; 

0.5' 

SEE RESTORATION PLAN 
ON SHEET 7. 

~ EX CONCRETE SIDEWALK 
EX CONCRETE 
CURB TO REMAI~ 

{1) 4• SQ 
CONDUIT 

' DIMENSIONS ARE APPROXIMA 1E. C( 
FIELD ADJ.JST TO MATCH EXISTING. \_ EX. 4• GAS LINE 

TYPICAL SECTION - N. 70TH STREET 

(1) 4" WA\£ 
TO BUILDING 

CONDUIT RISER ANll 
STRAPS PER SCL 
CONSTRUCTION 
STANDARDS U7-10, / 
U7-10.1 AND I 
U7-10.2 (TYP) I 

\ 

tiQlE;_ 
SEE SCL CONSTRUCTION STANDARD 
U7-10.9 FOR GROUNDING DETAILS 

SCALE: 1'=2' 

9.5° LONG CONDUIT 
SUPPORT BRACKET 
PER SQ MATERIAL 
STANDARD 6867.5 

(1) 4" -CENTURYUNK 
TO CL VAULT 

" ... \ I 

~ I 

I(____ P3-EXISTING WOOD 
./ UTILITY POLE (SQ) 

EX P3 - RISER !DETAIL (EX SCL POLE) 
NTS 

CONDUIT LEGEND 

M PVC SCH 40 CONDUIT (5'), SCL 
\J (CONDUCTORS BY SCL) 

@ PVC SCH 40 CONDUIT (4"). SCL 
{CONDUCTORS BY SCL) 

@ PVC SCH 40 CONDUIT (4"), SCL COMM 
(CONDUCTORS BY SCL) 

@ PVC SCH 40 CONDUIT {4"), CENlURYUNK 

CD PVC SCH 40 CONDUIT (4"). COMCAST 

@ PVC SCH 40 CONDUIT (4"). WAVE 

NOTES 
f. CONTRACTOR IS RES!>ONSIBLE F'OR ENSURING 

THE BOTTOM, SIDE AND TOP MINIMUM 
ENCAS£MENT DIMENSIONS ARE OBTAINED. 
ENCASEMENT 0\1ERPOUR SHALL NOT EXCEED 6", 
UNLESS SPEaFlCALL Y NOlEO. 

2. NUMBER Cf CONDUITS CAN VARY. SEE PLANS 
FOR LOCATIONS AND DUCT BANK CONDUIT 
ROUTING. 

3. REFER TO SQ CONSTIRUCTION STANDARDS 
0751.60 SECTION 13.2 & 13.3, 0222.02, U2-10 
& U2- 11.40 FOR ADDITIOOAL DUCT BANK 
lRENCH REQUIREMENTS. 

4. SEE SHEETS 6 AND 7 FOR SURFACE 
RESTORA TlON PLAN. 

t====~ DUCT BANK ~~ENCH DETAIL @ 
i l----1....J~'-'--t_~6~0~~~o~U~t~ili~tty~M~a~jo~r~Pe~r~m~i~t~P~la~n_'._-~N~O~T.:.......:__F~O~R~C~O~N~S~T~R~U~CT~I~O~N:_-r.;;:;;~~:--:;;;;;-NT<-.----;;:;;ru~;;;--;;o.;:--~--=~:::-::-:::-::::::--~~~~~=-=--=---=-----=-===:--:-:-:-:-=-=-:~S~IP~PR~OJ~EC~T~3~30~65~5~~SD=Cl~~~==-1 
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VAULT SERIAl. NO. xxx-xxx 
f, lqlff 1601 Sth A11enue, Suite 1600 ~ C II 811 / f T • 

~- ~:~;;:;2~101 iwo~sinessdays .............. ~.E~~~.o .. ~~-~-p~ .. ~~A'.~.~~~ 20..... ~:~Eo ~ ::~;::; Pfi()J·~·~:ao .:--suG·ERr........... ·~-.cE >Kl • •• -~ • • '~~~~ort~t~on UT I LI TY MSEACTJIOONSRANPD EDERTAMILSI T p LAN S 
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     L E T T E R   O F   T R A N S M I T T A L 

 

Date: March 15, 2017 

Project: 7009 Greenwood Ave N, DPD Project Number 3023260 

To: Seth Amrhein (POTECH) 

From: David Fuchs 

Re: Correction Notice #1: Tree Protection 

 

Response to City Light Correction #1 (January 18, 2017): 

 

1) Reference the updated L0.00 Existing Tree Plan for the requested tree species 

and treatment (attached for reference). Tree 10 is "exceptional", and will be 

removed pursuant to arborist recommendation dated 2/15/2017 (see attached). 

 

 

Thank you, 

 

 

 

David Fuchs 

dfuchs@johnstonarchitects.com 
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2940 Westlake Ave N (Suite 200)     ·    Seattle, WA  98109     ·     Phone 206.528.4670   
w w w . t r e e s o l u t i o n s . n e t  

 

Seattle  ·  Portland  ·  Bend 
 

 
Project No. TS - 5792 

Memorandum 

TO: Chad Dale 

SITE: 7009 Greenwood Ave. N, Seattle, WA 

RE: Tree ID #7, 8, 9, 10 

DATE: February 15, 2017 

PROJECT ARBORIST: Holly Iosso , ASCA Registered Consulting Arborist # 567     
ISA Certified Arborist PN- 6298A 
ISA Qualified Tree Risk Assessor 

 

This memo outlines my site inspection on Monday, February 13, 2017. I was asked to measure, identify 
and assess four trees along the eastern property line of 7010 Palatine Ave, which shares a partial 
property line with 7009 Greenwood Ave. N. The details of these trees are noted in Figure 1: Tree 
Inventory. 
 
 

Figure 1: Tree Inventory 

Tree 
No. 

Common 
Name 

Botanical 
Name 

DSH  
* 

General 
Health 

Excep-
tional 

Proposed 
Action 

Notes 

7 Japanese 

camelia 

Camelia 

japonica 

3.3, 3.5, 

3.5, 4.1 

Good No Remove  

8 Flowering 

pear 

Pyrus 

calleryana 

5.5 Fair No Remove  

9 Japanese 

maple 

Acer 

palmatum 

11.8 Fair No Remove Measured at 24-in, smallest part 

below union 

10 Plum Prunus 

domestica 

15.2, 

17.8”, 3”, 

2”, 2”, 

3.5”, 3” 

Fair 

Condition

, Poor 

Structure 

Yes Remove Ganoderma applanatum conks at 

base, exceptional threshold 22.9” 

*Diameter at Standard Height (inches) 
 
 

According to Seattle Director’s Rule 16-2008, tree #10 qualifies as exceptional.  It is a multi-stem tree 
with three live stems growing from the base. Two of these stems have failed within the last five to eight 
years, with water sprouts growing upright from the trunks.  Two ganoderma conks in two locations on 
the base indicate internal decay at the base.  Both failed stems are being supported by the wood fence. 
If the fence is removed, both stems will likely fall to the ground. 
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This tree is in fair health with some necrotic trunk tissue and twig dieback.  
 
It is in poor structural condition with one upright trunk and two adjacent trunks which have failed. There 
is associated decay present at the base where these two stems pulled away from the trunk. The tree 
was likely a multi-stem tree which had its base buried during the installation of a small rockery on its 
west side. Adding soil to the base of this tree likely expedited the decay at these two unions. The tree 
has been repeatedly pruned in the past. There was some associated decay with these pruning wounds. 
Pruning was likely performed with the intention of limiting the canopy overhanging the adjacent 
property, or to remove dead wood.   
 
Construction plans include removing the fence, which currently supports the two failed stems and 
protects the upright tree from exposure to wind and sunlight. While the risk from this tree is low per the 
TRAQ method, the long-term prognosis of this tree as an upright tree is poor. Increased exposure to 
sunlight, wind and temperature variations with the fence removal increases the likelihood of entire tree 
failure for the final upright stem.   
 
I consider tree #10 to be in declining health and the likelihood of survival after construction (as a tree 
with an upright trunk) is low. If it does survive, it will likely survive as water sprouts, similar to how the 
northern most stem is surviving now.  
 
In my opinion, new buildings should not be modified to accommodate this tree. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Holly Iosso 
Sr. Associate 
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Site Map and Photographs 
 

 
Figure 2: Partial Site Map as provided by Site Workshop dated 12.06.2017. 
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Photo 1: View of tree #10 looking east. Note the southern-most stem is supported by the fence. (photo credit: 
Holly Iosso, 02.13.2017 ) 

 
 

 
Photo 2: View of base. Orange arrows indicate location of two main stem failures where they pulled away from the 
central trunk several years ago.  (photo credit: Holly Iosso, 02.13.2017 ) 

 

First ganoderma 
conk 

Second ganoderma 
conk 

Advanced decay on 
stump indicates it 
was cut several 
years ago 

Second ganoderma 
conk 
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Photo 3: Ganoderma conk on southern-most stem  (photo credit: Holly Iosso, 02.13.2017 ) 

 
 

 
Photo 4: View of north-most stem shows necrotic tissue  (photo credit: Holly Iosso, 02.13.2017 ) 
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Appendix A - Assumptions & Limiting Conditions 

 
1. Consultant assumes that any legal description provided to Consultant is correct and that title to 

property is good and marketable.  Consultant assumes no responsibility for legal matters.  Consultant 
assumes all property appraised or evaluated is free and clear, and is under responsible ownership and 
competent management. 

2. Consultant assumes that the property and its use do not violate applicable codes, ordinances, statutes 
or regulations. 

3. Although Consultant has taken care to obtain all information from reliable sources and to verify the 
data insofar as possible, Consultant does not guarantee and is not responsible for the accuracy of 
information provided by others. 

4. Client may not require Consultant to testify or attend court by reason of any report unless mutually 
satisfactory contractual arrangements are made, including payment of an additional fee for such 
Services as described in the Consulting Arborist Agreement. 

5. Unless otherwise required by law, possession of this report does not imply right of publication or use 
for any purpose by any person other than the person to whom it is addressed, without the prior 
express written consent of the Consultant. 

6. Unless otherwise required by law, no part of this report shall be conveyed by any person, including 
the Client, the public through advertising, public relations, news, sales or other media without the 
Consultant‘s prior express written consent. 

7. This report and any values expressed herein represent the opinion of the Consultant, and the 
Consultant’s fee is in no way contingent upon the reporting of a specific value, a stipulated result, the 
occurrence of a subsequent event or upon any finding to be reported. 

8. All photographs included in this report were taken by Tree Solutions Inc. during the documented site 
visit, unless otherwise noted. 

9. Sketches, drawings and photographs in this report, being intended as visual aids, are not necessarily 
to scale and should not be construed as engineering or architectural reports or surveys.  The 
reproduction of any information generated by architects, engineers or other consultants and any 
sketches, drawings or photographs is for the express purpose of coordination and ease of reference 
only.  Inclusion of such information on any drawings or other documents does not constitute a 
representation by Consultant as to the sufficiency or accuracy of the information. 

10. Unless otherwise agreed, (1) information contained in this report covers only the items examined and 
reflects the condition of the those items at the time of inspection; and (2) the inspection is limited to 
visual examination of accessible items without dissection, excavation, probing, climbing, or coring.  
Consultant makes no warranty or guarantee, express or implied, that the problems or deficiencies of 
the plans or property in question may not arise in the future. 

11. Loss or alteration of any part of this Agreement invalidates the entire report. 
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TREE PROTECTION NOTES 

1. R.O.W. EXISTING TREES: NONE OF THE EXISTING TREES ARE SIGNIFlCANT OR EXCEPTIONAL PER SMC 25.11 AND 
DPD DIRECTOR'S RULE 16-2008. TREES TO BE REMOVED PER SOOT URBAN FORESTRY DIRECTION 

2. OTHER TREES 7, 8, 9, AND 10 ARE LOCATED WITHIN ACCESS/NO-BUILD EASEMENT ON NEIGHBORING SF5000 LOT 
UNDER COMMON OWNERSHIP. TREE 10 IS DESIGNATED AN EXCEPTIONAL TR"EE PER SMC 25.11 ANO OPO 
DIRECTOR'S RULE 16-2008. REFERENCE ARBORIST'S TREE REPORT DATED 2-15-2017 FOR RECOMMENDATION. 

3. DEVELOPMENT OF THIS BLOCK WILL PROVIDE TREES IN EXCESS OF THE QUANTITY OF TREES CURRENTLY EXISTING 
ON SITE. 

EXISTING TREE INVENTORY 

SIZE REMOVtE 
AND 

TREE # SCIENTIFIC NAME COMMON NAME (CALIPER) EXCEPTIONAL REPLACE 

1 URIODENORON TULIPfERA TULIP TREE 20.5" x 

2 ULMUS PROCERA ENGLISH ELM 16.5" x 
3 URIODENDRON TULIPFERA TULIP TREE 20.4" x 
4 CARPINUS BETULUS 'FASTIGIATA' HORNBEAM N/A x 

5 CARPINUS BETULUS 'FASTIGIATA' HORNBEAM 12.7" (AT 3') x 
6 CARPINUS BETULUS 'FASTIGIATA' HORNBEAM 15.9" (AT 2') x 
7 CAMELIA JAPONICA JAPANESE CAMELIA 3.3", 3.5", x 

3.5", 4.1" 

8 PYRUS CALLIERYANA FLOWERING PEAR 5.5" x 

9 ACER PALMA.llJM JAPANESE MAPLE 11.8" x 

10 PRUNUS DOMESTICA PLUM 15.2", 17.8", 3", x x 
~-. 2", 3.5'', 3• 

Johnston Archftects, Pt.LC 
100 NE Northlake Way, 
Suite 200 
Seattle. WA 98105 
t 206.523.6150 
f 200.523.9382 

222 Etruria Street, Suite 200 
Seattle, WA 98109 
P: 206.285.3026 
F: 206.285.3629 

MUPSUBMITTAL 

Drawn ~ 
~ ~------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------~-C_heck_~-----~ 
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     L E T T E R   O F   T R A N S M I T T A L 

 

Date: March 15, 2017 

Project: 7009 Greenwood Ave N, DPD Project Number 3023260 

To: Lindsay M King (LAND USE) 

From: David Fuchs 

Re: Correction Notice #1: Land Use 

 

Response to Land Use Correction #1 (February 23, 2017): 

Note: DRP = Design Review Packet Draft submitted along with our Responses to 

Correction Notice #1. 

 

1) Rezone Criteria 

a) As no new single-family house is allowed to be built on the lot to the west, that 

lot shall remain an open space to provide a ±53’ wide buffer zone. 

Landscape and screening will be designed to create privacy from neighbors 

along Palatine Ave N (see pages 44 & 50 of the DRP). A DADU may be 

constructed on the lot, but is planned as far west as possible.  The house to 

the northwest (also part of the development site) is ±39’ away, also providing 

a buffer zone.  Furthermore, a “No-Build” Easement is being proposed 

between the NC- and SF-zoned parcels to formalize a transition zone. See 

Sheet A100. 

b) Since the original proposal which was approved at the Early Design 

Guidance Meeting, the project has removed the 6th story and reduced our 

height from 65’ to 55’. The zoning to the north, south, and west is all one zone 

lower (NC-40), which will be up-zoned to NC-55 upon the adoption of HALA 

proposal. To the north, the parcel includes 3 structures on it, including a 40’ 

tower. To the south, the nearest lot is separated by a 50’-wide Right-of-Way 

buffer zone (N 70th St). To the east, the nearest lot is separated by a 70’-wide 

Right-of-Way buffer zone (Greenwood Ave N). In addition, the current zoning 

of the lot is NC-40, which allows a 44’ tall structure (4’ bonus for ground-level 

retail); our proposal is 11’ taller, which is a gradual transition. Furthermore, we 

have changed the exterior materials of the entire top floor all around the 

building to minimize its presence and appear lighter and focus attention up to 

first 40’. At the northwest corner, closest to any neighboring single-family lots, 

we are setting back the building 4’-6” from the north and 6’-0” from the west 

(see sheet A205 and sections on page 18 of the DRP). 

2) To reduce the mass of the building, the building height has been reduced to 55’. 

Furthermore, there is a material setback and overall change in material and color 

at the 5th floor along Greenwood Ave N. The heavy brick cornice at the top of 

the building has been removed to lighten up the building and minimize its 

appearance along both frontages. Modulation has been used to mirror key 

elements of the context (the jog at N 70th St) and to reduce bulk and scale (the 

building feels like 2 brick building with a reveal between them – see East Elevation 

on page 37 of the DRP). The project also uses high-quality materials (e.g. brick, 

wood) and careful detailing to create visual interest along the lengths of the 

façades to break-up the sense of scale. The color palette, use of transparent 

storefront, lighting, and recess created by the open public entry court is designed 

to emphasize the retail level at grade.  
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along Greenwood Ave N (see page 14 of the DRP) shows that little of the north 

façade is visible from grade. Along the north façade, we have placed setbacks 

and material changes in key locations, including at the top level and along the 

midline. The stair core has been setback to break down the scale of that façade. 

Furthermore, we are proposing artwork on a banner to reduce the scale of the 

blank façade and add visual interest (see page 38 of the DRP). To ensure privacy, 

a window adjacency study has been done as well (see page 19 of the DRP). In 

addition to a setback on L5 to the northwest, a trellis with vegetative screening 

has been added for privacy form that deck. Planting has also been added along 

the north edge of the roof deck to keep people from overlooking the adjacent 

house (see Sections on page 18 of the DRP and Roof Plan on page 17 of the 

DRP). The material treatment of the northwest corner also now wraps along the 

north façade until it reaches the stair penthouse (see 4/A310 and page 38 of the 

DRP). 

4) The building height has been reduced to 55’. Rooftop equipment and 

stair/elevator towers have been moved away from western edge to reduce mass 

near the single-family structures (see page 10 of DRP). The solar array is located 

along the more commercial Greenwood Ave N, which aims to be an 

educational aspect of the project, highlighting the sustainable features of the 

project (see page 52 of the DRP). Such features are a pride of the proposal and 

are rare for multi-family projects. We believe these are an important precedent to 

set for future project to follow. 

5) See landscape plan on pages 44 of the DRP.  

6) See page 19 of the DRP for window adjacency studies, as well as a perspective 

of existing tree canopy to show privacy from house to the northwest.  

7) Brick details are currently being reviewed and will be included in the presentation 

to the Design Review Board at the Recommendation meeting. Ideas include 

changing the brick color at the corners, transitioning the color brick of brick from 

dark-dominant at L1 to light-dominant at L4, and having a painted wood brick-

mould at window trim. See pages 37 & 38 of the DRP for updated color building 

elevations.  

8) The corbelled brick cornice has been removed from the project. See updated 

elevations on Sheet A310 and A302. 

9) Answers below 

a) See page 35 of the DRP for comparably-sized micro-retail spaces, as well as a 

quotation from a business owner on the need for such spaces 

b) See page 36 of the DRP for more information and possible layouts of amenity 

spaces.  

c) Single-family lot is proposed to remain an open space for tenants, with the 

possibility of a DADU in the future.  

d) No work is proposed on the existing single family structure currently, though 

the addition of a second-story in the future is possible.  

10) Answers below 

a) See updated Landscape Plan and images on pages 44-49 of the DRP for 

more information on the interior courtyard.  

b) See pages 40 (architectural) and 45 (landscape) of the DRP for more 

information on materials.  

c) See page 40 of the DRP for images and materials of the garage and trash 

room doors.  

11) No Further Action (NFA) letter from the State of Washington Department of 

Ecology dates April 13, 2015 is attached. 
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Thank you, 

 

 

David Fuchs 

dfuchs@johnstonarchitects.com 
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     L E T T E R   O F   T R A N S M I T T A L 

 

Date: March 15, 2017 

Project: 7009 Greenwood Ave N, DPD Project Number 3023260 

To: Michael Houston (TRANSPORT) 

From: David Fuchs 

Re: Correction Notice #1: Transportation 

 

Response to City Light Correction #1 (December 29, 2016): 

 

1) See updated Parking Study from the Tilghman Group dated 2.15.17 attached. 

2) See updated Traffic Memo from the Tilghman Group dated 2.15.17 attached. 

3) See updated Traffic Memo from the Tilghman Group dated 2.15.17 attached. 

 

 

Thank you, 

 

 

 

David Fuchs 

dfuchs@johnstonarchitects.com 
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Tilghman	Group	 	 Page	1	
4618	44th	Avenue	South	
Seattle,	Washington	98118	
Voice:	206-577-6953   

	
MEMO	
	
To:	 Shannon	Loew,	FIX	
	 Chad	Dale	
	 Andrea	Dobihal,	Brass	Tacks,	NW	
	
From:	 Ross	Tilghman	
	
Date:	 15	February	2017	
	
Subject:		Parking	Supply	and	Demand	for	7009	Greenwood	Avenue	N.	--	Revised	
	
This	memo	updates	my	previous	one	dated	5	December	2016	to	address	requests	from	the	City	of	
Seattle	to	include	a	project	at	6528	Phinney	Ave.	N.	in	the	cumulative	analysis	and	to	confirm	demands	
from	a	project	at	6726	Greenwood	Ave.	N.	
	
This	memo	evaluates	parking	conditions	for	the	proposed	mixed-used	development	at	7009	Greenwood	
Avenue	N.	in	Seattle.		The	project	would	contain	33	apartment	units	(of	which	2	would	be	affordable	
units)	and	4,830	square	feet	of	restaurant	space	with	seating	for	approximately	100	persons.		A	total	of	
24	standard	and	2	tandem	parking	spaces	would	be	built	in	an	underground	garage	for	residents.		Table	
1	summarizes	the	range	of	apartment	units	and	the	expected	population	of	residents,	employees	and	
patrons.	

Table 1.  Project Population 

Use Units 
Estimated 

Persons/Unit Total Persons 
Studio 2 1 2 
1-bedroom 9 1.5 14 
2-bedroom 13 2.2 29 
3-bedroom 8 3.25 26 
4-bedroom 1 4.0 4 
Residential Total 33 

 
75 

    
Restaurant Staff 4,830 sq. ft. 3.50 17 
Restaurant Patrons 100 seats 4.10 turns/day 410 

Source:	Tilghman	Group	
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Tilghman	Group	 	 Page	2	
4618	44th	Avenue	South	
Seattle,	Washington	98118	
Voice:	206-577-6953   

Study	Area	
Figure	1	shows	the	area	studied	for	on-street	parking	conditions.		It	reflects	parking	within	
approximately	800	feet	walking	distance	from	the	site.	
	

	
	
	
On-Street	Parking	Supply	
Curbside	parking	was	measured	to	determine	the	legal	parking	supply	according	to	City	of	Seattle	
procedures	described	in	its	publication	Tip	117.		Table	2	provides	details	about	the	existing,	legal	parking	
supply	in	the	study	area,	and	what	appears	to	be	the	effective	supply.	
	
	

Table 2.  Number of On-Street Parking Spaces 
 

Un-
Restricted 

1-Hour          
7am - 6pm 

2-hour       
7am - 6pm 

30-Min. 
Load   

7am - 6pm 

30-Min.         
Truck 
Load    

7am - 4pm 

3-Min. 
Passenger 

Load        
7am - 6pm TOTAL 

Legal Supply 295 60 14 6 2 2 379 
Effective Supply 334 67 17 7 4 2 431 

Source:	Tilghman	Group	
	

	

001897



Tilghman	Group	 	 Page	3	
4618	44th	Avenue	South	
Seattle,	Washington	98118	
Voice:	206-577-6953   

The	effective	parking	supply	offers	more	spaces	than	the	legal	supply.		This	occurs	for	a	variety	of	
reasons:	
	

• Some	driveways	are	no	longer	(or	at	least	not	currently)	used	as	
driveways,	so	residents	park	in	front	of	them.		This	adds	
approximately	4	spaces	to	the	effective	supply.		

	
• At	least	one	load	zone	on	N.	73rd	St.	immediately	west	of	

Greenwood	Ave.	N.	runs	right	up	to	the	stop	sign,	even	though	
code	prohibits	parking	with	30-feet	of	a	stop	sign.		This	adds	2	
spaces	to	the	effective	supply.	
	

• The	code	requirement	to	leave	20	feet	clear	next	to	a	crosswalk	
appears	to	be	rarely	enforced	and	frequently	ignored.		To	the	
extent	that	it	is	ignored,	an	additional	46	spaces	become	
available.	

	
	
Current	Use	of	On-Street	Parking	
The	number	of	vehicles	parking	on	the	street	was	counted	at	different	times	to	determine	variations	in	
demand	by	hour	of	day	and	day	of	week.		Recognizing	that	the	neighborhood	has	numerous	restaurants,	
counts	were	taken	at	approximately	12:30	p.m.,	7:00	p.m.,	and	9:00	p.m.	on	Friday,	Nov.	4,	Wednesday,	
Nov.	9,	and	Thursday,	Nov.	10.,	to	capture	typically	busy	periods	for	restaurants.		Additionally,	parking	
was	counted	on	Sunday,	Nov.	13	at	11:30	a.m.,	to	measure	the	demand	during	church	services,	since	
Woodland	Park	Presbyterian	Church	and	the	Rock	of	Ages	Lutheran	Church	are	both	within	one	block	of	
the	site.	
	
Table	3	summarizes	parking	demand	for	the	count	periods.		Figure	2	shows	the	relation	of	each	period’s	
count	to	both	the	legal	and	effective	supply.		See	Appendix	A	for	inventory	and	utilization	by	block	face.	
	

Table 3.  Existing On-Street Parking Demand 
  Available Spaces 

 
Vehicles Parked 

Legal 
Supply 

% 
Occp’d 

Effective 
Supply 

% 
Occp’d 

 

Wed 
9 Nov. 

Thu 
10 Nov. 

Fri 
4 Nov. 

Sun 
13 

Nov. Average 367 
 

425 
 11am 

   
345 345 28 94% 80 81% 

Noon Hour 332 304 280 
 

314 59 86% 111 74% 
7pm 376 401 373 

 
383 -10 104% 42 90% 

9pm 313 341 319 
 

324 49 88% 101 76% 
Source:	Tilghman	Group	
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Tilghman	Group	 	 Page	4	
4618	44th	Avenue	South	
Seattle,	Washington	98118	
Voice:	206-577-6953   

Source:	Tilghman	Group	

	
Demand	clearly	peaks	in	the	early	evening	around	7:00	p.m.,	equaling	or	slightly	exceeding	the	legal	
parking	supply.		Due	to	church	activities,	demand	on	Wednesday	evenings	equaled	that	of	a	Friday	
evening	and	was	only	slightly	lower	than	a	Thursday	evening.		Both	evening	periods	exceed	85%	
occupancy	of	the	legal	spaces,	the	level	typically	viewed	as	“practical”	capacity,	meaning	that	parking	
appears	full	since	the	last	remaining	spaces	can	be	difficult	to	find.		When	considering	the	effective	
parking	supply,	demand	exceeds	85%	only	at	7:00	p.m.,	with	a	total	of	90%	occupancy.	
	
Instances	of	blatantly	illegal	parking	involved	vehicles	parking	too	close	to	stop	signs	(1	vehicle	on	N	67th	
St.	immediately	west	of	Greenwood	Ave.),	vehicles	parking	on	the	planting	strip	(2	vehicles	on	N.	68th	St.	
east	of	Greenwood	Ave.),	vehicles	parking	so	as	to	block	the	crosswalk	(1	vehicle	on	N.	70th	St	at	Palatine	
Ave.),	and	vehicles	blocking	access	to	a	fire	hydrant	(1	vehicle	on	N.	73rd	St.	west	of	Greenwood	Ave.).		
Those	types	of	illegal	parking	involved	approximately	1%	of	all	vehicles	parked.	
	
Employees	and	customers	from	commercial	uses	clearly	park	on	residential	streets.		This	is	most	
apparent	with	the	first	block	east	and	west	of	Greenwood	Ave.		However,	parking	occupancy	runs	
somewhat	higher	east	of	Greenwood	Avenue	than	west	of	it.		Table	4	shows	average	occupancy	east	
and	west	of	Greenwood	Avenue.		At	all	times	measured,	occupancy	was	lower	west	of	Greenwood	
where	the	site	is	located.	
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Figure	2.		ExisSng	Parking	Demand		
by	Day	and	Time	
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Tilghman	Group	 	 Page	5	
4618	44th	Avenue	South	
Seattle,	Washington	98118	
Voice:	206-577-6953   

Table 4.  Parking Occupancy (Average) East and West  
of Greenwood Avenue North 

 
Legal Supply Effective Supply* 

 
West East West East 

11am - Sunday 88% 101% 77% 90% 
Noon Hour 79% 93% 69% 82% 
7pm 98% 112% 86% 99% 
9pm 81% 98% 71% 87% 
* Without 20' clearance from sidewalks 

  	
Source:	Tilghman	Group	

	
Anecdotally,	a	neighborhood	resident	indicated	that	some	commuters	park	in	the	neighborhood	for	free	
and	then	ride	the	bus	to	work.		This	resident	also	indicated	that	the	neighborhood	is	used	by	some	for	
long-term	parking	when	travelling	out	of	town,	again	taking	advantage	of	free	parking	and	a	bus	ride.		
While	likely,	it	is	unknown	to	what	extent	such	parking	behavior	influences	occupancy	on	a	daily	basis.	
	
Figures	3,	4	and	5	illustrate	occupancy	by	block	face	for	the	Noon,	7:00	p.m.	and	9:00	p.m.	counts,	
respectively.		
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	

Source:	Tilghman	Group	
	
	
	

Site	

Figure	3.		Weekday	On-Street	Parking	Occupancy	at	Noon	
For	Legal	Parking	Supply	N
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NP	

NP	

Construc=on	Zone		
<	55%	Occupancy	
55%	-	69%	Occupancy	
70%	-	84%	Occupancy	
>	85%	Occupancy	
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Seattle,	Washington	98118	
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Source:	Tilghman	Group	

Site	

Figure	4.		Weekday	On-Street	Parking	Occupancy	at	7:00	p.m.	
For	Legal	Parking	Supply	
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Figure	5.	Weekday	On-Street	Parking	Occupancy	at	9:00	p.m.	
For	Legal	Parking	Supply	
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>	85%	Occupancy	

N
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Tilghman	Group	 	 Page	7	
4618	44th	Avenue	South	
Seattle,	Washington	98118	
Voice:	206-577-6953   

Added	Parking	Demand	from	Other	Projects	
Demand	for	on-street	parking	will	increase	prior	to	development	of	the	proposed	project	with	
completion	of	project	planned	at	6528	Phinney,	one	at	6726	Greenwood	Avenue	and	one	now	under	
construction	at	6800	Greenwood	Avenue.			Table	5	presents	anticipated	spillover	parking	demands	from	
those	projects	(see	Appendix	B	for	those	parking	demand	calculations)	using	information	provided	by	
each	project’s	own	parking	analysis	and	adjusted	to	account	for	the	share	of	spillover	expected	within	
the	study	area.	
	

Table 5.  Spillover Parking Demand from Other Projects  
in Study Area 

 

  
Spillover Demand in Study Area at: 

Project 
 

Noon 7:00 p.m. 9:00 p.m. 
6528 Phinney  1 1 1 
6726 Greenwood 5 6 7 
6800 Greenwood 3 3 2 

Total 9 10 10 
Source:	Gibson	Traffic	Consultants;	Tilghman	Group	

	
Parking	Demand	for	7009	Greenwood	Ave.	N.	
Parking	demand	for	the	apartments	was	determined	using	King	County’s	Multi-Family	Residential	
Parking	Calculator.		Unlike	many	apartment	buildings	offering	small	units,	primarily	studio	and	1-
bedroom	units,	where	the	Parking	Calculator	frequently	estimates	demand	ranging	from	0.6	to	0.7	
vehicles	per	unit,	the	project	offers	the	majority	of	its	units	with	2,	3	and	4	bedrooms.		Consequently,	
more	residents	per	unit	are	expected	than	would	occur	in	smaller	units,	resulting	in	a	calculated	demand	
of	1.09	vehicles	per	unit.		With	33	apartments,	that	demand	rate	yields	a	total	of	36	resident	vehicles.	
	
Restaurant	parking	demand	has	been	calculated	using	its	expected	employee	and	patron	population	and	
their	mode	of	travel	choices.		Table	6	summarizes	their	demand.	
	

Table	6.		Restaurant	Parking	Demand	
	 	

Population	
(Daily)	

Max.	%	
Present	at	
One	Time	

	
%	Auto	

Average	
Vehicle	

Occupancy	

Peak	
Demand	
(Vehicles)	

	
Demand	at	

Noon	

	
Demand	at	
7:00	p.m.	

	
Demand	at	
9:00	p.m.	

Staff	 17	 66%	 65%	 1.04	 7	 6	 7	 5	
Patrons	 410	 15%	 41%	 1.70	 15	 8	 15	 10	
TOTALS	 	 	 	 	 	 14	 22	 15	
Source:	Tilghman	Group	

	
Key	assumptions	

• %	Auto	for	restaurant	staff	–	the	assumption	is	derived	from	employer	survey	data	collected	by	
Tilghman	Group	in	Seattle’s	Columbia	City	neighborhood	for	restaurant	employees.		Even	with	
high	levels	of	transit	service	available,	a	majority	of	restaurant	employees	drive	to	work,	in	part	
due	to	late	work	hours	when	transit	service	is	less	frequent	and	when	greater	concerns	for	
personal	safety	in	the	dark	arise.	

• %	Auto	–	for	restaurant	patrons,	the	assumption	reflects	data	obtained	by	the	Seattle	
Department	of	Transportation’s	Green	Lake	Neighborhood	Intercept	Survey,	December	2015	
that	found	how	visitors	from	the	neighborhood	and	other	areas	traveled	to	Green	Lake	
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businesses.		Neighborhood	residents	accounted	for	55%	of	visitors	and	primarily	walked	to	
businesses	with	only	25%	driving	while	those	from	elsewhere	mainly	drove	(69%).		For	the	7009	
Greenwood	Ave.	project,	it	is	assumed	that	65%	of	restaurant	patrons	come	from	the	
neighborhood	with	the	balance	from	outside	the	neighborhood,	and	that	they	would	have	
similar	travel	habits	to	Green	Lake	visitors.		Table	7	shows	both	the	Green	Lake	visitor	travel	
data	and	the	derivation	of	expected	travel	modes	for	the	project’s	restaurant	patrons.	

	
Table 7. Green Lake Neighborhood Visitor Travel Characteristics 

  
 
Green Lake Neighborhood Visitor Intercept Data  

 
  

  
   

Mode of Access 

      
Share of 
Visitors 

% 
Auto Transit 

Walk/Bike/
Other Total 

    Neighborhood Residents 55% 25% 12% 63% 100% 
    Non-Neighborhood Residents 45% 70% 13% 17% 100% 
      

       Weighted Average 100% 45% 12% 42% 100% 
  

         For 7009 Greenwood Ave N 
      

   
Mode of Access 

      

Assumed 
Share of 
Visitors 

% 
Auto Transit 

Walk/Bike/
Other Total 

    Neighborhood Residents 65% 25% 12% 63% 100% 
    Non-Neighborhood Residents 35% 70% 13% 17% 100% 
    

       Weighted Average 100% 41% 12% 47% 100% 
Source:	SDOT;	Tilghman	Group	

	
	
Figure	6	shows	how	parking	demand	for	the	entire	project	is	expected	to	vary	by	hour	of	the	day.		
Demand	is	expected	to	peak	between	7:00	p.m.	and	8:00	p.m.	when	most	residents	are	home	and	the	
restaurant	is	busiest.	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

001903



Tilghman	Group	 	 Page	9	
4618	44th	Avenue	South	
Seattle,	Washington	98118	
Voice:	206-577-6953   

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

Source:	Tilghman	Group	

	
The	underground	garage	will	provide	24	standard	spaces	and	2	tandem	spaces,	for	a	total	capacity	of	27	
cars	(city	code	recognizes	tandem	stalls	as	providing	1.5	spaces,	although	in	practice	they	could	each	
accommodate	2	vehicles).		Under	Seattle	City	code,	this	development	is	not	required	to	provide	parking	
given	its	location	in	an	Urban	Village	and	within	one-quarter	mile	of	frequent	transit	service	(meaning	a	
minimum	of	15-minute	service	frequency).		The	project’s	site	lies	within	the	Greenwood—Phinney	Ridge	
Hub	Urban	Village,	and	is	adjacent	to	Greenwood	Avenue	N	that	has	15-minute	bus	service	on	Route	5	
throughout	the	day	(see	Appendix	C	for	the	frequent	transit	service	bus	schedules).		
	
Figure	7	shows	the	amount	of	spillover	demand	by	hour	to	be	accommodated	on	the	street.		Spillover	
will	peak	when	demand	peaks	with	27	vehicles	seeking	on-street	parking.		The	majority	of	that	spillover	
will	be	restaurant	patrons.		Overnight,	resident	spillover	will	be	8	vehicles.	
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Figure	6.		Hourly	Parking	Demand		
for	7009	Greenwood	Ave.	N.	

Visitor	Vehicles	Parked	

Employee	Vehicles	Parked	

Resident	Vehicles	Parked	
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Source:	Tilghman	Group	
	
Future	On-Street	Parking	Occupancy	
Table	8	shows	how	the	addition	of	new	parking	demand	from	the	area’s	developments	will	affect	
occupancy.		Figure	8	compares	future	occupancy	with	and	without	development	of	7009	Greenwood	
Ave.			

	
Table 8.  Future Parking Demand and Occupancy 

 

Existing 
Demand 

Spillover 
from Project 

Spillover 
from Other 

Projects 
Total Future 

Demand 

Future 
Utilization 

Legal Supply 

Future 
Utilization 
Effective 
Supply 

     
368 spaces 426 spaces 

Noon 314 14 9 337 92% 79% 
7pm 383 27 10 420 114% 99% 
9pm 324 22 10 356 97% 84% 

Source:	Tilghman	Group	

	
The	pattern	of	peak	times	remains	the	same	as	it	is	today	with	the	period	of	highest	demand	occurring	
around	7:00	p.m.		Future	demand	is	anticipated	to	exceed	the	legal	supply	both	before	and	after	the	
project	is	occupied.		At	the	7:00	p.m.	peak,	demand	with	the	completed	project	will	virtually	saturate	
even	the	effective	supply	within	800	feet	of	the	site.		By	9:00	p.m.,	a	small	surplus	will	exist	with	the	
effective	supply.		

0:00	 1:00	 2:00	 3:00	 4:00	 5:00	 6:00	 7:00	 8:00	 9:00	 10:00	11:00	12:00	13:00	14:00	15:00	16:00	17:00	18:00	19:00	20:00	21:00	22:00	23:00	

Visitor	Vehicles	Parked	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 1	 2	 4	 2	 4	 4	 9	 4	 4	 1	 1	 6	 9	 15	 13	 10	 0	 0	

Employee	Vehicles	Parked	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 1	 1	 2	 3	 4	 5	 6	 5	 5	 5	 5	 7	 7	 7	 6	 5	 3	 0	

Resident	Spillover	 8	 8	 8	 8	 8	 8	 6	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 1	 5	 6	 7	 8	 8	
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Figure	7.		Parking	Spillover	by	Hour	on	a	Weekday	
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Source:	Tilghman	Group	

	
The	consequence	of	the	additional	demand	for	parking	will	be	that	more	vehicles	park	farther	from	the	
site	and	from	Greenwood	Avenue	at	the	busiest	times.		Legal	curbside	space	is	available	but	neighbors	
will	notice	more	vehicles	on	streets	including	1st	Ave.	N,	Sycamore,	70th	and	72nd	to	the	west,	and	Dayton	
to	the	east.		Spillover	from	7009	Greenwood	Ave.	would	be	expected	to	favor	parking	west	of	
Greenwood	Ave.	for	an	easier	walk	to	the	site.			
	
Summary	of	Findings	
Development	and	occupancy	of	the	planned	mixed-use	project	at	7009	Greenwood	Avenue	North	will	
create	spillover	parking	demand	ranging	from	8	vehicles	overnight	to	27	vehicles	in	the	early	evening.		
The	majority	of	residents’	vehicles	will	park	in	an	underground	garage	(with	capacity	for	27	vehicles),	
while	restaurant	staff	and	patrons	who	drive	will	park	in	the	neighborhood.			Curbside	parking	within	
approximately	an	800-feet	walk	of	the	site	has	limited	availability	for	additional	vehicles.		Within	this	
area,	the	legal	supply	offers	367	spaces,	while	demand	already	exceeds	85%	of	capacity,	known	as	
practical	capacity,	the	point	at	which	parking	typically	appears	full.		However,	the	legal	supply	assumes	a	
mix	of	vehicles	that	may	be	longer	than	those	actually	parking,	and	does	not	recognize	un-used	
driveways	or	the	habits	of	drivers	accustomed	to	parking	in	tight	conditions.		The	area’s	effective	parking	
supply	is	52	spaces	greater.		With	the	addition	of	new	demand	from	other	area	developments	and	7009	
Greenwood	Ave.,	the	area’s	occupancy	will	exceed	the	legal	supply	at	the	busiest	time	(around	7:00	
p.m.)	and	nearly	reach	capacity	of	the	effective	supply.		Consequently,	it	is	anticipated	that	more	
vehicles	will	seek	parking	farther	from	the	site,	especially	to	the	west.		Neighbors	will	experience	greater	
competition	for	curb	space	on	streets	including	1st	Ave.	N,	Sycamore,	70th	and	72nd	to	the	west,	and	
Dayton	to	the	east.
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Figure	8.		Future	Parking	Demand		
with	and	without	7009	Greenwood	Ave	N	
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Project	
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Legal	Supply	368	

Effecdve	Supply	426	
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Appendix A:  Parking Inventory & Utilization 
• Noon 
• 7:00 p.m. 
• 9:00 p.m. 
• Sunday 11:00 a.m. 

 
 

Appendix B: Parking Spillover from Other Projects 
 
 

Appendix C: Route 5 Bus Schedules –  
Frequent Transit Service 
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7009 Greenwood Ave N

Parking Inventory & Utilization

Street Between Side TOTAL Wed Thu Fri Average Utilization
1st Ave N N 67th and N 70th St E 15 15 12 14 13.7 91%
1st Ave N N 67th and N 70th St W 20 9 9 9 9.0 45%
1st Ave N N 70th and N 72nd St E 12 7 4 4 5.0 42%
1st Ave N N 70th and N 72nd St W 13 4 6 4 4.7 36%
Palatine Ave N N 67th and N 70th St E 15 15 13 15 14.3 96%
Palatine Ave N N 67th and N 70th St W 21 21 14 18 17.7 84%
Palatine Ave N N 70th and N 72nd St E 10 9 6 8 7.7 77%
Palatine Ave N N 70th and N 72nd St W 11 10 10 12 10.7 97%
Palatine Ave N N 72nd and N 73rd St E 9 13 13 12 12.7 141%
Palatine Ave N N 72nd and N 73rd St W 10 10 11 9 10.0 100%
Greenwood Ave N N 67th and N 68th St E 6 8 6 6 6.7 111%
Greenwood Ave N N 67th and N 70th St W 15 15 7 10 10.7 71%
Greenwood Ave N N 68th and N 70th St E 6 5 2 5 4.0 67%
Greenwood Ave N N 70th and N 71st St E 7 8 8 6 7.3 105%
Greenwood Ave N N 70th and N 72nd St W 8 7 8 7 7.3 92%
Greenwood Ave N N. 71st and N 72nd St E 6 4 5 3 4.0 67%
Greenwood Ave N N 72nd and N 73rd St E 3 4 2 0 2.0 67%
Greenwood Ave N N 72nd and N 73rd St W 13 9 11 12 10.7 82%
Phinney Ave N N 67th and N 68th St E 7 10 7 8 8.3 119%
Phinney Ave N N 67th and N 68th St W 7 8 10 10 9.3 133%
Phinney Ave N N 68th St and N 70th St E 9 8 9 7 8.0 89%
Phinney Ave N N 68th St and N 70th St W 9 9 7 3 6.3 70%
N. 67th St. 1st Ave and Palatine N 0
N. 67th St. 1st Ave and Palatine S 8 3 3 4 3.3 42%
N. 67th St. Palatine and Greenwood N 6 6 7 6 6.3 106%
N. 67th St. Palatine and Greenwood S 6 7 6 7 6.7 111%
N 68th St. Dayton and Phinney N 0
N 68th St. Dayton and Phinney S 12 10 9 7 8.7 72%
N 68th St. Phinney and Greenwood N 0
N 68th St. Phinney and Greenwood S 3 5 5 4 4.7 156%
N 70th St. 2nd Ave and Sycamore N 0
N 70th St. 2nd Ave and Sycamore S 7 1 2 2 1.7 24%
N 70th St. Sycamore and 1st Ave N 0 1 1.0
N 70th St. Sycamore and 1st Ave S 7 2 4 1 2.3 33%
N 70th St. 1st Ave and Palatine N 0
N 70th St. 1st Ave and Palatine S 4 2 4 4 3.3 83%
N 70th St. Palatine and Greenwood N 0
N 70th St. Palatine and Greenwood S 7 7 2 1 3.3 48%
N 70th St. Greenwood and Phinney N 0
N 70th St. Greenwood and Phinney S 3 3 3 3 3.0 100%
N 70th St. Phinney and Dayton N 0
N 70th St. Phinney and Dayton S 7 5 4 7 5.3 76%
N 71st St. Greenwood and Dayton N 0
N 71st St. Greenwood and Dayton S 17 17 18 19 18.0 106%
N 72nd St. 1st Ave and Palatine N 6 4 7 6 5.7 94%
N 72nd St. 1st Ave and Palatine S 8 8 8 7 7.7 96%
N 72nd St. Palatine and Greenwood N 6 8 8 7 7.7 128%
N 72nd St. Palatine and Greenwood S 4 7 6 7 6.7 167%
N 72nd St. Greenwood and Dayton N 1 1 0 missing 0.5 50%
N 72nd St. Greenwood and Dayton S 25 24 22 missing 23.0 92%
N 73rd St. Palatine and Greenwood N 3 4 5 6 5.0 167%
N 73rd St. Palatine and Greenwood S 2 0 0 0 0.0 0%

374 332 304 280 314 84%
Utilization 88.8% 81.3% 74.9%

Noon
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7009 Greenwood Ave N

Parking Inventory & Utilization

Street Between Side TOTAL Wed Thu Fri Average Utilization
1st Ave N N 67th and N 70th St E 15 18 22 18 19.3 129%
1st Ave N N 67th and N 70th St W 20 13 18 13 14.7 73%
1st Ave N N 70th and N 72nd St E 12 6 6 3 5.0 42%
1st Ave N N 70th and N 72nd St W 13 6 8 6 6.7 51%
Palatine Ave N N 67th and N 70th St E 15 21 17 16 18.0 120%
Palatine Ave N N 67th and N 70th St W 21 20 20 19 19.7 94%
Palatine Ave N N 70th and N 72nd St E 10 10 11 10 10.3 103%
Palatine Ave N N 70th and N 72nd St W 11 12 12 7 10.3 94%
Palatine Ave N N 72nd and N 73rd St E 9 11 12 10 11.0 122%
Palatine Ave N N 72nd and N 73rd St W 10 10 9 11 10.0 100%
Greenwood Ave N N 67th and N 68th St E 6 8 9 7 8.0 133%
Greenwood Ave N N 67th and N 70th St W 15 17 17 17 17.0 113%
Greenwood Ave N N 68th and N 70th St E 6 6 8 10 8.0 133%
Greenwood Ave N N 70th and N 71st St E 7 7 8 9 8.0 114%
Greenwood Ave N N 70th and N 72nd St W 8 10 11 10 10.3 129%
Greenwood Ave N N. 71st and N 72nd St E 6 8 9 8 8.3 139%
Greenwood Ave N N 72nd and N 73rd St E 3 3 5 4 4.0 133%
Greenwood Ave N N 72nd and N 73rd St W 13 13 13 14 13.3 103%
Phinney Ave N N 67th and N 68th St E 7 12 10 12 11.3 162%
Phinney Ave N N 67th and N 68th St W 7 10 10 11 10.3 148%
Phinney Ave N N 68th St and N 70th St E 9 10 9 9 9.3 104%
Phinney Ave N N 68th St and N 70th St W 9 9 10 9 9.3 104%
N. 67th St. 1st Ave and Palatine N 0
N. 67th St. 1st Ave and Palatine S 8 5 6 6 5.7 71%
N. 67th St. Palatine and Greenwood N 6 8 8 9 8.3 139%
N. 67th St. Palatine and Greenwood S 6 9 9 8 8.7 144%
N 68th St. Dayton and Phinney N 0
N 68th St. Dayton and Phinney S 12 9 12 12 11.0 92%
N 68th St. Phinney and Greenwood N 0
N 68th St. Phinney and Greenwood S 3 6 5 5 5.3 178%
N 70th St. 2nd Ave and Sycamore N 0
N 70th St. 2nd Ave and Sycamore S 7 4 3 7 4.7 67%
N 70th St. Sycamore and 1st Ave N 0
N 70th St. Sycamore and 1st Ave S 7 2 3 3 2.7 38%
N 70th St. 1st Ave and Palatine N 0
N 70th St. 1st Ave and Palatine S 4 5 5 3 4.3 108%
N 70th St. Palatine and Greenwood N 0
N 70th St. Palatine and Greenwood S 7 10 9 7 8.7 124%
N 70th St. Greenwood and Phinney N 0
N 70th St. Greenwood and Phinney S 3 3 4 4 3.7 122%
N 70th St. Phinney and Dayton N 0
N 70th St. Phinney and Dayton S 7 6 7 8 7.0 100%
N 71st St. Greenwood and Dayton N 0
N 71st St. Greenwood and Dayton S 17 19 18 19 18.7 110%
N 72nd St. 1st Ave and Palatine N 6 3 6 4 4.3 72%
N 72nd St. 1st Ave and Palatine S 8 5 5 5 5.0 63%
N 72nd St. Palatine and Greenwood N 6 9 9 9 9.0 150%
N 72nd St. Palatine and Greenwood S 4 5 6 6 5.7 142%
N 72nd St. Greenwood and Dayton N 1 0 0 0 0.0 0%
N 72nd St. Greenwood and Dayton S 25 19 23 17 19.7 79%
N 73rd St. Palatine and Greenwood N 3 6 6 5 5.7 189%
N 73rd St. Palatine and Greenwood S 2 3 3 3 3.0 150%

374 376 401 373 383 102%
Utilization 100.5% 107.2% 99.7%

7:00 PM
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7009 Greenwood Ave N

Parking Inventory & Utilization

Street Between Side TOTAL Wed Thu Fri Average Utilization
1st Ave N N 67th and N 70th St E 15 20 20 19 19.7 131%
1st Ave N N 67th and N 70th St W 20 14 17 14 15.0 75%
1st Ave N N 70th and N 72nd St E 12 8 7 5 6.7 56%
1st Ave N N 70th and N 72nd St W 13 5 8 8 7.0 54%
Palatine Ave N N 67th and N 70th St E 15 16 15 13 14.7 98%
Palatine Ave N N 67th and N 70th St W 21 19 16 15 16.7 79%
Palatine Ave N N 70th and N 72nd St E 10 10 9 10 9.7 97%
Palatine Ave N N 70th and N 72nd St W 11 14 12 8 11.3 103%
Palatine Ave N N 72nd and N 73rd St E 9 11 11 9 10.3 115%
Palatine Ave N N 72nd and N 73rd St W 10 7 8 10 8.3 83%
Greenwood Ave N N 67th and N 68th St E 6 7 6 9 7.3 122%
Greenwood Ave N N 67th and N 70th St W 15 10 11 14 11.7 78%
Greenwood Ave N N 68th and N 70th St E 6 6 7 7 6.7 111%
Greenwood Ave N N 70th and N 71st St E 7 5 7 5 5.7 81%
Greenwood Ave N N 70th and N 72nd St W 8 4 6 9 6.3 79%
Greenwood Ave N N. 71st and N 72nd St E 6 4 7 6 5.7 94%
Greenwood Ave N N 72nd and N 73rd St E 3 2 2 3 2.3 78%
Greenwood Ave N N 72nd and N 73rd St W 13 3 7 9 6.3 49%
Phinney Ave N N 67th and N 68th St E 7 12 9 10 10.3 148%
Phinney Ave N N 67th and N 68th St W 7 8 10 9 9.0 129%
Phinney Ave N N 68th St and N 70th St E 9 11 9 6 8.7 96%
Phinney Ave N N 68th St and N 70th St W 9 7 10 6 7.7 85%
N. 67th St. 1st Ave and Palatine N 0
N. 67th St. 1st Ave and Palatine S 8 4 4 4 4.0 50%
N. 67th St. Palatine and Greenwood N 6 6 7 6 6.3 106%
N. 67th St. Palatine and Greenwood S 6 6 7 5 6.0 100%
N 68th St. Dayton and Phinney N 0
N 68th St. Dayton and Phinney S 12 11 10 10 10.3 86%
N 68th St. Phinney and Greenwood N 0
N 68th St. Phinney and Greenwood S 3 6 5 4 5.0 167%
N 70th St. 2nd Ave and Sycamore N 0
N 70th St. 2nd Ave and Sycamore S 7 4 4 5 4.3 62%
N 70th St. Sycamore and 1st Ave N 0
N 70th St. Sycamore and 1st Ave S 7 3 4 4 3.7 52%
N 70th St. 1st Ave and Palatine N 0
N 70th St. 1st Ave and Palatine S 4 5 3 3 3.7 92%
N 70th St. Palatine and Greenwood N 0
N 70th St. Palatine and Greenwood S 7 4 4 4 4.0 57%
N 70th St. Greenwood and Phinney N 0
N 70th St. Greenwood and Phinney S 3 2 3 2 2.3 78%
N 70th St. Phinney and Dayton N 0
N 70th St. Phinney and Dayton S 7 5 8 9 7.3 105%
N 71st St. Greenwood and Dayton N 0
N 71st St. Greenwood and Dayton S 17 17 20 21 19.3 114%
N 72nd St. 1st Ave and Palatine N 6 3 4 3 3.3 56%
N 72nd St. 1st Ave and Palatine S 8 4 4 4 4.0 50%
N 72nd St. Palatine and Greenwood N 6 6 7 7 6.7 111%
N 72nd St. Palatine and Greenwood S 4 4 5 3 4.0 100%
N 72nd St. Greenwood and Dayton N 1 1 0 0 0.3 33%
N 72nd St. Greenwood and Dayton S 25 16 21 14 17.0 68%
N 73rd St. Palatine and Greenwood N 3 2 5 5 4.0 133%
N 73rd St. Palatine and Greenwood S 2 1 2 2 1.7 83%

374 313 341 319 324 87%
Utilization 83.7% 91.2% 85.3%

9:00 PM
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7009 Greenwood Ave N

Parking Inventory & Utilization SUNDAY

11:00 AM
Street Between Side TOTAL Sunday Utilization

1st Ave N N 67th and N 70th St E 15 19 127%
1st Ave N N 67th and N 70th St W 20 14 70%
1st Ave N N 70th and N 72nd St E 12 7 58%
1st Ave N N 70th and N 72nd St W 13 7 54%
Palatine Ave N N 67th and N 70th St E 15 19 127%
Palatine Ave N N 67th and N 70th St W 21 19 90%
Palatine Ave N N 70th and N 72nd St E 10 11 110%
Palatine Ave N N 70th and N 72nd St W 11 13 118%
Palatine Ave N N 72nd and N 73rd St E 9 10 111%
Palatine Ave N N 72nd and N 73rd St W 10 9 90%
Greenwood Ave N N 67th and N 68th St E 6 8 133%
Greenwood Ave N N 67th and N 70th St W 15 12 80%
Greenwood Ave N N 68th and N 70th St E 6 8 133%
Greenwood Ave N N 70th and N 71st St E 7 5 71%
Greenwood Ave N N 70th and N 72nd St W 8 5 63%
Greenwood Ave N N. 71st and N 72nd St E 6 7 117%
Greenwood Ave N N 72nd and N 73rd St E 3 4 133%
Greenwood Ave N N 72nd and N 73rd St W 13 10 77%
Phinney Ave N N 67th and N 68th St E 7 9 129%
Phinney Ave N N 67th and N 68th St W 7 9 129%
Phinney Ave N N 68th St and N 70th St E 9 11 122%
Phinney Ave N N 68th St and N 70th St W 9 8 89%
N. 67th St. 1st Ave and Palatine N 0
N. 67th St. 1st Ave and Palatine S 8 5 63%
N. 67th St. Palatine and Greenwood N 6 4 67%
N. 67th St. Palatine and Greenwood S 6 3 50%
N 68th St. Dayton and Phinney N 0
N 68th St. Dayton and Phinney S 12 10 83%
N 68th St. Phinney and Greenwood N 0
N 68th St. Phinney and Greenwood S 3 4 133%
N 70th St. 2nd Ave and Sycamore N 0
N 70th St. 2nd Ave and Sycamore S 7 3 43%
N 70th St. Sycamore and 1st Ave N 0
N 70th St. Sycamore and 1st Ave S 7 7 100%
N 70th St. 1st Ave and Palatine N 0
N 70th St. 1st Ave and Palatine S 4 5 125%
N 70th St. Palatine and Greenwood N 0
N 70th St. Palatine and Greenwood S 7 7 100%
N 70th St. Greenwood and Phinney N 0
N 70th St. Greenwood and Phinney S 3 5 167%
N 70th St. Phinney and Dayton N 0
N 70th St. Phinney and Dayton S 7 9 129%
N 71st St. Greenwood and Dayton N 0
N 71st St. Greenwood and Dayton S 17 16 94%
N 72nd St. 1st Ave and Palatine N 6 2 33%
N 72nd St. 1st Ave and Palatine S 8 3 38%
N 72nd St. Palatine and Greenwood N 6 8 133%
N 72nd St. Palatine and Greenwood S 4 7 175%
N 72nd St. Greenwood and Dayton N 1 0 0%
N 72nd St. Greenwood and Dayton S 25 16 64%
N 73rd St. Palatine and Greenwood N 3 5 167%
N 73rd St. Palatine and Greenwood S 2 2 100%

374 345 92%
Utilization 92.2%
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6800 Greenwood Estimated Parking Demand
Share in 

Study Area

Land Use Rate Peak Demand
% of Peak at 

Noon Noon Demand Spillover 63%
Apts 32 units 0.6 19 65% 12 0

Specialty Retail 4100 sq ft 1 5 95% 5 5
On-Site Parking 28 stalls 5 3

% of Peak at 
7pm 7pm Demand Spillover

97% 19 0
95% 5 5

5 3
% of Peak at 

9pm 9pm Demand Spillover
99% 19 0
50% 3 3

3 2
6726 Greenwood

Land Use Rate Peak Demand
% of Peak at 

Noon Noon Demand Spillover 44%
Apts 57 units 0.57 33 65% 21 21

Specialty Retail 3298 sq ft 1 4 95% 4 4
On-Site Parking 0 stalls 25 11

Less Dispaced: Net:
Displaced Demand % Auto AVO 60% 14 14 5

Ed's Kort Haus 1800 sq. ft.
% of Peak 

at7pm 7pm Demand Spillover
estimate: 40 seats 75% 1.5 97% 32 32

5 staff 80% 1.1 95% 4 4
36 16

Less Dispaced: Net:
95% 22 22 6

% of Peak at 
9pm 9pm Demand Spillover

99% 33 33
50% 2 2

34 15
Less Dispaced: Net:

80% 19 19 7
6528 Phinney

Land Use Rate Peak Demand
% of Peak at 

Noon Noon Demand Spillover 15%
Apts 10 units 0.61 6 65% 4 4

Specialty Retail 670 sq ft 1 1 95% 1 1
On-Site Parking 0 stalls 5 1

% of Peak 
at7pm 7pm Demand Spillover

97% 6 6
95% 1 1

7 1
% of Peak at 

9pm 9pm Demand Spillover
99% 6 6
50% 1 1

7 1

Time
Spillover in 
Study Area

Noon 9
7pm 10
9pm 9

Other Projects -- Parking Demand and Study Area Spillover

Spillover Summary
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Metro Transit

Route 5

Downtown Seattle to Greenwood to Shoreline CC
Weekday: To Shoreline CC

Effective 9­10­16 to 3­10­17

4th Av S & S
Jackson St
(Island Stop)

Downtown
Seattle 
3rd Ave & Pine
St

Aurora Ave &
Denny Way

Fremont 
Aurora Off­
Ramp & N 38th
St

Phinney Ave N &
N 46th St

N 85th St &
Greenwood Ave
N

Greenwood Ave
N & N 103rd St

N 145th St &
Greenwood Ave
N

Shoreline
Community
College

5:18 AM 5:25 AM 5:31 AM 5:37 AM 5:41 AM* 5:49 AM* 5:52 AM* 6:00 AM* 6:03 AM

5:50 AM 5:57 AM 6:03 AM 6:09 AM 6:13 AM* 6:21 AM* 6:24 AM* 6:32 AM* 6:35 AM

6:21 AM 6:28 AM 6:34 AM 6:40 AM 6:44 AM* 6:52 AM* 6:55 AM* 7:03 AM* 7:06 AM

6:36 AM 6:43 AM 6:49 AM 6:55 AM 6:59 AM* 7:07 AM* 7:10 AM* 7:18 AM* 7:22 AM

6:51 AM 6:58 AM 7:04 AM 7:10 AM 7:14 AM* 7:22 AM* 7:25 AM* 7:33 AM* 7:37 AM

7:07 AM 7:14 AM 7:20 AM 7:27 AM 7:31 AM* 7:40 AM* 7:44 AM* 7:52 AM* 7:56 AM

7:23 AM 7:30 AM 7:36 AM 7:43 AM 7:47 AM* 7:57 AM* 8:01 AM* 8:09 AM* 8:13 AM

7:38 AM 7:45 AM 7:51 AM 7:58 AM 8:02 AM* 8:12 AM* 8:16 AM* 8:24 AM* 8:28 AM

7:53 AM 8:00 AM 8:06 AM 8:13 AM 8:17 AM* 8:27 AM* 8:31 AM* 8:39 AM* 8:43 AM

8:08 AM 8:15 AM 8:21 AM 8:28 AM 8:32 AM* 8:42 AM* 8:46 AM* 8:54 AM* 8:58 AM

8:23 AM 8:30 AM 8:36 AM 8:43 AM 8:47 AM* 8:57 AM* 9:01 AM* 9:09 AM* 9:13 AM

8:38 AM 8:45 AM 8:51 AM 8:58 AM 9:02 AM* 9:11 AM* 9:15 AM* 9:23 AM* 9:27 AM

8:53 AM 9:00 AM 9:06 AM 9:13 AM 9:17 AM* 9:26 AM* 9:30 AM* 9:38 AM* 9:42 AM

9:08 AM 9:15 AM 9:21 AM 9:27 AM 9:31 AM* 9:40 AM* 9:44 AM* 9:52 AM* 9:56 AM

9:23 AM 9:30 AM 9:36 AM 9:42 AM 9:46 AM* 9:55 AM* 9:59 AM* 10:07 AM* 10:11 AM

9:38 AM 9:45 AM 9:51 AM 9:57 AM 10:01 AM* 10:10 AM* 10:14 AM* 10:22 AM* 10:26 AM

9:53 AM 10:00 AM 10:06 AM 10:12 AM 10:16 AM* 10:25 AM* 10:29 AM* 10:37 AM* 10:41 AM

10:08 AM 10:15 AM 10:21 AM 10:27 AM 10:31 AM* 10:40 AM* 10:44 AM* 10:52 AM* 10:56 AM

10:23 AM 10:30 AM 10:36 AM 10:42 AM 10:46 AM* 10:55 AM* 10:59 AM* 11:07 AM* 11:11 AM

10:38 AM 10:45 AM 10:51 AM 10:57 AM 11:01 AM* 11:11 AM* 11:15 AM* 11:23 AM* 11:27 AM

10:53 AM 11:00 AM 11:06 AM 11:12 AM 11:16 AM* 11:26 AM* 11:30 AM* 11:38 AM* 11:42 AM

11:08 AM 11:15 AM 11:21 AM 11:27 AM 11:31 AM* 11:41 AM* 11:46 AM* 11:54 AM* 11:58 AM
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E E E E E

E E E E E

E E E E E

E E E E E

4th Av S & S
Jackson St
(Island Stop)

Downtown
Seattle 
3rd Ave & Pine
St

Aurora Ave &
Denny Way

Fremont 
Aurora Off­
Ramp & N 38th
St

Phinney Ave N &
N 46th St

N 85th St &
Greenwood Ave
N

Greenwood Ave
N & N 103rd St

N 145th St &
Greenwood Ave
N

Shoreline
Community
College

11:23 AM 11:30 AM 11:37 AM 11:43 AM 11:47 AM* 11:57 AM* 12:02 AM* 12:10 PM* 12:14 PM

11:38 AM 11:45 AM 11:52 AM 11:58 AM 12:02 PM* 12:12 PM* 12:17 PM* 12:25 PM* 12:29 PM

11:53 AM 12:00 PM 12:07 PM 12:13 PM 12:17 PM* 12:27 PM* 12:32 PM* 12:40 PM* 12:44 PM

12:08 PM 12:15 PM 12:22 PM 12:28 PM 12:32 PM* 12:42 PM* 12:47 PM* 12:55 PM* 12:59 PM

12:22 PM 12:29 PM 12:36 PM 12:42 PM 12:46 PM* 12:56 PM* 1:01 PM* 1:10 PM* 1:14 PM

12:36 PM 12:44 PM 12:51 PM 12:57 PM 1:01 PM* 1:11 PM* 1:16 PM* 1:25 PM* 1:29 PM

12:51 PM 12:59 PM 1:06 PM 1:12 PM 1:16 PM* 1:26 PM* 1:31 PM* 1:40 PM* 1:44 PM

1:07 PM 1:15 PM 1:22 PM 1:28 PM 1:32 PM* 1:42 PM* 1:47 PM* 1:56 PM* 2:00 PM

1:22 PM 1:30 PM 1:37 PM 1:43 PM 1:47 PM* 1:57 PM* 2:02 PM* 2:11 PM* 2:15 PM

1:37 PM 1:45 PM 1:52 PM 1:58 PM 2:02 PM* 2:12 PM* 2:17 PM* 2:26 PM* 2:30 PM

1:52 PM 2:00 PM 2:07 PM 2:13 PM 2:17 PM* 2:27 PM* 2:32 PM* 2:42 PM* 2:46 PM

2:07 PM 2:15 PM 2:22 PM 2:28 PM 2:32 PM* 2:43 PM* 2:49 PM* 2:59 PM* 3:03 PM

2:22 PM 2:30 PM 2:37 PM 2:44 PM 2:48 PM* 2:59 PM* 3:05 PM* 3:15 PM* 3:19 PM

2:37 PM 2:45 PM 2:52 PM 2:59 PM 3:03 PM* 3:14 PM* 3:20 PM* 3:30 PM* 3:34 PM

2:52 PM 3:00 PM 3:07 PM 3:14 PM 3:19 PM* 3:31 PM* 3:37 PM* 3:47 PM* 3:51 PM

3:07 PM 3:15 PM 3:22 PM 3:30 PM 3:35 PM* 3:47 PM* 3:53 PM* 4:03 PM* 4:07 PM

3:22 PM 3:30 PM 3:37 PM 3:45 PM 3:50 PM* 4:02 PM* 4:08 PM* 4:19 PM* 4:23 PM

3:37 PM 3:45 PM 3:52 PM 4:00 PM 4:05 PM* 4:18 PM* 4:24 PM* 4:35 PM* 4:39 PM

3:52 PM 4:00 PM 4:07 PM 4:15 PM 4:20 PM* 4:33 PM* 4:39 PM* 4:50 PM* 4:54 PM

4:00 PM 4:08 PM 4:15 PM ­­­ 4:29 PM* 4:43 PM* ­­­ ­­­ ­­­

4:07 PM 4:15 PM 4:22 PM 4:30 PM 4:35 PM* 4:48 PM* 4:54 PM* 5:05 PM* 5:09 PM

4:12 PM 4:20 PM 4:27 PM ­­­ 4:41 PM* 4:55 PM* ­­­ ­­­ ­­­

4:22 PM 4:30 PM 4:37 PM 4:45 PM 4:50 PM* 5:04 PM* 5:10 PM* 5:21 PM* 5:25 PM

4:28 PM 4:36 PM 4:43 PM ­­­ 4:57 PM* 5:12 PM* ­­­ ­­­ ­­­

4:36 PM 4:45 PM 4:52 PM 5:00 PM 5:06 PM* 5:20 PM* 5:26 PM* 5:37 PM* 5:41 PM

4:42 PM 4:51 PM 4:58 PM ­­­ 5:12 PM* 5:27 PM* ­­­ ­­­ ­­­

4:51 PM 5:00 PM 5:08 PM 5:16 PM 5:22 PM* 5:36 PM* 5:42 PM* 5:53 PM* 5:57 PM
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E E E E E

E E E E E

E E E E E

E E E E E

E E E E E

E E E E E

E E E E E

E E E E E

4th Av S & S
Jackson St
(Island Stop)

Downtown
Seattle 
3rd Ave & Pine
St

Aurora Ave &
Denny Way

Fremont 
Aurora Off­
Ramp & N 38th
St

Phinney Ave N &
N 46th St

N 85th St &
Greenwood Ave
N

Greenwood Ave
N & N 103rd St

N 145th St &
Greenwood Ave
N

Shoreline
Community
College

4:52 PM 5:01 PM 5:08 PM ­­­ 5:22 PM* 5:37 PM* ­­­ ­­­ ­­­

5:00 PM 5:09 PM 5:16 PM ­­­ 5:30 PM* 5:44 PM* ­­­ ­­­ ­­­

5:06 PM 5:15 PM 5:23 PM 5:31 PM 5:37 PM* 5:50 PM* 5:56 PM* 6:07 PM* 6:11 PM

5:08 PM 5:17 PM 5:24 PM ­­­ 5:38 PM* 5:52 PM* ­­­ ­­­ ­­­

5:16 PM 5:25 PM 5:32 PM ­­­ 5:46 PM* 6:00 PM* ­­­ ­­­ ­­­

5:21 PM 5:30 PM 5:38 PM 5:46 PM 5:52 PM* 6:04 PM* 6:09 PM* 6:19 PM* 6:23 PM

5:24 PM 5:33 PM 5:40 PM ­­­ 5:54 PM* 6:08 PM* ­­­ ­­­ ­­­

5:36 PM 5:44 PM 5:51 PM ­­­ 6:05 PM* 6:19 PM* ­­­ ­­­ ­­­

5:37 PM 5:45 PM 5:53 PM 6:01 PM 6:07 PM* 6:19 PM* 6:24 PM* 6:33 PM* 6:36 PM

5:51 PM 5:59 PM 6:06 PM ­­­ 6:20 PM* 6:34 PM* ­­­ ­­­ ­­­

5:52 PM 6:00 PM 6:08 PM 6:16 PM 6:22 PM* 6:33 PM* 6:38 PM* 6:47 PM* 6:50 PM

6:06 PM 6:13 PM 6:20 PM ­­­ 6:34 PM* 6:48 PM* ­­­ ­­­ ­­­

6:08 PM 6:15 PM 6:23 PM 6:31 PM 6:37 PM* 6:48 PM* 6:53 PM* 7:02 PM* 7:05 PM

6:23 PM 6:30 PM 6:37 PM 6:45 PM 6:50 PM* 7:01 PM* 7:05 PM* 7:13 PM* 7:16 PM

6:38 PM 6:45 PM 6:52 PM 6:59 PM 7:04 PM* 7:14 PM* 7:18 PM* 7:26 PM* 7:29 PM

6:53 PM 7:00 PM 7:07 PM 7:14 PM 7:19 PM* 7:29 PM* 7:33 PM* 7:41 PM* 7:44 PM

7:08 PM 7:15 PM 7:22 PM 7:29 PM 7:34 PM* 7:44 PM* 7:48 PM* 7:56 PM* 7:59 PM

7:23 PM 7:30 PM 7:37 PM 7:44 PM 7:49 PM* 7:58 PM* 8:02 PM* 8:09 PM* 8:12 PM

7:38 PM 7:45 PM 7:51 PM 7:57 PM 8:02 PM* 8:11 PM* 8:15 PM* 8:22 PM* 8:25 PM

7:53 PM 8:00 PM 8:06 PM 8:12 PM 8:16 PM* 8:25 PM* 8:29 PM* 8:36 PM* 8:39 PM

8:08 PM 8:15 PM 8:21 PM 8:27 PM 8:31 PM* 8:40 PM* 8:44 PM* 8:51 PM* 8:54 PM

8:23 PM 8:30 PM 8:36 PM 8:42 PM 8:46 PM* 8:55 PM* 8:59 PM* 9:06 PM* 9:09 PM

8:37 PM 8:44 PM 8:50 PM 8:56 PM 9:00 PM* 9:09 PM* 9:13 PM* 9:20 PM* 9:23 PM

8:53 PM 9:00 PM 9:06 PM 9:12 PM 9:16 PM* 9:25 PM* 9:29 PM* 9:36 PM* 9:39 PM

9:07 PM 9:14 PM 9:20 PM 9:26 PM 9:30 PM* 9:38 PM* 9:42 PM* 9:49 PM* 9:52 PM
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4th Av S & S
Jackson St
(Island Stop)

Downtown
Seattle 
3rd Ave & Pine
St

Aurora Ave &
Denny Way

Fremont 
Aurora Off­
Ramp & N 38th
St

Phinney Ave N &
N 46th St

N 85th St &
Greenwood Ave
N

Greenwood Ave
N & N 103rd St

N 145th St &
Greenwood Ave
N

Shoreline
Community
College

9:23 PM 9:30 PM 9:36 PM 9:42 PM 9:46 PM* 9:54 PM* 9:58 PM* 10:05 PM* 10:08 PM

9:37 PM 9:44 PM 9:50 PM 9:56 PM 10:00 PM* 10:08 PM* 10:11 PM* 10:18 PM* 10:21 PM

9:53 PM 10:00 PM 10:06 PM 10:12 PM 10:16 PM* 10:24 PM* 10:27 PM* 10:34 PM* 10:37 PM

10:07 PM 10:14 PM 10:20 PM 10:26 PM 10:30 PM* 10:38 PM* 10:41 PM* 10:48 PM* 10:51 PM

10:23 PM 10:30 PM 10:36 PM 10:42 PM 10:46 PM* 10:54 PM* 10:57 PM* 11:04 PM* 11:07 PM

10:37 PM 10:44 PM 10:50 PM 10:56 PM 11:00 PM* 11:08 PM* 11:11 PM* 11:18 PM* 11:21 PM

10:53 PM 11:00 PM 11:06 PM 11:12 PM 11:16 PM* 11:24 PM* 11:27 PM* 11:34 PM* 11:37 PM

11:07 PM 11:14 PM 11:20 PM 11:26 PM 11:30 PM* 11:38 PM* 11:41 PM* 11:48 PM* 11:51 PM

11:23 PM 11:30 PM 11:36 PM 11:42 PM 11:46 PM* 11:54 PM* 11:57 PM* 12:03 AM* 12:06 AM

11:53 PM 12:00 AM 12:05 AM 12:11 AM 12:14 AM* 12:21 AM* 12:23 AM* 12:29 AM* 12:32 AM

12:23 AM 12:30 AM 12:35 AM 12:41 AM 12:44 AM* 12:51 AM* 12:53 AM* 12:59 AM* 1:02 AM

12:58 AM 1:05 AM 1:10 AM 1:16 AM 1:19 AM* 1:26 AM* 1:28 AM* 1:34 AM* 1:37 AM

*This is an estimated time.

Related Routes

Ƿ 21   Ƿ 355

Schedule Notes
The following notes apply only if the codes are found in the schedule:

D  ­ Leaves 1st Ave NW & NW 90th St a few minutes earlier and travels via NW 90th St, 3rd Ave NW, NW 85th St (serving N 85th
St & 1st Ave N) then south on Greenwood Ave N.

E  ­ EXPRESS 
Southbound makes NO STOPS after leaving N 65th St & Phinney Ave N until arriving at Aurora Ave N & Denny St, EXCEPT on
Phinney Ave N at N 55th St and on N 46th St at Phinney Ave N.

Northbound makes NO STOPS after leaving Aurora Ave & Denny Way until arriving at N 64th St & Phinney Ave N, EXCEPT at
Phinney Ave N & N 46th St and N 55th St.
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H  ­ This trip does NOT operate on Nov. 11 & 25, Dec. 27­30, Jan. 16 and Feb. 20.

CB  ­ Continues to Metro Base, Airport Way S & S Atlantic St

Special Service Information
Route 355 operates express service weekday peak hours, only, and augments Route 5 service between Shoreline and
Greenwood during these periods. Refer to Route 5 schedules for additional service in the mornings, middays, nights and
weekends.

To downtown Seattle: Makes no stops between N 85th & Wallingford Ave N and Shoreline Community College, EXCEPT on N
85th St at Aurora Ave N and Fremont Ave N; on Greenwood Ave N at N 85th, N 87th, N 97th St, N 100th St, N 103rd St, N
110th St, N 117th St, N 125th St, N 130th St, N 134th St, N 143rd St, N 145th St and N 160th St.

To Shoreline: Makes no stops between N 85th & Wallingford Ave N and Shoreline Community College, EXCEPT on N 85th St
at Aurora Ave N and Fremont Ave N; on Greenwood Ave N at N 85th, N 87th, N 97th St, N 100th St, N 103rd St, N 110th St, N
117th St, N 125th St, N 130th St, N 134th St, N 143rd St, N 145th St and N 160th St.

This route has improved service thanks to Seattle voters.
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Metro Transit

Route 5

Shoreline CC to Greenwood to Downtown Seattle
Weekday: To Downtown Seattle

Effective 9­10­16 to 3­10­17

D E E E E

D E E E E

D E E E E

D E E E E

D E E E E

D E E E E
CB

D E E E E

Shoreline
Community
College

N 145th St &
Greenwood N

Greenwood
Ave N &
Holman Rd N

N 85th St &
Greenwood
Ave N

Phinney Ave N
& N 46th St

Fremont 
Aurora Bridge
On­Ramp

5th Ave &
Wall St

Downtown
Seattle 
3rd Ave &
Pike St

3rd Ave S & S
Main St

To Route

4:45 AM 4:49 AM 4:56 AM 5:00 AM 5:08 AM 5:13 AM 5:19 AM 5:25 AM 5:31 AM Route 21

5:14 AM 5:18 AM 5:25 AM 5:29 AM 5:38 AM 5:43 AM 5:49 AM 5:55 AM 6:01 AM Route 21

5:43 AM 5:48 AM 5:55 AM 5:59 AM 6:08 AM 6:13 AM 6:19 AM 6:25 AM 6:32 AM Route 21

­­­ ­­­ ­­­ 6:13 AM 6:23 AM ­­­ ­­­ 6:40 AM* 6:46 AM* ­­­

6:09 AM 6:14 AM 6:21 AM 6:26 AM 6:36 AM 6:42 AM 6:49 AM 6:55 AM 7:02 AM Route 21

­­­ ­­­ ­­­ 6:38 AM 6:48 AM ­­­ ­­­ 7:05 AM* 7:11 AM* ­­­

6:31 AM 6:36 AM 6:43 AM 6:49 AM 6:59 AM 7:06 AM 7:14 AM 7:20 AM 7:27 AM Route 21

­­­ ­­­ ­­­ 6:57 AM 7:07 AM ­­­ ­­­ 7:24 AM* 7:30 AM* ­­­

6:45 AM 6:50 AM 6:57 AM 7:03 AM 7:14 AM 7:21 AM 7:29 AM 7:35 AM 7:42 AM Route 21

­­­ ­­­ ­­­ 7:12 AM 7:22 AM ­­­ ­­­ 7:39 AM* 7:45 AM* ­­­

6:59 AM 7:04 AM 7:12 AM 7:18 AM 7:29 AM 7:36 AM 7:44 AM 7:50 AM 7:57 AM Route 21

­­­ ­­­ ­­­ 7:22 AM 7:32 AM ­­­ ­­­ 7:50 AM* 7:56 AM* ­­­

7:13 AM 7:19 AM 7:27 AM 7:33 AM 7:44 AM 7:51 AM 7:59 AM 8:05 AM 8:12 AM Route 21

­­­ ­­­ ­­­ 7:34 AM 7:44 AM ­­­ ­­­ 8:02 AM* 8:08 AM*

­­­ ­­­ ­­­ 7:42 AM 7:52 AM ­­­ ­­­ 8:10 AM* 8:16 AM* ­­­

7:28 AM 7:34 AM 7:42 AM 7:48 AM 7:59 AM 8:06 AM 8:14 AM 8:20 AM 8:27 AM Route 21

001918



11/29/2016 Route 5 - King County

http://kingcounty.gov/depts/transportation/metro/schedules-maps/005.aspx 2/5

D E E E E

D E E E E
CB

D E E E E
CB

D E E E E
CB

Shoreline
Community
College

N 145th St &
Greenwood N

Greenwood
Ave N &
Holman Rd N

N 85th St &
Greenwood
Ave N

Phinney Ave N
& N 46th St

Fremont 
Aurora Bridge
On­Ramp

5th Ave &
Wall St

Downtown
Seattle 
3rd Ave &
Pike St

3rd Ave S & S
Main St

To Route

­­­ ­­­ ­­­ 7:52 AM 8:02 AM ­­­ ­­­ 8:21 AM* 8:27 AM* ­­­

7:43 AM 7:49 AM 7:57 AM 8:03 AM 8:14 AM 8:21 AM 8:29 AM 8:35 AM 8:42 AM Route 21

­­­ ­­­ ­­­ 8:04 AM 8:15 AM ­­­ ­­­ 8:34 AM* 8:40 AM*

­­­ ­­­ ­­­ 8:17 AM 8:28 AM ­­­ ­­­ 8:47 AM* 8:53 AM*

7:58 AM 8:04 AM 8:12 AM 8:18 AM 8:29 AM 8:36 AM 8:44 AM 8:50 AM 8:57 AM Route 21

8:12 AM 8:18 AM 8:26 AM 8:32 AM 8:43 AM 8:50 AM 8:58 AM 9:05 AM 9:12 AM Route 21

­­­ ­­­ ­­­ 8:32 AM 8:43 AM ­­­ ­­­ 9:02 AM* 9:08 AM*

8:29 AM 8:35 AM 8:43 AM 8:49 AM 9:00 AM 9:06 AM 9:13 AM 9:20 AM 9:27 AM Route 21

8:45 AM 8:51 AM 8:59 AM 9:05 AM 9:15 AM 9:21 AM 9:28 AM 9:35 AM 9:42 AM Route 21

9:00 AM 9:06 AM 9:14 AM 9:20 AM 9:30 AM 9:36 AM 9:43 AM 9:50 AM 9:57 AM Route 21

9:15 AM 9:21 AM 9:29 AM 9:35 AM 9:45 AM 9:51 AM 9:58 AM 10:05 AM 10:12 AM Route 21

9:29 AM 9:35 AM 9:43 AM 9:49 AM 9:59 AM 10:05 AM 10:12 AM 10:20 AM 10:27 AM Route 21

9:44 AM 9:50 AM 9:58 AM 10:04 AM 10:14 AM 10:20 AM 10:27 AM 10:35 AM 10:42 AM Route 21

9:59 AM 10:05 AM 10:13 AM 10:19 AM 10:29 AM 10:35 AM 10:42 AM 10:50 AM 10:57 AM Route 21

10:14 AM 10:20 AM 10:28 AM 10:34 AM 10:44 AM 10:50 AM 10:57 AM 11:05 AM 11:12 AM Route 21

10:29 AM 10:35 AM 10:43 AM 10:49 AM 10:59 AM 11:05 AM 11:12 AM 11:20 AM 11:27 AM Route 21

10:44 AM 10:50 AM 10:58 AM 11:04 AM 11:14 AM 11:20 AM 11:27 AM 11:35 AM 11:42 AM Route 21

11:01 AM 11:07 AM 11:15 AM 11:21 AM 11:31 AM 11:36 AM 11:42 AM 11:50 AM 11:57 AM Route 21

11:16 AM 11:22 AM 11:30 AM 11:36 AM 11:46 AM 11:51 AM 11:57 AM 12:05 PM 12:12 PM Route 21

11:31 AM 11:37 AM 11:45 AM 11:51 AM 12:01 PM 12:06 PM 12:12 PM 12:20 PM 12:27 PM Route 21

11:46 AM 11:52 AM 12:00 PM 12:06 PM 12:16 PM 12:21 PM 12:27 PM 12:35 PM 12:42 PM Route 21

12:01 PM 12:07 PM 12:15 PM 12:21 PM 12:31 PM 12:36 PM 12:42 PM 12:50 PM 12:57 PM Route 21

12:14 PM 12:20 PM 12:29 PM 12:35 PM 12:45 PM 12:50 PM 12:56 PM 1:05 PM 1:12 PM Route 21

12:28 PM 12:34 PM 12:43 PM 12:49 PM 12:59 PM 1:05 PM 1:11 PM 1:20 PM 1:27 PM Route 21

12:43 PM 12:49 PM 12:58 PM 1:04 PM 1:14 PM 1:20 PM 1:26 PM 1:35 PM 1:42 PM Route 21

12:59 PM 1:04 PM 1:13 PM 1:19 PM 1:29 PM 1:35 PM 1:41 PM 1:50 PM 1:57 PM Route 21

1:14 PM 1:19 PM 1:28 PM 1:34 PM 1:44 PM 1:50 PM 1:56 PM 2:05 PM 2:12 PM Route 21

1:29 PM 1:34 PM 1:43 PM 1:49 PM 1:59 PM 2:05 PM 2:11 PM 2:20 PM 2:27 PM Route 21
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Shoreline
Community
College

N 145th St &
Greenwood N

Greenwood
Ave N &
Holman Rd N

N 85th St &
Greenwood
Ave N

Phinney Ave N
& N 46th St

Fremont 
Aurora Bridge
On­Ramp

5th Ave &
Wall St

Downtown
Seattle 
3rd Ave &
Pike St

3rd Ave S & S
Main St

To Route

1:44 PM 1:49 PM 1:58 PM 2:04 PM 2:14 PM 2:20 PM 2:26 PM 2:35 PM 2:42 PM Route 21

1:59 PM 2:04 PM 2:13 PM 2:19 PM 2:29 PM 2:35 PM 2:41 PM 2:50 PM 2:57 PM Route 21

2:15 PM 2:20 PM 2:29 PM 2:34 PM 2:44 PM 2:50 PM 2:56 PM 3:05 PM 3:12 PM Route 21

2:30 PM 2:35 PM 2:44 PM 2:49 PM 2:59 PM 3:05 PM 3:11 PM 3:20 PM 3:27 PM Route 21

2:45 PM 2:50 PM 2:59 PM 3:04 PM 3:14 PM 3:20 PM 3:26 PM 3:35 PM 3:42 PM Route 21

3:01 PM 3:06 PM 3:15 PM 3:20 PM 3:30 PM 3:36 PM 3:42 PM 3:50 PM 3:57 PM Route 21

3:15 PM 3:20 PM 3:29 PM 3:34 PM 3:44 PM 3:50 PM 3:57 PM 4:05 PM 4:12 PM Route 21

3:29 PM 3:34 PM 3:43 PM 3:48 PM 3:59 PM 4:05 PM 4:12 PM 4:20 PM 4:27 PM Route 21

3:43 PM 3:49 PM 3:58 PM 4:03 PM 4:14 PM 4:20 PM 4:27 PM 4:35 PM 4:42 PM Route 21

3:57 PM 4:03 PM 4:12 PM 4:18 PM 4:29 PM 4:35 PM 4:42 PM 4:50 PM 4:57 PM Route 21

4:12 PM 4:18 PM 4:27 PM 4:33 PM 4:44 PM 4:50 PM 4:57 PM 5:05 PM 5:12 PM Route 21

4:27 PM 4:33 PM 4:42 PM 4:48 PM 4:59 PM 5:05 PM 5:12 PM 5:20 PM 5:27 PM Route 21

4:42 PM 4:48 PM 4:57 PM 5:03 PM 5:14 PM 5:20 PM 5:27 PM 5:35 PM 5:42 PM Route 21

4:58 PM 5:04 PM 5:12 PM 5:18 PM 5:29 PM 5:35 PM 5:42 PM 5:50 PM 5:57 PM Route 21

5:14 PM 5:20 PM 5:28 PM 5:34 PM 5:45 PM 5:51 PM 5:57 PM 6:05 PM 6:12 PM Route 21

5:29 PM 5:35 PM 5:43 PM 5:49 PM 6:00 PM 6:06 PM 6:12 PM 6:20 PM 6:27 PM Route 21

5:45 PM 5:50 PM 5:58 PM 6:04 PM 6:15 PM 6:21 PM 6:27 PM 6:35 PM 6:42 PM Route 21

6:01 PM 6:06 PM 6:14 PM 6:20 PM 6:30 PM 6:36 PM 6:42 PM 6:50 PM 6:57 PM Route 21

6:16 PM 6:21 PM 6:29 PM 6:35 PM 6:45 PM 6:51 PM 6:57 PM 7:05 PM 7:12 PM Route 21

6:35 PM 6:40 PM 6:48 PM 6:53 PM 7:02 PM 7:07 PM 7:13 PM 7:20 PM 7:27 PM Route 21

6:51 PM 6:56 PM 7:04 PM 7:08 PM 7:17 PM 7:22 PM 7:28 PM 7:35 PM 7:42 PM Route 21

7:06 PM 7:11 PM 7:19 PM 7:23 PM 7:32 PM 7:37 PM 7:43 PM 7:50 PM 7:57 PM Route 21

7:22 PM 7:27 PM 7:35 PM 7:39 PM 7:47 PM 7:52 PM 7:58 PM 8:05 PM 8:12 PM Route 21

7:37 PM 7:41 PM 7:48 PM 7:52 PM 8:00 PM 8:05 PM 8:11 PM 8:18 PM 8:24 PM ­­­

7:54 PM 7:58 PM 8:05 PM 8:09 PM 8:17 PM 8:22 PM 8:28 PM 8:35 PM 8:42 PM Route 21

8:09 PM 8:13 PM 8:20 PM 8:24 PM 8:32 PM 8:37 PM 8:43 PM 8:50 PM 8:56 PM ­­­

8:24 PM 8:28 PM 8:35 PM 8:39 PM 8:47 PM 8:52 PM 8:58 PM 9:05 PM 9:12 PM Route 21

8:39 PM 8:43 PM 8:50 PM 8:54 PM 9:02 PM 9:07 PM 9:13 PM 9:20 PM 9:26 PM ­­­

8:54 PM 8:58 PM 9:05 PM 9:09 PM 9:17 PM 9:22 PM 9:28 PM 9:35 PM 9:42 PM Route 21

9:09 PM 9:13 PM 9:20 PM 9:24 PM 9:32 PM 9:37 PM 9:43 PM 9:50 PM 9:56 PM ­­­
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CB

CB

Shoreline
Community
College

N 145th St &
Greenwood N

Greenwood
Ave N &
Holman Rd N

N 85th St &
Greenwood
Ave N

Phinney Ave N
& N 46th St

Fremont 
Aurora Bridge
On­Ramp

5th Ave &
Wall St

Downtown
Seattle 
3rd Ave &
Pike St

3rd Ave S & S
Main St

To Route

9:24 PM 9:28 PM 9:35 PM 9:39 PM 9:47 PM 9:52 PM 9:58 PM 10:05 PM 10:12 PM Route 21

9:39 PM 9:43 PM 9:50 PM 9:54 PM 10:02 PM 10:06 PM 10:12 PM 10:18 PM 10:24 PM ­­­

9:59 PM 10:03 PM 10:09 PM 10:12 PM 10:19 PM 10:23 PM 10:29 PM 10:35 PM 10:42 PM Route 21

10:14 PM 10:18 PM 10:24 PM 10:27 PM 10:34 PM 10:38 PM 10:44 PM 10:50 PM 10:56 PM

10:29 PM 10:33 PM 10:39 PM 10:42 PM 10:49 PM 10:53 PM 10:59 PM 11:05 PM 11:12 PM Route 21

10:44 PM 10:48 PM 10:54 PM 10:57 PM 11:04 PM 11:08 PM 11:14 PM 11:20 PM 11:26 PM

10:59 PM 11:03 PM 11:09 PM 11:12 PM 11:19 PM 11:23 PM 11:29 PM 11:35 PM 11:42 PM Route 21

11:29 PM 11:33 PM 11:39 PM 11:42 PM 11:49 PM 11:53 PM 11:59 PM 12:05 AM 12:12 AM Route 21

12:00 AM 12:04 AM 12:10 AM 12:13 AM 12:20 AM 12:23 AM 12:29 AM 12:35 AM 12:42 AM Route 21

12:41 AM 12:45 AM 12:50 AM 12:53 AM 1:00 AM 1:03 AM 1:09 AM 1:15 AM 1:22 AM Route 21

*This is an estimated time.

Related Routes

Ƿ 21   Ƿ 355

Schedule Notes
The following notes apply only if the codes are found in the schedule:

D  ­ Leaves 1st Ave NW & NW 90th St a few minutes earlier and travels via NW 90th St, 3rd Ave NW, NW 85th St (serving N 85th
St & 1st Ave N) then south on Greenwood Ave N.

E  ­ EXPRESS 
Southbound makes NO STOPS after leaving N 65th St & Phinney Ave N until arriving at Aurora Ave N & Denny St, EXCEPT on
Phinney Ave N at N 55th St and on N 46th St at Phinney Ave N.

Northbound makes NO STOPS after leaving Aurora Ave & Denny Way until arriving at N 64th St & Phinney Ave N, EXCEPT at
Phinney Ave N & N 46th St and N 55th St.

H  ­ This trip does NOT operate on Nov. 11 & 25, Dec. 27­30, Jan. 16 and Feb. 20.

CB  ­ Continues to Metro Base, Airport Way S & S Atlantic St
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Special Service Information
Route 355 operates express service weekday peak hours, only, and augments Route 5 service between Shoreline and
Greenwood during these periods. Refer to Route 5 schedules for additional service in the mornings, middays, nights and
weekends.

To downtown Seattle: Makes no stops between N 85th & Wallingford Ave N and Shoreline Community College, EXCEPT on N
85th St at Aurora Ave N and Fremont Ave N; on Greenwood Ave N at N 85th, N 87th, N 97th St, N 100th St, N 103rd St, N
110th St, N 117th St, N 125th St, N 130th St, N 134th St, N 143rd St, N 145th St and N 160th St.

To Shoreline: Makes no stops between N 85th & Wallingford Ave N and Shoreline Community College, EXCEPT on N 85th St
at Aurora Ave N and Fremont Ave N; on Greenwood Ave N at N 85th, N 87th, N 97th St, N 100th St, N 103rd St, N 110th St, N
117th St, N 125th St, N 130th St, N 134th St, N 143rd St, N 145th St and N 160th St.

This route has improved service thanks to Seattle voters.
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Tilghman	Group	 	 Page	1	
4618	44th	Avenue	South	
Seattle,	Washington	98118	
Voice:	206-577-6953   

	
MEMO	
	
To:	 Shannon	Loew,	FIX	
	 Chad	Dale	
	 Andrea	Dobihal,	Brass	Tacks,	NW	
	
From:	 Ross	Tilghman	
	
Date:	 15	February	2017	
	
Subject:		Trip	Generation	for	7009	Greenwood	Avenue	N.	--	Revised	
	
This	memo	updates	my	previous	memo	of	29	November	2016.		Revisions	address	City	of	Seattle	
requests	regarding	afternoon	peak	hour	trip	generation	and	traffic	concurrency	tests,	and	also	
reflect	a	minor	increase	in	the	project’s	commercial	floor	area.	
	
I	have	calculated	vehicle	trip	generation	for	the	proposed	mixed-use	development	at	7009	
Greenwood	Avenue	N.,	in	Seattle.		The	project	would	build	33	apartment	units	and	4,930	square	
feet	of	commercial	area	for	food	and	beverage	sales	with	seats	for	approximately	100	customers.		
Parking	would	be	provided	below	grade	in	24	standard	and	2	tandem	stalls.		Two	of	the	apartments	
would	be	offered	as	affordable	units.	
	
Trip	Generation	
Vehicle	trips	have	been	calculated	based	on	the	anticipated	population	for	the	apartments	and	daily	
patronage	of	the	restaurants,	and	modes	of	travel	for	residents,	employees	and	customers.		Table	1	
shows	the	expected	populations:	

Table 1.  Project Population 

Use Units 
Estimated 

Persons/Unit Total Persons 
Studio 2 1 2 
1-bedroom 9 1.5 14 
2-bedroom 13 2.2 29 
3-bedroom 8 3.25 26 
4-bedroom 1 4.0 4 
Residential Total 33 

 
75 

    
Restaurant Staff 4,930 sq. ft. 3.50 17 
Restaurant Patrons 100 seats 4.10 turns/day 410 
Source:	Tilghman	Group	
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Table	2	shows	the	calculation	of	person	trips	and	vehicle	trips	for	a	weekday.		The	project	is	
expected	to	generate	336	new	daily	trips	and	33	PM	Peak	Hour	trips.		Truck	trips	would	be	
approximately	20	per	day,	reflecting	10	deliveries.		
	
	

Table 2.  Daily & PM Peak Hour Person and Vehicle Trips 

 
Persons 

Trips per 
Persons 

Total 
Daily 

% 
Auto 

Avg. 
Vehicle 

Occupancy 

Gross 
Vehicle 
Trips 

Adjust for 
Internal Trip 

Capture 

Net Daily 
Vehicle 
Trips 

% in PM 
Peak Hour 
(5-6 pm) 

Net PM 
Peak Hour 

Vehicle 
Trips 

Residential 75 3.0 225 55% 1.11 112 90% 101 10% 10 
Restaurant Staff 17 2.0 35 65% 1.04 22 100% 22 11% 2 
Restaurant Patrons 410 2.0 820 41% 1.70 198 98% 194 8% 15 
Trucks           20 100% 20 0% 0 

      
351 96% 336 8% 28 

	
Source:	Tilghman	Group	
	
The	project’s	maximum	hourly	volume	would	occur	just	after	the	PM	peak	hour	of	street	traffic	
when	restaurant	business	builds	in	the	evening.		A	maximum	of	39	hourly	vehicle	trips	is	expected	in	
the	6:00	pm	to	7:00	pm	hour.	
	
Key	assumptions:	

• Trips	per	person	–	Research	by	the	Puget	Sound	Regional	Council	(PSRC	2015	Household	
Travel	Survey)	shows	that	residents	make	an	average	of	5.5	trips	each	per	day.		
Approximately	55%	of	those	trips	involve	home	as	the	origin	or	destination.		Accordingly,	
each	resident	is	assumed	to	make	3.0	daily	trips	to/from	the	site.	

• %	Auto	–	for	residents,	The	American	Community	Survey	5-Year	Estimates	for	Seattle	Census	
Tracts	28	and	29	found	that	48%	of	commuters	drive	to	work.		However,	the	work-trip,	
which	is	highly	amenable	to	transit	use,	accounts	for	only	about	1	in	5	of	all	trips	made	over	
the	day.		Other	shopping,	recreational	and	personal	trips	may	be	somewhat	less	convenient	
by	walking,	cycling	or	riding	the	bus.		The	site’s	immediate	neighborhood	offers	a	grocery,	
hardware	store,	bank	and	numerous	other	services	and	restaurants	that	could	be	easily	
reached	by	walking	or	busing.		Yet	trips	farther	afield	will	certainly	be	more	convenient	
when	driving.		Therefore,	the	overall	share	of	driving	is	assumed	to	be	55%.	

• %	Auto	–	for	restaurant	staff,	the	assumption	was	derived	from	employer	survey	data	
collected	by	Tilghman	Group	in	Seattle’s	Columbia	City	neighborhood	for	restaurant	
employees.		Even	with	high	levels	of	transit	service	available,	a	majority	of	restaurant	
employees	drive	to	work,	in	part	due	to	late	work	hours	when	transit	service	is	less	frequent	
and	when	greater	concerns	for	personal	safety	in	the	dark	arise.	

• %	Auto	–	for	restaurant	patrons,	the	assumption	reflects	data	obtained	by	the	Seattle	
Department	of	Transportation’s	Green	Lake	Neighborhood	Intercept	Survey,	December	2015	
that	found	how	visitors	from	the	neighborhood	and	other	areas	traveled	to	Green	Lake	
businesses.		Neighborhood	residents	accounted	for	55%	of	visitors	and	primarily	walked	to	
businesses	with	only	25%	driving	while	those	from	elsewhere	mainly	drove	(69%).		For	the	
7009	Greenwood	Ave.	project,	it	is	assumed	that	65%	of	restaurant	patrons	come	from	the	
neighborhood	with	the	balance	from	outside	the	neighborhood,	and	that	they	would	have	
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similar	travel	habits	to	Green	Lake	visitors.		Table	3	shows	both	the	Green	Lake	visitor	travel	
data	and	the	derivation	of	expected	travel	modes	for	the	project’s	restaurant	patrons.	

• Internal	Capture	–	It	is	assumed	that	10%	of	the	project’s	residents	would	frequent	the	food	
and	beverage	services	daily,	if	only	to	buy	coffee.		That	would	be	equivalent	to	2%	of	
restaurant	trips.		Overall,	internal	trips	represent	a	4%	reduction	in	gross	vehicle	trip	
generation.	

• Trucks	–	research	on	a	Columbia	City	restaurant	of	approximately	4,500	sq.	ft.	with	135	
seats	and	hours	from	8:00	a.m.	to	11:00	p.m.,	found	that	truck	deliveries	range	from	3	to	5	
per	day.		Recognizing	that	multiple	business	owners	will	operate	within	the	project’s	4,830	
sq.	ft.	of	restaurant	space,	and	that	they	may	not	buy	from	the	same	vendors,	it	is	assumed	
that	truck	deliveries	could	be	two	times	higher,	with	approximately	10	daily	deliveries	for	a	
total	of	20	daily	truck	trips.	

• PM	Peak	Hour	trips	–	The	share	of	daily	trips	occurring	in	the	PM	peak	hour	reflects	data	
collected	by	the	Institute	of	Transportation	Engineers	as	published	in	the	Trip	Generation	
Manual,	9th	ed.,	for	apartments	and	restaurants.	

	
Table 3. Green Lake Neighborhood Visitor Travel Characteristics 

  
 
Green Lake Neighborhood Visitor Intercept Data  

 
  

  
   

Mode of Access 

      
Share of 
Visitors 

% 
Auto Transit 

Walk/Bike/
Other Total 

    Neighborhood Residents 55% 25% 12% 63% 100% 
    Non-Neighborhood Residents 45% 70% 13% 17% 100% 
      

       Weighted Average 100% 45% 12% 42% 100% 
  

         For 7009 Greenwood Ave N 
      

   
Mode of Access 

      

Assumed 
Share of 
Visitors 

% 
Auto Transit 

Walk/Bike/
Other Total 

    Neighborhood Residents 65% 25% 12% 63% 100% 
    Non-Neighborhood Residents 35% 70% 13% 17% 100% 
    

       Weighted Average 100% 41% 12% 47% 100% 
Source:	SDOT;	Tilghman	Group	

	
Figure	1	illustrates	project	vehicle	trips	for	each	hour	of	a	weekday.		It	shows	that	traffic	would	peak	
in	the	early	evening	between	6:00	p.m.	and	7:00	p.m.,	with	secondary	peaks	occurring	between	7:00	
p.m.	and	8:00	p.m.,	and	over	the	noon	hour.		The	maximum	hourly	volume	would	be	39	vehicle	
trips.	
	
The	addition	of	the	project’s	trips	would	increase	daily	traffic	volume	on	Greenwood	Avenue	North	
by	approximately	2.7%.		According	to	SDOT’s	2014	traffic	flow	map,	Greenwood	Avenue	North	
carries	12,200	daily	vehicles	in	the	site’s	vicinity.		During	the	afternoon	peak	hour,	the	project	would	
add	28	vehicle	trips	to	a	background	volume	of	1,205	p.m.	peak	hour	vehicles,	also	an	increase	of	
2.3%.	
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Tilghman	Group	 	 Page	4	
4618	44th	Avenue	South	
Seattle,	Washington	98118	
Voice:	206-577-6953   

 
Source:	Tilghman	Group	

 
Transportation	Concurrency	
Following	municipal	code	SMC	23.52,	Seattle	checks	to	see	that	new	vehicle	trips	from	development	
projects	when	added	to	street	volumes	do	not	exceed	the	stated	capacity	of	key	corridors.		
Measurements	of	volume	relative	to	capacity	are	made	at	a	series	of	screenlines	established	
throughout	the	city.		Screenlines	applicable	to	the	Greenwood	neighborhood	are	screenlines	6.12	(a	
line	south	of	N.	80th	Street	between	Greenwood	and	8th	Ave	NW)	and	7.11	(a	line	west	of	Aurora	
Ave.	between	Fremont	Pl.	and	N.	65th	St.).		This	evaluation	of	traffic	concurrency	follows	procedures	
described	in	SDOT	Director’s	Rule	5-2009	determining	the	regional	origins	and	destinations	of	
project	trips.		Table	4	summarizes	the	results	of	the	screenline	analysis.	

Table 4.  Screenline Volumes and Capacity 

Screenline Direction 
2008 PM 
Capacity 

2008 PM 
Traffic 
Count 

2008 PM 
V/C Ratio 

LOS 
Standard 

Project’s 
PM Trips 

Volume 
with 

Project 

V/C Ratio 
with 

Project 
6.12 NB 4200 1763 0.42 1.0 2 1765 0.42 

 
SB 4200 1232 0.29 1.0 2 1234 0.29 

7.11 EB 5430 2899 0.53 1.0 2 2901 0.53 

 
WB 5430 3516 0.65 1.0 4 3520 0.65 

Source:	SDOT;	Tilghman	Group	

	
As	only	35%	of	project	trips	would	cross	the	screenlines,	they	make	very	little	measurable	difference	
in	total	volumes	and	do	not	alter	the	ratio	of	volume	to	capacity.	
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     L E T T E R   O F   T R A N S M I T T A L 

 

Date: March 15, 2017 

Project: 7009 Greenwood Ave N, DPD Project Number 3023260 

To: Emily Lofstedt (ZONING) 

From: David Fuchs 

Re: Correction Notice #1: Zoning 

 

Response to Zoning Correction #1 (February 23, 2017): 

 

1. Both the Overhead Weather Protection and the Structural Building Overhangs 

departure requests have been eliminated. 3 new departures have been 

requested: #1 for a square column to be located within the western driveway 

sight triangle; #2 for a driveway slope steeper than 15%; #3 for less Transparency 

along N 70th St than is allowed. See Item 16 on Sheet G002.  

2. The single family zoned lots at 7010 Palatine Ave N and 7009 Greenwood Ave N 

are included in this proposal. The proposal has been amended to remove any 

future construction of a single-family house on the 7009 Greenwood Ave N parcel 

to meet SMC 23.44.006.A. Instead, we have added notes regarding a possible 

future addition of a second story to the house at 7010 Palatine Ave N and a 

possible future Detached Accessory Dwelling Unit (DADU) on 7009 Greenwood 

Ave N. See Sheet A100. 

3. All references to a Pedestrian Designated Zone have been eliminated from the 

Zoning sheets.  

4. Blank Façade calculations have been updated per your comments and our 

email correspondence. See Sheet G003 for diagrams and calculations.  

5. SMC §23.47A.008.A.3 states that street-level street-facing facades are allowed to 

be located more than 10’ of the street lot line if they provide wider sidewalk, 

plazas, or other approved landscaped or open spaces. The entry court is 

provided as a publicly accessible plaza. This exception shall be confirmed at the 

Design Review Recommendation meeting. 

6. Transparency requirement along has been updated per comments. While the 

façade along Greenwood Ave N meets the code requirement, the façade 

along N 70th St does not. We shall be requested a design departure from the 

Design Review Board at the Recommendation meeting. See Sheet G003 for 

diagrams and calculations.  

7. Since the adjoining residential (SF5000) zoned parcels are part of the same 

development site (see A100 and 1/G002), no side setbacks are needed at the 

west side (see 7/G002). 

8. See Agenda Item No 4 (page 4) of SIP Guidance notes dated 2/2/2017 

(attached) for Urban Forestry recommendations on street tree removal and 

replacement. 

9. L1.00 has been updated to reflect Director's Rule 30-2015. 

10. The non-compliant Structural Building Overhangs have been eliminated from the 

project. See Sheet G004 for compliant proposed cornice. 

11. See new Sheet G006 for map and transit schedules. 

12. Easement is in the process of being recorded and shall be completed prior to 

MUP issuance. 
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Thank you, 

 

 

David Fuchs 

dfuchs@johnstonarchitects.com 
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City of Seattle 
Department of Transportation 

DESIGN GUIDANCE MEETING NOTES 

 
 

Project Information 
SDOT Permit Number 330655 
Project Address 7009 Greenwood Ave N 
SIP Project Manager Christina Legazpi-Johnston 
 
 
Project Description: 
SDCI: (3023260) Council Land Use Action to rezone a parcel from Neighborhood 
Commercial 2-40' (NC2-40) to Neighborhood Commercial 2-65' (NC2-65) to allow a 5-
story building containing 33 apartment units with ground level retail and below grade 
parking for 28 vehicles. 
SDOT: The frontage improvements will be limited to new sidewalk, street trees, addition 
of a curb bulb, and pavement restoration for utility cuts.  
 
Attendees are listed on attached sign in sheet for each meeting. 
 

Meeting Log 
Mtg 
No 

Review 
Number 

Date Meeting Objective 

1 210529 02-02-2017 To seek guidance for a 60% approval.  
    
    
    

 
Key Decisions 

No Decision Responsible Party 
Meeting #1 
1 No 2’ bulb. Keep existing curb alignment on north side of N 

70th St.  
SDOT Traffic Ops 

   
   
   
Meeting # 
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Action Items 

No Action Item Responsible 
Party 

Due 
Date 

Estimate: 
hr(s) 

needed to 
complete 

Action 
Item 

Action Item Resolution Completion Date 

Meeting # 
       
       
       
       
       
       
Meeting # 
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City of Seattle 
Department of Transportation 

SIP DESIGN GUIDANCE MEETING MINUTES 
 

Meeting Notes 
Meeting No 1 Date 02-02-2017 

Agenda Item 
No 1 Agenda Item Project Presentation 

 Affordable apartment units will be provided as part of the development.  
 Project purchased 2 more parcels to the west, off Palatine Ave N. 
 Formally contaminated site. ROW cleaned up under UMP #224242.  
 Adding ADA ramps 
 Driveway to the site will be off N 70th St. 
 Undergrounding power along the west side of Greenwood Ave N along frontage to 

mitigate building clearance concerns with OH power.  
 Communication will stay overhead 
 Project would like to start construction at end of summer.  
 Project will no longer be placing a parklet.  
 14-month construction schedule. 
 SIP work to be completed in the last 2 months, Summer of 2018.  
 Bike facilities are required by SDCI on-site, not in the ROW.  

Agenda Item 
No 2 Agenda Item SDOT Traffic Operations 

 Remove 2’ curb bulb on N 70th St. 
o Standard bulb size is 6’. 2’ is not enough to provide public benefit to 

pedestrians.  
o In additions, N 70th St is a SFD Route, one of the main routes in and out of 

the neighborhood for emergency services.  
 ADA Ramps:  

o Two ADA ramps are required on the NW corner of N 70th St and Greenwood 
Ave N, crossing each street.  

o ADA ramps crossing Greenwood Ave N are required.  
 Because of the street off set, place companion ramp on the SE corner 

of N 70th St and Greenwood Ave N.  
o Maintain a 1’ minimum clearance between the edge of pole and the ramp. 
o Pole can be in the wing, but must be completely in the wing.   

 The Greenwood Ave N crossing does not meet federal warrants under the MUTCD 
for a marked crosswalk.  

 If a courtesy strip is provided, it needs to be a minimum of 18”. With a 6” curb, 
the courtesy strip will be a total of 2’ wide.  

 Any above grade structures, including private structures, needs to maintain a 
minimum clearance of 3’ from the face of curb.  
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Shannon
Sticky Note
Inaccurate.  Project has always been comprised of one NC lot and one SF lot adjacent directly to west.  That SF lot does not front Palantine.  It only fronts 70th.  Owner has since purchased one additional SF lot to West that does front Palantine.  All three lots combined are defined as the Development Site and outlined in our MUP application.

Shannon
Sticky Note
Both the project site and ROW have an NFA from Ecology.

Shannon
Sticky Note
The concern was not that 2' doesn't provide public benefit to pedestrians but that it is simply non-standard and that SDOT does not allow non-standard curb bulbs.
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 There are plans to improve the bike lanes along Greenwood Ave N. We want to 
make sure anything added in the street will not impede future design, include a 
bike corral.   

 Contact Monica DeWald with Traffic Operations’ Bike Program to discuss possibility 
of Bike Corral. Monica can be reached at (206) 684-5374 or 
monica.dewald@seattle.gov.  

 Note, bike corral would be added under a separate process by SDOT crews if 
allowed.  

Agenda Item 
No 3 Agenda Item SCL 

 Underground power will start in front of 6814 Greenwood Ave N, then continue to 
the terminal pole just north of the site.  

o This will require providing underground service to the Church and single 
family home next to the church along Greenwood Ave N. 

 SIP Plans do not show the full extent of the undergrounding.  
 Underground power will be done under a separate permit, an UMP.  
 The UMP will cover some of the final restoration outside of the projects frontage 

area.  
 Sheet 3, project proposes to move the terminal pole north, in front of neighboring 

property, keeping the line going across the street overhead.  
 All OH power services needs to go underground with primary power service. This 

includes secondary and street light power.  
 SCL Street Light was unable to make the meeting but did provide redlines. 

Redlines provided to KPFF via email prior to meeting. 
o SCL Street Light Contact is Grace Barrington. Grace can be reached at (206) 

684-3389 or grace.barrington@seattle.gov.  
 Reference UMP on SIP plans.  
 MUP is in fail status because of clearances with existing OH power.  
 SCL can approve the MUP once owner signs the construction letter that list scope, 

requirements, and cost.  
 A Bike Corral or Parklet cannot be placed on top of the vault. Vault needs to be 

accessible.  
 Cannot have a rectangle vault hatch in the street. It does not hold up to vehicle 

traffic. May need to add a 577 (smaller vault) behind the curb and a 712 in the 
street.  

 Project needs to continue working with Tanya on determining how power will be 
undergrounded.  

Agenda Item 
No 4 Agenda Item SDOT Urban Forestry 

o Replace all trees on Greenwood Ave N. Even though the Horn beam is in fair 
condition, doubtful it will survive construction. 
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Shannon
Sticky Note
SCL said that a Bike Corral or Parklet can be placed on top of vault as long as the vault hatches are not hindered and can be opened.  Bikes that are in the way will be removed at time of access if necessary.

AA
Note
This has been coordinated with SCL engineering. 

AA
Note
Change the word "cannot" to "Prefer"



C:\Users\Shannon\Desktop\330655- SIP DG Notes 20170202 Draft.docx 
Page 5 of 5 

 Replace all trees on N 70th St. Existing trees are in bad shape.   
 Plant Italian Oak or Quercus Frainetto along Greenwood Ave N.  
 Along N 70th St, in the NC zone, 2 larger scale trees should fit. Recommend tulip 

trees. In the single family zone frontage recommend an Incense Cedar or 
something broader. Cedar will need time to establish before it can be limbed up.  

 5’ planting strip on N 70th St to be continues. 
 Street trees to be planted per COS STN PLN #100C.  
 Flexi pave or porous pave can be added in the amenity zone, not in the sidewalk.  

Agenda Item 
No 5 Agenda Item Annual Permit 

 Show all proposed encroachment in the ROW on SIP plans.   
 Project will not be moving forward with a Parklet. Parklet is not in favor by the 

community.  
 If standard bike racks are being installed behind the curb, installation will be 

covered under an annual permit. No annual fee.  
 We need to maintain a minimum 5’ clear pedestrian corridor for any encroachment 

in the ROW.  
o Traffic Operations requires any encroachment in the ROW stay clear of the 

of the 6’ sidewalk.  

Agenda Item 
No 6 Agenda Item SPU 

 On sheet 3, inlet needs to be replaced next to the new curb. Outfall pipe will also 
need to be replaced with a ductile iron pipe. The outfall pipe needs to be at a 
minimum 5% slope.  

 Inlet will be a 250 A or B, depending on the height of the curb.  
 NFA report will be provided by project team showing site and ROW is no longer 

contaminated.  
 For drainage report, project team can email the excel spread with calcs directly to 

SPU.  
 Move vaults out of the sidewalk and into the amenity zone.  
 Maintain a minimum 2’ clearance between the HH and SPU infrastructure.  
 Maintain a minimum clearance of 2’ between the outside wall of the water vault 

and face of curb.  
 Provide non-skid lids that are in the sidewalk.  
 WAC valid for 18’ mo. for time you apply. Date on WAC shows December of 2015. 

Project may want to double check and make sure it’s still valid.  

Agenda Item 
No 7 Agenda Item Misc – SIP PM 

 If this project no longer triggers a SIP, frontage improvements could be done 
under the UMP. If GSI is triggered under storm water code, SIP is still required.  
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Shannon
Sticky Note
Please delete reference to community opinion.  They were not present in the meeting.  
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     L E T T E R   O F   T R A N S M I T T A L 

 

Date: March 23, 2017 

Project: 7009 Greenwood Ave N, DPD Project Number 3023260 

To: Lori Swallow (ZONING) 

From: David Fuchs 

Re: Correction Notice #6: Zoning 

 

Response to Zoning Correction #6 (March 8, 2017): 

 

Please note minor calculation updates on Sheets G003 (non-res depth), G004 (amenity 

area), and G006.1 (MHA tables added).  

 

Correction Items: 

1. All mentions of NC2-55 have been updated to read NC2-55 (M). See G002, A100, 

and A201. 

2. 6/G002 has been updated with the correct FAR information to match G005. 

3. Landscape drawings L1.00, L1.10, and L1.11 have been updated to show the 

proposed zoning of NC2-55 (M). 

4. 3/G002 has been updated to include full dimensions of all features calculated in 

rooftop coverage.  

5. All features that exceed the 55’ height limit have been identified on 3/G002. 

6. Shadow diagrams and sections are included on G004.1 for compliance with SMC 

23.47A.012.C.7.  

 

Please note that the parapet on the north façade and on the east and west 

facades within 10’ of the north property line have been lowered to Maximum 

Building Height (see 3/G002, A300, A302, A303). Planters in both the northwest 

and northeast have been pulled back to the south so that the NW planter is held 

back 10’ from the north property line (4/G04.1) and the NE planter does not cast 

a shadow (3/G004.1). See Shadow Diagrams 1 & 2/G004.1.  6” of insulation and 

accompanying metal cap flashing (coping) do exceed the Max Building Height 

by 6” as allowed by SMC 23.47A.012.C2 and not expressly prohibited from casting 

a shadow by 23.47A.012.C.7 (see Sections 3 & 4/G004.1).  

 

Note that the planter in the SE has been enlarged to compensate for lost Green 

Factor (see A206). Landscape drawings and calculations (L1.00 & L1.30) have 

been updated accordingly.  

 

 

 

Thank you, 

 

 

David Fuchs 

dfuchs@johnstonarchitects.com 
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City of Seattle
Department of Construction and Inspections
Land Use Review

DAVID FUCHS
100 NE Northlake Way, Suite 200
Seattle, WA 98101

Re: Project# 3023260

Correction Notice #2

Review Type ZONING Date March 30, 2017

Project Address 7009 Greenwood Ave N Contact Phone (206) 523-6150

Contact Email dfuchs@johnstonarchitects
.com

Contact Fax

SDCI Reviewer Emily Lofstedt Address Seattle Department of
Construction and
Inspections
700 5th Ave Suite 2000
PO Box 34019
Seattle, WA 98124-4019

Reviewer Phone (206) 386-0097

Reviewer Fax

Reviewer Email Emily.Lofstedt@Seattle.gov

Owner CHAD DALE

Dear David,
The following corrections are required. Further corrections may follow based on information in future
application materials received.
Thank you,
Emily Lofstedt

Applicant Instructions

How to Respond to a SDCI Correction NoticePlease see the attached flyer to learn " ".
If the 3-step process outlined in the aforementioned document is not followed, it is likely that
there will be a delay in permit issuance and there is a potential for penalty fees.

Codes Reviewed

This project has been reviewed for conformance with the applicable development standards of the
Land Use Code.

Corrections

1 Departures. The following departures were requested.  If the departure is not granted the
proposal needs to be revised to meet the applicable development standard.
 
SMC 23.47A.008.B.2 - Transparency
 

Project# 3023260, Correction Notice# 2
Page 1 of 3

001939

mailto:dfuchs@johnstonarchitects.com
mailto:dfuchs@johnstonarchitects.com
mailto:dfuchs@johnstonarchitects.com
mailto:dfuchs@johnstonarchitects.com
mailto:dfuchs@johnstonarchitects.com
mailto:dfuchs@johnstonarchitects.com
http://www.seattle.gov/dpd/cs/groups/pan/@pan/documents/web_informational/dpdd016373.pdf
http://www.seattle.gov/dpd/cs/groups/pan/@pan/documents/web_informational/dpdd016373.pdf


SMC 23.54.030.D.2 - Driveway Slope cannot be departed from, it is a Type 1 decision, see
correction below.
 
SMC 23.54.030.G.3 - Sight Triangle
 

2 Development Site.  Please update the lot area included in any development standard
calculations.
 
Original Correction: Please clarify the exact development site for this proposal.  Will the single
family zoned lots be included in this proposal? If so, please update all the lot information to clearly
match the correct development site.
 
Also, if you are including the single family zoned lots, please be aware that only one single family

SMC 23.44.006.Aresidence is allowed per lot per .  So, in your case, the existing single family
would only be allowed to remain, no additional single family residences.

Commercial Code

3 Original Correction still applies.Street-level street-facing façade setback.  Street-level
street-facing facades shall be located within 10 feet of the street lot line, unless wider sidewalks,

SMC 23.47A.008.A.3plazas, or other approved landscaped or open spaces are provided per .
 
Either revise the proposal to meet this code section or provide approval for the proposed
courtyard meeting one of this allowances for a larger setback.
 
Also, please dimension the site plan to document how all other areas of the site are meeting this
code section.

4 Green Factor.  Please include a planting and tree type list to document how you're meeting
Green Factor.
 
Original Correction Director's Rule 30-2015: The green factor plans shall follow the latest . 
Please review this Director's Rule and update where needed.

Parking Code

5 . Frequent Transit Service Corridor In order to meet the frequent transit service, service
headway needs to be going the same direction. Also, please include a calculation meeting the
definition, not just the schedules.
 
Original Correction SMC 23.54.020.F.2.a: This project appears to utilize the parking reduction in
for properties located within 1,320 feet of a street with frequent transit service. Please provide the
calculation in the plan set showing how this property is within a frequent transit service corridor:
 
a) Provide a map showing the walking distance to a transit stop within 1,320 feet of the subject
property. Please note, this is calculated based on the actual walking path that a person takes to
the transit stop not a straight line from the site to the transit stop.
 b) Provide transit schedules for transit stops within the 1,320 foot walking distance of the
property illustrating a frequent transit service area. A street with frequent transit service has
transit service headways in at least one direction of 15 minutes or less for at least 12 hours per
day, 6 days per week, and transit service headways of 30 minutes or less for at least 18 hours of
every day. Averaging the departures within an hour is not acceptable; however, the required 12
hours may not be consecutive within a 24 hour period. You may also combine routes served by
the same stop heading in the same direction or multiple stops within the 1320 foot walking
distance with different routes heading in the same direction. Please show the actual departure
times to satisfy this requirement.

Project# 3023260, Correction Notice# 2
Page 2 of 3
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6 Driveway Slope. Driveways shall not exceed 15% slope unless the Director allows more, meeting
SMC 23.54.030.D.3the criteria found in .

 
This is not a departable item, it is a Type 1 decision.  Please provide a narrative as to how this
project meets the criteria and we will review to allow for more slope.

7 Sight Triangle. Original Correction still applies.  Please provide the offsite sight triangle
SMC 23.54.030.Geasement required per . Zoning cannot be approved until this easement has

been obtained. 

Project# 3023260, Correction Notice# 2
Page 3 of 3
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City of Seattle How to Respond to a Seattle DCI Correction
Notice

Step 1: Wait for all reviews to be completed

• You may check the status of any review at the following link:
http://web6.seattle.gov/dpd/permitstatus

• All reviews must be completed before the applicant can respond, upload, or submit any correction
responses.

• Electronic Plans: We will send correction letters to the Seattle DCI Project Portal. We will notify the
primary contact for the project when all reviews in the review cycle are complete.

• Paper Plans: We will notify the primary contact for the project by email or phone when all reviews in
the review cycle are complete and plans are ready to be picked up. Once you have been notified, pick
up the plans at Plans Routing in the Applicant Service Center.

Step 2: Make Corrections

Provide a written response for each item on all correction notices. We will not accept corrected
plans without written responses. Include the following information for each item:
• Describe the change
• Say where the change can be found in the plan set
• If you have not made a requested change, give a code citation or provide calculations to explain why

not
• Coordinate responses to correction items among all designers, architects, engineers, and owners
• If you make voluntary changes to your plans, describe the changes you have made in your response

letter

Correct your Plans:
• Cloud or circle all changes
• You may add new sheets to the plan set if you have new information to show

For Electronic Plans:
• Always upload a complete plan set

For Paper Plans:
If you replace sheets in the paper plan sets:
• Remove the old sheets, mark them as “VOID,” and include them loose at the back of each plan set
• All original sheets and plan pages must be returned to Plans Routing in the Applicant Service Center
• Insert the new sheets and staple the plan sets
If you make changes to the original paper plan sheets:
• Make all changes with ink (preferably red, waterproof ink). Do not use pencil to make changes
• Do not tape or staple anything to the plan sets

Platting Actions: Provide new copies of the survey when responding to a correction notice for a
shortplat, lot boundary adjustment, or other platting action. Provide the same number of copies that were
required when you submitted the project.

Step 3: Submit Corrected Plans

Electronic Plans:
Upload your corrected plan set and correction response letter through your Seattle DCI Project Portal.

Paper Plans:
Return your corrected plans and your correction response letter to Plans Routing in the Applicant Services
Center.

If you don't follow these instructions:
• Plans Routing may not accept your corrected plans
• We may be delayed in starting corrected plan review, which can delay permit issuance
• We may charge a penalty fee

Plans Routing / Applicant Services Center - 700 5th Avenue, 20th Floor
Hours: Monday, Wednesday, Friday: 8:00 a.m. - 4:00 p.m., Tuesday, Thursday: 10:30 a.m. - 4:00 p.m.
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City of Seattle
Department of Construction and Inspections
Land Use Review

DAVID FUCHS
100 NE Northlake Way, Suite 200
Seattle, WA 98101
Attn: Tilghman Group
Re: Project# 3023260

Correction Notice #2

Review Type TRANSPORT Date March 30, 2017

Project Address 7009 Greenwood Ave N Contact Phone (206) 523-6150

Contact Email dfuchs@johnstonarchitects
.com

Contact Fax

SDCI Reviewer Michael Houston Address Seattle Department of
Construction and
Inspections
700 5th Ave Suite 2000
PO Box 34019
Seattle, WA 98124-4019

Reviewer Phone (206) 727-3885

Reviewer Fax

Reviewer Email Michaelt.Houston@seattle.gov

Owner CHAD DALE

Applicant Instructions

How to Respond to a SDCI Correction NoticePlease see the attached flyer to learn " ".
If the 3-step process outlined in the aforementioned document is not followed, it is likely that there
will be a delay in permit issuance and there is a potential for penalty fees.

Corrections

1 The analysis and published decision for 6726 Greenwood Ave N (MUP #3020114) does not include
a parking demand reduction for the restaurant (Ed's Kort Haus) that previously occupied the site.
Please remove this reduction from the cumulative parking calculations shown in Attachment B and
update the on-street utilization results as appropriate.
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City of Seattle How to Respond to a Seattle DCI Correction
Notice

Step 1: Wait for all reviews to be completed

• You may check the status of any review at the following link:
http://web6.seattle.gov/dpd/permitstatus

• All reviews must be completed before the applicant can respond, upload, or submit any correction
responses.

• Electronic Plans: We will send correction letters to the Seattle DCI Project Portal. We will notify the
primary contact for the project when all reviews in the review cycle are complete.

• Paper Plans: We will notify the primary contact for the project by email or phone when all reviews in
the review cycle are complete and plans are ready to be picked up. Once you have been notified, pick
up the plans at Plans Routing in the Applicant Service Center.

Step 2: Make Corrections

Provide a written response for each item on all correction notices. We will not accept corrected
plans without written responses. Include the following information for each item:
• Describe the change
• Say where the change can be found in the plan set
• If you have not made a requested change, give a code citation or provide calculations to explain why

not
• Coordinate responses to correction items among all designers, architects, engineers, and owners
• If you make voluntary changes to your plans, describe the changes you have made in your response

letter

Correct your Plans:
• Cloud or circle all changes
• You may add new sheets to the plan set if you have new information to show

For Electronic Plans:
• Always upload a complete plan set

For Paper Plans:
If you replace sheets in the paper plan sets:
• Remove the old sheets, mark them as “VOID,” and include them loose at the back of each plan set
• All original sheets and plan pages must be returned to Plans Routing in the Applicant Service Center
• Insert the new sheets and staple the plan sets
If you make changes to the original paper plan sheets:
• Make all changes with ink (preferably red, waterproof ink). Do not use pencil to make changes
• Do not tape or staple anything to the plan sets

Platting Actions: Provide new copies of the survey when responding to a correction notice for a
shortplat, lot boundary adjustment, or other platting action. Provide the same number of copies that were
required when you submitted the project.

Step 3: Submit Corrected Plans

Electronic Plans:
Upload your corrected plan set and correction response letter through your Seattle DCI Project Portal.

Paper Plans:
Return your corrected plans and your correction response letter to Plans Routing in the Applicant Services
Center.

If you don't follow these instructions:
• Plans Routing may not accept your corrected plans
• We may be delayed in starting corrected plan review, which can delay permit issuance
• We may charge a penalty fee

Plans Routing / Applicant Services Center - 700 5th Avenue, 20th Floor
Hours: Monday, Wednesday, Friday: 8:00 a.m. - 4:00 p.m., Tuesday, Thursday: 10:30 a.m. - 4:00 p.m.
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City of Seattle
Department of Construction and Inspections
Land Use Review

DAVID FUCHS
100 NE Northlake Way, Suite 200
Seattle, WA 98101

Re: Project# 3023260

Correction Notice #2

Review Type Date April 04, 2017

Project Address 7009 Greenwood Ave N Contact Phone (206) 523-6150

Contact Email dfuchs@johnstonarchitects
.com

Contact Fax

SDCI Reviewer Lindsay M King Address Seattle Department of
Construction and
Inspections
700 5th Ave Suite 2000
PO Box 34019
Seattle, WA 98124-4019

Reviewer Phone (206) 684-9218

Reviewer Fax (206) 233-7866

Reviewer Email lindsay.king@seattle.gov

Owner CHAD DALE

The correction items below are for land use review of the proposal.

Applicant Instructions

How to Respond to a SDCI Correction NoticePlease see the attached flyer to learn " ".
If the 3-step process outlined in the aforementioned document is not followed, it is likely that
there will be a delay in permit issuance and there is a potential for penalty fees.

Corrections

1 Design Review. Thank you for submitting the draft Recommendation Packet. I have provided
comments on the packet under separate email. Once the DRB Recommendation stage of review is
complete please update the plan set to be consistent with the design review packet along with
updates as necessary in response to DRB conditions of approval.

2 Rezone Criteria. I have reviewed the rezone criteria of SMC 23.34.002, 004, 007, 008 and 009.
Thank you for the comprehensive rezone analysis. SMC 23.34.007 B states no single criterion or
group of criteria shall be applied as an absolute requirement or test of appropriateness of a zoning
designation, nor is there a hierarchy or priority of the rezone considerations.  Enclosed is the
criteria that needs further consideration. 
 
a) SMC 23.34.008 E2 Physical Buffers. The proposed rezone will allow at 65 foot zone adjacent to
a single family zone. A physical buffer does not currently exist along the west zone edge. Physical
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buffers may include open space or green space. Consider providing a physical buffer on the vacant
single family lot consistent with the EDG proposal.
 
b) SMC 23.34.009 C and D. It is unclear how the proposed rezone meets this criteria. The code
states permitted heights shall be compatible with predominant height and scale of existing
development, actual and zoned heights in the surround areas.
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City of Seattle How to Respond to a Seattle DCI Correction
Notice

Step 1: Wait for all reviews to be completed

• You may check the status of any review at the following link:
http://web6.seattle.gov/dpd/permitstatus

• All reviews must be completed before the applicant can respond, upload, or submit any correction
responses.

• Electronic Plans: We will send correction letters to the Seattle DCI Project Portal. We will notify the
primary contact for the project when all reviews in the review cycle are complete.

• Paper Plans: We will notify the primary contact for the project by email or phone when all reviews in
the review cycle are complete and plans are ready to be picked up. Once you have been notified, pick
up the plans at Plans Routing in the Applicant Service Center.

Step 2: Make Corrections

Provide a written response for each item on all correction notices. We will not accept corrected
plans without written responses. Include the following information for each item:
• Describe the change
• Say where the change can be found in the plan set
• If you have not made a requested change, give a code citation or provide calculations to explain why

not
• Coordinate responses to correction items among all designers, architects, engineers, and owners
• If you make voluntary changes to your plans, describe the changes you have made in your response

letter

Correct your Plans:
• Cloud or circle all changes
• You may add new sheets to the plan set if you have new information to show

For Electronic Plans:
• Always upload a complete plan set

For Paper Plans:
If you replace sheets in the paper plan sets:
• Remove the old sheets, mark them as “VOID,” and include them loose at the back of each plan set
• All original sheets and plan pages must be returned to Plans Routing in the Applicant Service Center
• Insert the new sheets and staple the plan sets
If you make changes to the original paper plan sheets:
• Make all changes with ink (preferably red, waterproof ink). Do not use pencil to make changes
• Do not tape or staple anything to the plan sets

Platting Actions: Provide new copies of the survey when responding to a correction notice for a
shortplat, lot boundary adjustment, or other platting action. Provide the same number of copies that were
required when you submitted the project.

Step 3: Submit Corrected Plans

Electronic Plans:
Upload your corrected plan set and correction response letter through your Seattle DCI Project Portal.

Paper Plans:
Return your corrected plans and your correction response letter to Plans Routing in the Applicant Services
Center.

If you don't follow these instructions:
• Plans Routing may not accept your corrected plans
• We may be delayed in starting corrected plan review, which can delay permit issuance
• We may charge a penalty fee

Plans Routing / Applicant Services Center - 700 5th Avenue, 20th Floor
Hours: Monday, Wednesday, Friday: 8:00 a.m. - 4:00 p.m., Tuesday, Thursday: 10:30 a.m. - 4:00 p.m.
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City of Seattle
Department of Construction and Inspections
Land Use Review

DAVID FUCHS
100 NE Northlake Way, Suite 200
Seattle, WA 98101

Re: Project# 3023260

Correction Notice #2

Review Type ZONING Date May 04, 2017

Project Address 7009 Greenwood Ave N Contact Phone (206) 523-6150

Contact Email dfuchs@johnstonarchitects
.com

Contact Fax

SDCI Reviewer Emily Lofstedt Address Seattle Department of
Construction and
Inspections
700 5th Ave Suite 2000
PO Box 34019
Seattle, WA 98124-4019

Reviewer Phone (206) 386-0097

Reviewer Fax

Reviewer Email Emily.Lofstedt@Seattle.gov

Owner CHAD DALE

Dear David,
The following corrections are required. Further corrections may follow based on information in future
application materials received.
Thank you,
Emily Lofstedt

Applicant Instructions

How to Respond to a SDCI Correction NoticePlease see the attached flyer to learn " ".
If the 3-step process outlined in the aforementioned document is not followed, it is likely that
there will be a delay in permit issuance and there is a potential for penalty fees.

Codes Reviewed

This project has been reviewed for conformance with the applicable development standards of the
Land Use Code.

Corrections

1 Departures. The following departures were requested.  If the departure is not granted the
proposal needs to be revised to meet the applicable development standard.
 
SMC 23.47A.008.B.2 - Transparency
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SMC 23.54.030.D.2 - Driveway Slope cannot be departed from, it is a Type 1 decision, see
correction below.
 
SMC 23.54.030.G.3 - Sight Triangle
 

2 Development Site.  Please update the lot area included in any development standard
calculations.
 
Original Correction: Please clarify the exact development site for this proposal.  Will the single
family zoned lots be included in this proposal? If so, please update all the lot information to clearly
match the correct development site.
 
Also, if you are including the single family zoned lots, please be aware that only one single family

SMC 23.44.006.Aresidence is allowed per lot per .  So, in your case, the existing single family
would only be allowed to remain, no additional single family residences.

3 Access.  Only the single family use is allowed access on the single family portion of the lot.  No
access from the proposed development, including secondary access, is allowed on the Single
Family zoned portion of the lot.
 
Please update your plans to remove any proposed access from the commercial development on
the single family zoned portion of the lot.
 

Commercial Code

4 Original Correction still applies.Street-level street-facing façade setback.  Street-level
street-facing facades shall be located within 10 feet of the street lot line, unless wider sidewalks,

SMC 23.47A.008.A.3plazas, or other approved landscaped or open spaces are provided per .
 
Either revise the proposal to meet this code section or provide approval for the proposed
courtyard meeting one of this allowances for a larger setback.
 
Also, please dimension the site plan to document how all other areas of the site are meeting this
code section.

5 Green Factor.  Please include a planting and tree type list to document how you're meeting
Green Factor.
 
Original Correction Director's Rule 30-2015: The green factor plans shall follow the latest . 
Please review this Director's Rule and update where needed.

Parking Code

6 . Frequent Transit Service Corridor In order to meet the frequent transit service, service
headway needs to be going the same direction. Also, please include a calculation meeting the
definition, not just the schedules.
 
Original Correction SMC 23.54.020.F.2.a: This project appears to utilize the parking reduction in
for properties located within 1,320 feet of a street with frequent transit service. Please provide the
calculation in the plan set showing how this property is within a frequent transit service corridor:
 
a) Provide a map showing the walking distance to a transit stop within 1,320 feet of the subject
property. Please note, this is calculated based on the actual walking path that a person takes to
the transit stop not a straight line from the site to the transit stop.
 b) Provide transit schedules for transit stops within the 1,320 foot walking distance of the
property illustrating a frequent transit service area. A street with frequent transit service has
transit service headways in at least one direction of 15 minutes or less for at least 12 hours per
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day, 6 days per week, and transit service headways of 30 minutes or less for at least 18 hours of
every day. Averaging the departures within an hour is not acceptable; however, the required 12
hours may not be consecutive within a 24 hour period. You may also combine routes served by
the same stop heading in the same direction or multiple stops within the 1320 foot walking
distance with different routes heading in the same direction. Please show the actual departure
times to satisfy this requirement.

7 Driveway Slope. Driveways shall not exceed 15% slope unless the Director allows more, meeting
SMC 23.54.030.D.3the criteria found in .

 
This is not a departable item, it is a Type 1 decision.  Please provide a narrative as to how this
project meets the criteria and we will review to allow for more slope.

8 Sight Triangle. Original Correction still applies.  Please provide the offsite sight triangle
SMC 23.54.030.Geasement required per . Zoning cannot be approved until this easement has

been obtained. 
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City of Seattle How to Respond to a Seattle DCI Correction
Notice

Step 1: Wait for all reviews to be completed

• You may check the status of any review at the following link:
http://web6.seattle.gov/dpd/permitstatus

• All reviews must be completed before the applicant can respond, upload, or submit any correction
responses.

• Electronic Plans: We will send correction letters to the Seattle DCI Project Portal. We will notify the
primary contact for the project when all reviews in the review cycle are complete.

• Paper Plans: We will notify the primary contact for the project by email or phone when all reviews in
the review cycle are complete and plans are ready to be picked up. Once you have been notified, pick
up the plans at Plans Routing in the Applicant Service Center.

Step 2: Make Corrections

Provide a written response for each item on all correction notices. We will not accept corrected
plans without written responses. Include the following information for each item:
• Describe the change
• Say where the change can be found in the plan set
• If you have not made a requested change, give a code citation or provide calculations to explain why

not
• Coordinate responses to correction items among all designers, architects, engineers, and owners
• If you make voluntary changes to your plans, describe the changes you have made in your response

letter

Correct your Plans:
• Cloud or circle all changes
• You may add new sheets to the plan set if you have new information to show

For Electronic Plans:
• Always upload a complete plan set

For Paper Plans:
If you replace sheets in the paper plan sets:
• Remove the old sheets, mark them as “VOID,” and include them loose at the back of each plan set
• All original sheets and plan pages must be returned to Plans Routing in the Applicant Service Center
• Insert the new sheets and staple the plan sets
If you make changes to the original paper plan sheets:
• Make all changes with ink (preferably red, waterproof ink). Do not use pencil to make changes
• Do not tape or staple anything to the plan sets

Platting Actions: Provide new copies of the survey when responding to a correction notice for a
shortplat, lot boundary adjustment, or other platting action. Provide the same number of copies that were
required when you submitted the project.

Step 3: Submit Corrected Plans

Electronic Plans:
Upload your corrected plan set and correction response letter through your Seattle DCI Project Portal.

Paper Plans:
Return your corrected plans and your correction response letter to Plans Routing in the Applicant Services
Center.

If you don't follow these instructions:
• Plans Routing may not accept your corrected plans
• We may be delayed in starting corrected plan review, which can delay permit issuance
• We may charge a penalty fee

Plans Routing / Applicant Services Center - 700 5th Avenue, 20th Floor
Hours: Monday, Wednesday, Friday: 8:00 a.m. - 4:00 p.m., Tuesday, Thursday: 10:30 a.m. - 4:00 p.m.
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City of Seattle
Department of Construction and Inspections
Land Use Review

DAVID FUCHS
100 NE Northlake Way, Suite 200
Seattle, WA 98101

Re: Project# 3023260

Correction Notice #1

Review Type ZONING Date May 23, 2017

Project Address 7009 Greenwood Ave N Contact Phone (206) 523-6150

Contact Email dfuchs@johnstonarchitects
.com

Contact Fax

SDCI Reviewer Megan Neuman Address Seattle Department of
Construction and
Inspections
700 5th Ave Suite 2000
PO Box 34019
Seattle, WA 98124-4019

Reviewer Phone (206) 684-3101

Reviewer Fax

Reviewer Email Megan.Neuman@Seattle.gov

Owner CHAD DALE

Applicant Instructions

How to Respond to a SDCI Correction NoticePlease see the attached flyer to learn " ".
If the 3-step process outlined in the aforementioned document is not followed, it is likely that
there will be a delay in permit issuance and there is a potential for penalty fees.

Codes Reviewed

This project has been reviewed for conformance with the applicable development standards of the
Land Use Code.

Corrections

1 Mandatory Housing Affordability.
As part of all contract rezone requests, SDCI includes a condition in the staff recommendation
report that the project comply with the Mandatory Housing Affordability (MHA) framework
chapters in the Land Use Code, SMC 23.58B (for commercial development) and SMC 23.58C (for
residential and live-work development).  Please provide documentation in the plan set showing
how the project will address the affordable housing requirements using either the payment or
performance options.  This includes, but is not limited to, calculation of payment or performance
amounts, submittal of a draft housing agreement if required, and documentation on the floor
plans of any performance MHA units. 
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If the performance option is elected, a draft housing agreement is required prior to the issuance of
the Master Use Permit. These are administered by the Office of Housing (OH). Please contact

prithy.korathu@seattle.govPrithy Korathu ( ) to initiate this process and complete the OH review
and approvals.
 
Please group all FAR and MHA information together in the plans, in a consecutive series of sheets.
This is required to ensure accuracy, facilitatereviews,and provide better transparency in
permitplan records.
 
While this information is helpful in the plan set at this time, SDCI is able to review the MHA
component of your project after Council considers this request.

megan.neuman@seattle.govPlease contact Megan Neuman, , with questions regarding the MHA
requirements for your project.
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City of Seattle How to Respond to a Seattle DCI Correction
Notice

Step 1: Wait for all reviews to be completed

• You may check the status of any review at the following link:
http://web6.seattle.gov/dpd/permitstatus

• All reviews must be completed before the applicant can respond, upload, or submit any correction
responses.

• Electronic Plans: We will send correction letters to the Seattle DCI Project Portal. We will notify the
primary contact for the project when all reviews in the review cycle are complete.

• Paper Plans: We will notify the primary contact for the project by email or phone when all reviews in
the review cycle are complete and plans are ready to be picked up. Once you have been notified, pick
up the plans at Plans Routing in the Applicant Service Center.

Step 2: Make Corrections

Provide a written response for each item on all correction notices. We will not accept corrected
plans without written responses. Include the following information for each item:
• Describe the change
• Say where the change can be found in the plan set
• If you have not made a requested change, give a code citation or provide calculations to explain why

not
• Coordinate responses to correction items among all designers, architects, engineers, and owners
• If you make voluntary changes to your plans, describe the changes you have made in your response

letter

Correct your Plans:
• Cloud or circle all changes
• You may add new sheets to the plan set if you have new information to show

For Electronic Plans:
• Always upload a complete plan set

For Paper Plans:
If you replace sheets in the paper plan sets:
• Remove the old sheets, mark them as “VOID,” and include them loose at the back of each plan set
• All original sheets and plan pages must be returned to Plans Routing in the Applicant Service Center
• Insert the new sheets and staple the plan sets
If you make changes to the original paper plan sheets:
• Make all changes with ink (preferably red, waterproof ink). Do not use pencil to make changes
• Do not tape or staple anything to the plan sets

Platting Actions: Provide new copies of the survey when responding to a correction notice for a
shortplat, lot boundary adjustment, or other platting action. Provide the same number of copies that were
required when you submitted the project.

Step 3: Submit Corrected Plans

Electronic Plans:
Upload your corrected plan set and correction response letter through your Seattle DCI Project Portal.

Paper Plans:
Return your corrected plans and your correction response letter to Plans Routing in the Applicant Services
Center.

If you don't follow these instructions:
• Plans Routing may not accept your corrected plans
• We may be delayed in starting corrected plan review, which can delay permit issuance
• We may charge a penalty fee

Plans Routing / Applicant Services Center - 700 5th Avenue, 20th Floor
Hours: Monday, Wednesday, Friday: 8:00 a.m. - 4:00 p.m., Tuesday, Thursday: 10:30 a.m. - 4:00 p.m.
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     L E T T E R   O F   T R A N S M I T T A L 

 

Date: July 11, 2017 

Project: 7009 Greenwood Ave N, DPD Project Number 3023260 

To: Emily Lofstedt (ZONING) 

From: David Fuchs 

Re: Correction Notice #2 version 2: Zoning 

 

Response to Zoning Correction #2 version 2 (May 4, 2017): 

 

1. Both the Transparency and Sight Triangle departures were granted at the Design 

Review Recommendation Meeting (see REC Report). See Item #7 for Driveway 

Slope request.  

 

2. Lot area has been updated on Sheet G002. 

 

3. Access from the Single-Family lots to the west has been eliminated. All access 

and exit doors to/from the building on the NC lot to the west have been deleted, 

and the paved path no longer abuts the buildings perimeter. See Site Plan on 

A100 and Street-Level Landscape Plan L1.10.  

 

4. All street-facing facades are located within 10’ of the street lot line (see Code Site 

Plan, Drawing 2/G003), except for the accessways to the entry court on N 70th St 

and Greenwood Ave N. These open spaces were approved by the Design 

Review Board at the Recommendation Meeting. 

 

5. See sheets L5.00 and L.5.01 for planting and tree type lists.  

 

6. See Sheet G007 for updated Frequent Transit Service Corridor information. 

 

7. The project is requesting a slope of 18% (see Sheet A401) in order to meet the 

direction given to us by the Design Review Board supporting views and 

transparency through Retail E from the public courtyard into the adjacent open 

space to the west. In order to provide views and transparency, a steeper ramp is 

required because a 15% ramp blocks the view through the space and would 

make Retail E less viable. Furthermore, the fenestration at the west elevation will 

have to be raised to accommodate the longer, higher ramp.  

 

A Transportation Engineer has reviewed our proposed ramp (letter from Tilghman 

Group attached) and found the design to be completely safe. In addition, he 

offered two recommendations to address zoning concerns (superior friction on 

the ramp and ramp mirrors), both of which have been incorporated into our 

drawings.  

 

Mirrors looking in both directions have been added to the top of the ramp (see 

A201) and looking east at the bottom of the ramp (A200). The pavement texture 

on the ramp has been revised from the typical parking garage call-out of “Long 

Broom Drag” to be “Metal-Tined Broom Drag”. This will increase the coefficient of 

friction on the ramp, ensuring the tire will safely grip the pavement. 
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See Site Plan A100, Floor Plans A200 & A201, and Building Section 1/A401.  

 

8. A Sight Triangle Easement is no longer required as the west sight triangle is on the 

single-family lot that is included in our development site. See Site Plan on Sheet 

A100. 

 

 

 

Thank you, 

 

 

David Fuchs 

dfuchs@johnstonarchitects.com 
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Tilghman Group 
4618 44th Ave South 

Seattle, Washington 98118 
Voice & Fax: 206-577-6953 

 
 
13 June 2017 
 
David Fuchs 
Johnston Architects, Inc. 
100 NE Northlake Way, Suite 200 
Seattle, Washington 98105 
 
Re:  7009 Greenwood Ave. N. Driveway Slope 
 
 
Dear David: 
 
At your request, I have reviewed the proposed slope for the driveway to the underground parking 
garage for the mixed-use project to be built at 7009 Greenwood Avenue N. for its safety.  The project 
includes 35 apartment units and 4,830 square feet of restaurant space.  The single-level of below-grade 
parking provides 26 stalls.  Only residents of the apartments will have access to the parking garage.  The 
proposed driveway from N. 70th Street has a maximum slope of 18%, exceeding the zoning code’s 
allowable maximum of 15%. 
 
Dimensions and Expected Level of Use 
The driveway’s entire length is 60.65 feet, or about three car lengths, of which transitions at 8% slope 
account for 17.5 feet, leaving 43.15 feet exceeding 15% slope.  It is a relatively short ramp since it needs 
to drop just over nine feet from the sidewalk to the parking floor.  The ramp’s width is 12 feet 2 inches, 
intended for one car up or down at a time.  The garage’s capacity for 27 vehicles accommodates 
approximately 75% of anticipated total residential parking demand for 36 spaces, so since total 
residential vehicle trips are projected to be 101 daily trips, the garage could be expected to carry 76 
daily vehicle trips.  Approximately 10% of daily traffic would occur during the peak hour, resulting in 8 
vehicle trips in or out of the garage. 
 
Safety Considerations 
The driveway’s safety is influenced by these points: 

1. Speed – the tendency for vehicles to speed up as they drive down the ramp is partly a function 
of its distance.  Given the short distance of 43 feet for the steepest segment, excessive speed 
gains seem highly unlikely to occur. 

2. Driver Familiarity – The advantage of restricting garage access to residents is that they will 
quickly become familiar with the driveway’s characteristics as well as the habits of other 
residential drivers.  Furthermore, Seattle drivers are accustomed to driving on streets of equal 
or greater slopes that run for many hundreds of feet.  Numerous downtown streets exceed 15% 
slope for one or more blocks, Queen Anne Avenue exceeds 18% slope for at least one block, and 
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     L E T T E R   O F   T R A N S M I T T A L 

 

Date: July 12, 2017 

Project: 7009 Greenwood Ave N, DPD Project Number 3023260 

To: Michael Houston (TRANSPORT) 

From: David Fuchs 

Re: Correction Notice #2: Transportation 

 

Response to Transportation #2 (March 20, 2017): 

 

1) See updated Traffic and Parking Studies from the Tilghman Group dated 5 June 

2017 attached. 

 

 

Thank you, 

 

 

 

David Fuchs 

dfuchs@johnstonarchitects.com 
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MEMO	
	
To:	 Shannon	Loew,	FIX	
	 Chad	Dale	
	 Andrea	Dobihal,	Brass	Tacks,	NW	
	
From:	 Ross	Tilghman	
	
Date:	 5	June	2017	
	
Subject:		Trip	Generation	for	7009	Greenwood	Avenue	N.	--	Updated	
	
This	memo	updates	my	previous	memo	of	15	February	and	29	November	2016.		The	purpose	of	this	
update	is	to	reflect	a	change	in	the	land	use	program	with	a	different	mix	of	apartment	unit	sizes	
and	the	addition	of	two	more	units.	
	
I	have	calculated	vehicle	trip	generation	for	the	proposed	mixed-use	development	at	7009	
Greenwood	Avenue	N.,	in	Seattle.		The	project	would	build	35	apartment	units	and	4,930	square	
feet	of	commercial	area	for	food	and	beverage	sales	with	seats	for	approximately	100	customers.		
Parking	would	be	provided	below	grade	with	26	stalls.		Two	of	the	apartments	would	be	offered	as	
affordable	units.	
	
Trip	Generation	
Vehicle	trips	have	been	calculated	based	on	the	anticipated	population	for	the	apartments	and	daily	
patronage	of	the	restaurants,	and	modes	of	travel	for	residents,	employees	and	customers.		Table	1	
shows	the	expected	populations:	

Table 1.  Project Population 

Use Units 
Estimated 

Persons/Unit Total Persons 
Studio 5 1 5 
1-bedroom 9 1.5 14 
2-bedroom 10 2.2 22 
3-bedroom 10 3.25 33 
4-bedroom 1 4.0 4 
Residential Total 33 

 
75 

    
Restaurant Staff 4,930 sq. ft. 3.50 17 
Restaurant Patrons 100 seats 4.10 turns/day 410 
Source:	Tilghman	Group	
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Table	2	shows	the	calculation	of	person	trips	and	vehicle	trips	for	a	weekday.		The	project	is	
expected	to	generate	340	new	daily	trips	and	28	PM	Peak	Hour	trips.		Truck	trips	would	be	
approximately	20	per	day,	reflecting	10	deliveries.		
	
	

Table 2.  Daily & PM Peak Hour Person and Vehicle Trips 

 
Persons 

Trips per 
Persons 

Total 
Daily 

% 
Auto 

Avg. 
Vehicle 

Occupancy 

Gross 
Vehicle 
Trips 

Adjust for 
Internal Trip 

Capture 

Net Daily 
Vehicle 
Trips 

% in PM 
Peak Hour 
(5-6 pm) 

Net PM 
Peak Hour 

Vehicle 
Trips 

Residential 78 3.0 234 55% 1.11 116 90% 105 10% 11 
Restaurant Staff 17 2.0 35 65% 1.04 22 100% 22 11% 2 
Restaurant Patrons 410 2.0 820 41% 1.70 198 98% 194 8% 15 
Trucks           20 100% 20 0% 0 

      
356 96% 340 8% 28 

	
Source:	Tilghman	Group	
	
The	project’s	maximum	hourly	volume	would	occur	just	after	the	PM	peak	hour	of	street	traffic	
when	restaurant	business	builds	in	the	evening.		A	maximum	of	39	hourly	vehicle	trips	is	expected	in	
the	6:00	pm	to	7:00	pm	hour.	
	
Key	assumptions:	

• Trips	per	person	–	Research	by	the	Puget	Sound	Regional	Council	(PSRC	2015	Household	
Travel	Survey)	shows	that	residents	make	an	average	of	5.5	trips	each	per	day.		
Approximately	55%	of	those	trips	involve	home	as	the	origin	or	destination.		Accordingly,	
each	resident	is	assumed	to	make	3.0	daily	trips	to/from	the	site.	

• %	Auto	–	for	residents,	The	American	Community	Survey	5-Year	Estimates	for	Seattle	Census	
Tracts	28	and	29	found	that	48%	of	commuters	drive	to	work.		However,	the	work-trip,	
which	is	highly	amenable	to	transit	use,	accounts	for	only	about	1	in	5	of	all	trips	made	over	
the	day.		Other	shopping,	recreational	and	personal	trips	may	be	somewhat	less	convenient	
by	walking,	cycling	or	riding	the	bus.		The	site’s	immediate	neighborhood	offers	a	grocery,	
hardware	store,	bank	and	numerous	other	services	and	restaurants	that	could	be	easily	
reached	by	walking	or	busing.		Yet	trips	farther	afield	will	certainly	be	more	convenient	
when	driving.		Therefore,	the	overall	share	of	driving	is	assumed	to	be	55%.	

• %	Auto	–	for	restaurant	staff,	the	assumption	was	derived	from	employer	survey	data	
collected	by	Tilghman	Group	in	Seattle’s	Columbia	City	neighborhood	for	restaurant	
employees.		Even	with	high	levels	of	transit	service	available,	a	majority	of	restaurant	
employees	drive	to	work,	in	part	due	to	late	work	hours	when	transit	service	is	less	frequent	
and	when	greater	concerns	for	personal	safety	in	the	dark	arise.	

• %	Auto	–	for	restaurant	patrons,	the	assumption	reflects	data	obtained	by	the	Seattle	
Department	of	Transportation’s	Green	Lake	Neighborhood	Intercept	Survey,	December	2015	
that	found	how	visitors	from	the	neighborhood	and	other	areas	traveled	to	Green	Lake	
businesses.		Neighborhood	residents	accounted	for	55%	of	visitors	and	primarily	walked	to	
businesses	with	only	25%	driving	while	those	from	elsewhere	mainly	drove	(69%).		For	the	
7009	Greenwood	Ave.	project,	it	is	assumed	that	65%	of	restaurant	patrons	come	from	the	
neighborhood	with	the	balance	from	outside	the	neighborhood,	and	that	they	would	have	
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similar	travel	habits	to	Green	Lake	visitors.		Table	3	shows	both	the	Green	Lake	visitor	travel	
data	and	the	derivation	of	expected	travel	modes	for	the	project’s	restaurant	patrons.	

• Internal	Capture	–	It	is	assumed	that	10%	of	the	project’s	residents	would	frequent	the	food	
and	beverage	services	daily,	if	only	to	buy	coffee.		That	would	be	equivalent	to	2%	of	
restaurant	trips.		Overall,	internal	trips	represent	a	4%	reduction	in	gross	vehicle	trip	
generation.	

• Trucks	–	research	on	a	Columbia	City	restaurant	of	approximately	4,500	sq.	ft.	with	135	
seats	and	hours	from	8:00	a.m.	to	11:00	p.m.,	found	that	truck	deliveries	range	from	3	to	5	
per	day.		Recognizing	that	multiple	business	owners	will	operate	within	the	project’s	4,830	
sq.	ft.	of	restaurant	space,	and	that	they	may	not	buy	from	the	same	vendors,	it	is	assumed	
that	truck	deliveries	could	be	two	times	higher,	with	approximately	10	daily	deliveries	for	a	
total	of	20	daily	truck	trips.	

• PM	Peak	Hour	trips	–	The	share	of	daily	trips	occurring	in	the	PM	peak	hour	reflects	data	
collected	by	the	Institute	of	Transportation	Engineers	as	published	in	the	Trip	Generation	
Manual,	9th	ed.,	for	apartments	and	restaurants.	

	
Table 3. Green Lake Neighborhood Visitor Travel Characteristics 

  
 
Green Lake Neighborhood Visitor Intercept Data  

 
  

  
   

Mode of Access 

      
Share of 
Visitors 

% 
Auto Transit 

Walk/Bike/
Other Total 

    Neighborhood Residents 55% 25% 12% 63% 100% 
    Non-Neighborhood Residents 45% 70% 13% 17% 100% 
      

       Weighted Average 100% 45% 12% 42% 100% 
  

         For 7009 Greenwood Ave N 
      

   
Mode of Access 

      

Assumed 
Share of 
Visitors 

% 
Auto Transit 

Walk/Bike/
Other Total 

    Neighborhood Residents 65% 25% 12% 63% 100% 
    Non-Neighborhood Residents 35% 70% 13% 17% 100% 
    

       Weighted Average 100% 41% 12% 47% 100% 
Source:	SDOT;	Tilghman	Group	

	
Figure	1	illustrates	project	vehicle	trips	for	each	hour	of	a	weekday.		It	shows	that	traffic	would	peak	
in	the	early	evening	between	6:00	p.m.	and	7:00	p.m.,	with	secondary	peaks	occurring	between	7:00	
p.m.	and	8:00	p.m.,	and	over	the	noon	hour.		The	maximum	hourly	volume	would	be	39	vehicle	
trips.	
	
The	addition	of	the	project’s	trips	would	increase	daily	traffic	volume	on	Greenwood	Avenue	North	
by	approximately	2.7%.		According	to	SDOT’s	2014	traffic	flow	map,	Greenwood	Avenue	North	
carries	12,200	daily	vehicles	in	the	site’s	vicinity.		During	the	afternoon	peak	hour,	the	project	would	
add	28	vehicle	trips	to	a	background	volume	of	1,205	p.m.	peak	hour	vehicles,	also	an	increase	of	
2.3%.	
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Source:	Tilghman	Group	

Transportation	Concurrency	
Following	municipal	code	SMC	23.52,	Seattle	checks	to	see	that	new	vehicle	trips	from	development	
projects	when	added	to	street	volumes	do	not	exceed	the	stated	capacity	of	key	corridors.		
Measurements	of	volume	relative	to	capacity	are	made	at	a	series	of	screenlines	established	
throughout	the	city.		Screenlines	applicable	to	the	Greenwood	neighborhood	are	screenlines	6.12	(a	
line	south	of	N.	80th	Street	between	Greenwood	and	8th	Ave	NW)	and	7.11	(a	line	west	of	Aurora	
Ave.	between	Fremont	Pl.	and	N.	65th	St.).		This	evaluation	of	traffic	concurrency	follows	procedures	
described	in	SDOT	Director’s	Rule	5-2009	determining	the	regional	origins	and	destinations	of	
project	trips.		Table	4	summarizes	the	results	of	the	screenline	analysis.	

Table 4.  Screenline Volumes and Capacity 

Screenline Direction 
2008 PM 
Capacity 

2008 PM 
Traffic 
Count 

2008 PM 
V/C Ratio 

LOS 
Standard 

Project’s 
PM Trips 

Volume 
with 

Project 

V/C Ratio 
with 

Project 
6.12 NB 4200 1763 0.42 1.0 2 1765 0.42 

 
SB 4200 1232 0.29 1.0 2 1234 0.29 

7.11 EB 5430 2899 0.53 1.0 2 2901 0.53 

 
WB 5430 3516 0.65 1.0 4 3520 0.65 

Source:	SDOT;	Tilghman	Group	

	
As	only	35%	of	project	trips	would	cross	the	screenlines,	they	make	very	little	measurable	difference	
in	total	volumes	and	do	not	alter	the	ratio	of	volume	to	capacity.	
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MEMO 

To: Shannon Loew, FIX 
Chad Dale 
Andrea Dobihal, Brass Tacks, NW 

From: Ross Tilghman 

Date: 5 June 2017 

Subject:  Parking Supply and Demand for 7009 Greenwood Avenue N. – 2nd Revision 

This memo further updates my previous ones dated 5 December 2016 and 15 February 2017 to address 
a request from the City of Seattle in its Correction Notice #2 – Zoning and Correction Notice #2 – 
Transport to show consistency with parking demand assumptions for the 6726 Greenwood Ave. N. 
project, and proximity to frequent transit service.  As discussed later, the parking assumptions lead to an 
over-estimation of parking demand by not accounting for displacement of Ed’s Kort Haus tavern.  This 
revision also updates the project’s land use program that now includes two more apartment units. 

This memo evaluates parking conditions for the proposed mixed-used development at 7009 Greenwood 
Avenue N. in Seattle.  The project would contain 35 apartment units (of which 2 would be affordable 
units) and 4,830 square feet of restaurant space with seating for approximately 100 persons.  A total of 
26 parking spaces would be built in an underground garage for residents.  Table 1 summarizes the range 
of apartment units and the expected population of residents, employees and patrons. 

Table 1.  Project Population 

Use Units 
Estimated 

Persons/Unit Total Persons 

Studio 5 1 5 

1-bedroom 9 1.5 14 

2-bedroom 10 2.2 22 

3-bedroom 10 3.25 33 

4-bedroom 1 4.0 4 

Residential Total 35 78 

Restaurant Staff 4,830 sq. ft. 3.50 17 

Restaurant Patrons 100 seats 4.10 turns/day 410 
Source: Tilghman Group 
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Study Area 
Figure 1 shows the area studied for on-street parking conditions.  It reflects parking within 
approximately 800 feet walking distance from the site. 
 

 
 
 
On-Street Parking Supply 
Curbside parking was measured to determine the legal parking supply according to City of Seattle 
procedures described in its publication Tip 117.  Table 2 provides details about the existing, legal parking 
supply in the study area, and what appears to be the effective supply. 
 
 

Table 2.  Number of On-Street Parking Spaces 
 

Un-
Restricted 

1-Hour          
7am - 6pm 

2-hour       
7am - 6pm 

30-Min. 
Load   

7am - 6pm 

30-Min.         
Truck 
Load    

7am - 4pm 

3-Min. 
Passenger 

Load        
7am - 6pm TOTAL 

Legal Supply 295 60 14 6 2 2 379 

Effective Supply 334 67 17 7 4 2 431 

Source: Tilghman Group 
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The effective parking supply offers more spaces than the legal supply.  This occurs for a variety of 
reasons: 
 

• Some driveways are no longer (or at least not currently) used as 
driveways, so residents park in front of them.  This adds 
approximately 4 spaces to the effective supply.  

 
• At least one load zone on N. 73rd St. immediately west of 

Greenwood Ave. N. runs right up to the stop sign, even though 
code prohibits parking with 30-feet of a stop sign.  This adds 2 
spaces to the effective supply. 
 

• The code requirement to leave 20 feet clear next to a crosswalk 
appears to be rarely enforced and frequently ignored.  To the 
extent that it is ignored, an additional 46 spaces become 
available. 

 
 
Current Use of On-Street Parking 
The number of vehicles parking on the street was counted at different times to determine variations in 
demand by hour of day and day of week.  Recognizing that the neighborhood has numerous restaurants, 
counts were taken at approximately 12:30 p.m., 7:00 p.m., and 9:00 p.m. on Friday, Nov. 4, Wednesday, 
Nov. 9, and Thursday, Nov. 10., to capture typically busy periods for restaurants.  Additionally, parking 
was counted on Sunday, Nov. 13 at 11:30 a.m., to measure the demand during church services, since 
Woodland Park Presbyterian Church and the Rock of Ages Lutheran Church are both within one block of 
the site. 
 
Table 3 summarizes parking demand for the count periods.  Figure 2 shows the relation of each period’s 
count to both the legal and effective supply.  See Appendix A for inventory and utilization by block face. 
 

Table 3.  Existing On-Street Parking Demand 

  Available Spaces 

 
Vehicles Parked 

Legal 
Supply 

% 
Occp’d 

Effective 
Supply 

% 
Occp’d 

 

Wed 
9 Nov. 

Thu 
10 Nov. 

Fri 
4 Nov. 

Sun 
13 

Nov. Average 367 
 

425 
 11am 

   
345 345 28 94% 80 81% 

Noon Hour 332 304 280 
 

314 59 86% 111 74% 

7pm 376 401 373 
 

383 -10 104% 42 90% 

9pm 313 341 319 
 

324 49 88% 101 76% 

Source: Tilghman Group 
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Source: Tilghman Group 
 
Demand clearly peaks in the early evening around 7:00 p.m., equaling or slightly exceeding the legal 
parking supply.  Due to church activities, demand on Wednesday evenings equaled that of a Friday 
evening and was only slightly lower than a Thursday evening.  Both evening periods exceed 85% 
occupancy of the legal spaces, the level typically viewed as “practical” capacity, meaning that parking 
appears full since the last remaining spaces can be difficult to find.  When considering the effective 
parking supply, demand exceeds 85% only at 7:00 p.m., with a total of 90% occupancy. 
 
Instances of blatantly illegal parking involved vehicles parking too close to stop signs (1 vehicle on N 67th 
St. immediately west of Greenwood Ave.), vehicles parking on the planting strip (2 vehicles on N. 68th St. 
east of Greenwood Ave.), vehicles parking so as to block the crosswalk (1 vehicle on N. 70th St at Palatine 
Ave.), and vehicles blocking access to a fire hydrant (1 vehicle on N. 73rd St. west of Greenwood Ave.).  
Those types of illegal parking involved approximately 1% of all vehicles parked. 
 
Employees and customers from commercial uses clearly park on residential streets.  This is most 
apparent with the first block east and west of Greenwood Ave.  However, parking occupancy runs 
somewhat higher east of Greenwood Avenue than west of it.  Table 4 shows average occupancy east 
and west of Greenwood Avenue.  At all times measured, occupancy was lower west of Greenwood 
where the site is located. 
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Table 4.  Parking Occupancy (Average) East and West  
of Greenwood Avenue North 

 
Legal Supply Effective Supply* 

 

West East West East 

11am - Sunday 88% 101% 77% 90% 

Noon Hour 79% 93% 69% 82% 

7pm 98% 112% 86% 99% 

9pm 81% 98% 71% 87% 

* Without 20' clearance from sidewalks 
   

Source: Tilghman Group 
 
Anecdotally, a neighborhood resident indicated that some commuters park in the neighborhood for free 
and then ride the bus to work.  This resident also indicated that the neighborhood is used by some for 
long-term parking when travelling out of town, again taking advantage of free parking and a bus ride.  
While likely, it is unknown to what extent such parking behavior influences occupancy on a daily basis. 
 
Figures 3, 4 and 5 illustrate occupancy by block face for the Noon, 7:00 p.m. and 9:00 p.m. counts, 
respectively.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Source: Tilghman Group 
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Source: Tilghman Group 
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Added Parking Demand from Other Projects 
Demand for on-street parking will increase prior to development of the proposed project with 
completion of project planned at 6528 Phinney, one at 6726 Greenwood Avenue and one now under 
construction at 6800 Greenwood Avenue.   Table 5 presents anticipated spillover parking demands from 
those projects (see Appendix B for those parking demand calculations) using information provided by 
each project’s own parking analysis and adjusted to account for the share of spillover expected within 
the study area. 
 

Table 5.  Spillover Parking Demand from Other Projects  
in Study Area 

 

  
Spillover Demand in Study Area at: 

Project 
 

Noon 7:00 p.m. 9:00 p.m. 

6528 Phinney  1 1 1 

6726 Greenwood 11 16 15 

6800 Greenwood 3 3 2 

Total 15 20 18 
Source: Gibson Traffic Consultants; Tilghman Group 

 
This updated calculation of spillover demand reflects a change in assumptions requested by the City of 
Seattle.  The change has to do with assumptions used in the transportation study for the 6726 
Greenwood project that includes 57 apartment units and 3,298 sq. ft. of commercial space.  That project 
displaces a tavern/restaurant known as Ed’s Kort Haus that closed in January 2017.  The close of that 
business (and eventual demolition of its building) removes its parking demand.  The 6726 Greenwood 
transportation impact analysis (dated November 2015 with a follow-up memo dated October 28, 2016) 
notes that the tavern would be replaced with a similarly sized bar and bistro, thus creating no change in 
parking demand for that use.  However, despite saying that, the study’s calculations show demand for a 
retail space, not a restaurant.  With that change of use, one would expect that parking demand for Ed’s 
Kort Haus would be backed out of the calculations, but that does not appear to have happened.  As a 
result, future parking demand in the 7009 Greenwood study area is over-estimated by approximately 10 
spaces at 7:00 p.m.  
 
Parking Demand for 7009 Greenwood Ave. N. 
Parking demand for the apartments was determined using King County’s Multi-Family Residential 
Parking Calculator.  Unlike many apartment buildings offering small units, primarily studio and 1-
bedroom units, where the Parking Calculator frequently estimates demand ranging from 0.6 to 0.7 
vehicles per unit, the project offers the majority of its units with 2, 3 and 4 bedrooms.  Consequently, 
more residents per unit are expected than would occur in smaller units, resulting in a calculated demand 
of 1.07 vehicles per unit.  With 35 apartments, that demand rate yields a total of 37 resident vehicles. 
 
Restaurant parking demand has been calculated using its expected employee and patron population and 
their mode of travel choices.  Table 6 summarizes their demand. 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 6.  Restaurant Parking Demand 
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Population 

(Daily) 

Max. % 
Present at 
One Time 

 
% Auto 

Average 
Vehicle 

Occupancy 

Peak 
Demand 

(Vehicles) 

 
Demand at 

Noon 

 
Demand at 
7:00 p.m. 

 
Demand at 
9:00 p.m. 

Staff 17 66% 65% 1.04 7 6 7 5 
Patrons 410 15% 41% 1.70 15 8 15 10 
TOTALS      14 22 15 

Source: Tilghman Group 
 
Key assumptions 

• % Auto for restaurant staff – the assumption is derived from employer survey data collected by 
Tilghman Group in Seattle’s Columbia City neighborhood for restaurant employees.  Even with 
high levels of transit service available, a majority of restaurant employees drive to work, in part 
due to late work hours when transit service is less frequent and when greater concerns for 
personal safety in the dark arise. 

• % Auto – for restaurant patrons, the assumption reflects data obtained by the Seattle 
Department of Transportation’s Green Lake Neighborhood Intercept Survey, December 2015 
that found how visitors from the neighborhood and other areas traveled to Green Lake 
businesses.  Neighborhood residents accounted for 55% of visitors and primarily walked to 
businesses with only 25% driving while those from elsewhere mainly drove (69%).  For the 7009 
Greenwood Ave. project, it is assumed that 65% of restaurant patrons come from the 
neighborhood with the balance from outside the neighborhood, and that they would have 
similar travel habits to Green Lake visitors.  Table 7 shows both the Green Lake visitor travel 
data and the derivation of expected travel modes for the project’s restaurant patrons. 

 
Table 7. Green Lake Neighborhood Visitor Travel Characteristics 

  

 
Green Lake Neighborhood Visitor Intercept Data  

 
  

  
   

Mode of Access 

      
Share of 
Visitors 

% 
Auto Transit 

Walk/Bike/
Other Total 

    Neighborhood Residents 55% 25% 12% 63% 100% 

    Non-Neighborhood Residents 45% 70% 13% 17% 100% 
      

     

  Weighted Average 100% 45% 12% 42% 100% 

  
         For 7009 Greenwood Ave N 

      
   

Mode of Access 

      

Assumed 
Share of 
Visitors 

% 
Auto Transit 

Walk/Bike/
Other Total 

    Neighborhood Residents 65% 25% 12% 63% 100% 

    Non-Neighborhood Residents 35% 70% 13% 17% 100% 
    

      

 Weighted Average 100% 41% 12% 47% 100% 
Source: SDOT; Tilghman Group 
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Figure 6 shows how parking demand for the entire project is expected to vary by hour of the day.  
Demand is expected to peak between 7:00 p.m. and 8:00 p.m. when most residents are home and the 
restaurant is busiest. 

 
Source: Tilghman Group 

 
The underground garage will provide 26 spaces for resident’s use.  Under Seattle City code, this 
development is not required to provide parking given its location in an Urban Village and within one-
quarter mile of frequent transit service (meaning a minimum of 15-minute service frequency).  The 
project’s site lies within the Greenwood—Phinney Ridge Hub Urban Village, and is adjacent to 
Greenwood Avenue N that has 15-minute bus service on Route 5 throughout the day (see Appendix C 
for the frequent transit service bus schedules and headways).  
 
Figure 7 shows the amount of spillover demand by hour to be accommodated on the street.  Spillover 
will peak when demand peaks with 28 vehicles seeking on-street parking.  The majority of that spillover 
will be restaurant patrons.  Overnight, resident spillover will be 11 vehicles. 
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Figure 6.  Hourly Parking Demand 
for 7009 Greenwood Ave. N.
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Source: Tilghman Group 
 
Future On-Street Parking Occupancy 
Table 8 shows how the addition of new parking demand from the area’s developments will affect 
occupancy.  Figure 8 compares future occupancy with and without development of 7009 Greenwood 
Ave.   

Table 8.  Future Parking Demand and Occupancy 

 

Existing 
Demand 

Spillover 
from Project 

Spillover 
from Other 

Projects 
Total Future 

Demand 

Future 
Utilization 

Legal Supply 

Future 
Utilization 
Effective 
Supply 

     
368 spaces 426 spaces 

Noon 314 15 15 344 93% 81% 

7pm 383 29 20 432 117% 101% 

9pm 324 25 18 367 100% 86% 
Source: Tilghman Group 

 
The pattern of peak times remains the same as it is today with the period of highest demand occurring 
around 7:00 p.m.  Future demand is anticipated to exceed the legal supply both before and after the 
project is occupied.  At the 7:00 p.m. peak, demand with the completed project will saturate even the 
effective supply within 800 feet of the site.  By 9:00 p.m., a small surplus will exist with the effective 
supply.  As noted previously, the projections over-estimated demand by about 10 spaces due to double 
counting demand from Ed’s Kort Haus. 
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Visitor Vehicles Parked 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 4 2 4 4 9 4 4 1 1 6 9 15 13 10 0 0

Employee Vehicles Parked 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 3 4 5 6 5 5 5 5 7 7 7 6 5 3 0

Resident Spillover 11 11 11 11 11 10 8 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 6 7 8 10 10 11
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Figure 7.  7009 Greenwood Parking Spillover
by Hour on a Weekday
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Source: Tilghman Group 
 

The consequence of the additional demand for parking will be that more vehicles park farther from the 
site and from Greenwood Avenue at the busiest times.  Legal curbside space is available but neighbors 
will notice more vehicles on streets including 1st Ave. N, Sycamore, 70th and 72nd to the west, and Dayton 
to the east.  Spillover from 7009 Greenwood Ave. would be expected to favor parking west of 
Greenwood Ave. for an easier walk to the site.   
 
Proximity to Frequent Transit Service 
The project is located within 200 feet walking distance of a transit stop on Greenwood Avenue N. 
immediately south of N. 70th St.  Metro Route 5 serves that stop for southbound trips.  Route 5 operates 
between Shoreline Community College and downtown Seattle.   The northbound stop is located in front 
of new apartment building at 6726 Greenwood Avenue N., approximate 385 feet walking distance from 
7009 Greenwood Avenue N.  See Appendix D for a map illustrating walks to transit stops. 
 
Route 5 meets the City’s criteria for frequent transit service since it offers service with 15-minute 
headways southbound for 13.5 hours on weekdays and 14 hours on Saturdays, beyond the minimum 
requirement of 12 hours in one direction.  Northbound headways are generally 15 minutes but fall short 
of that frequency over 12 hours since some runs have 16- and 17-minute headways. 
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Summary of Findings 
Development and occupancy of the planned mixed-use project at 7009 Greenwood Avenue North will 
create spillover parking demand ranging from 11 vehicles overnight to 29 vehicles in the early evening.  
The majority of residents’ vehicles will park in an underground garage (with capacity for 26 vehicles), 
while restaurant staff and patrons who drive will park in the neighborhood.   Curbside parking within 
approximately an 800-feet walk of the site has limited availability for additional vehicles.  Within this 
area, the legal supply offers 368 spaces, while demand already exceeds 85% of capacity, known as 
practical capacity, the point at which parking typically appears full.  However, the legal supply assumes a 
mix of vehicles that may be longer than those actually parking, and does not recognize un-used 
driveways or the habits of drivers accustomed to parking in tight conditions.  The area’s effective parking 
supply is 52 spaces greater.  With the addition of new demand from other area developments (again, 
over-estimated by 10 spaces) and 7009 Greenwood Ave., the area’s occupancy will exceed the legal 
supply at the busiest time (around 7:00 p.m.) and just exceed capacity of the effective supply.  
Consequently, it is anticipated that more vehicles will seek parking farther from the site, especially to 
the west.  Neighbors will experience greater competition for curb space on streets including 1st Ave. N, 
Sycamore, 70th and 72nd to the west, and Dayton to the east.
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Appendix	A:		Parking	Inventory	&	Utilization	
• Noon	
• 7:00	p.m.	
• 9:00	p.m.	
• Sunday	11:00	a.m.	

	
	

Appendix	B:	Parking	Spillover	from	Other	Projects	
	
	

Appendix	C:	Route	5	Bus	Schedules	and		
Calculation	of	Frequent	Transit	Service	

	
	

Appendix	D:		Walking	Distance	to	Frequent	Transit	Service	
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7009 Greenwood Ave N

Parking Inventory & Utilization

Street Between Side TOTAL Wed Thu Fri Average Utilization
1st Ave N N 67th and N 70th St E 15 15 12 14 13.7 91%
1st Ave N N 67th and N 70th St W 20 9 9 9 9.0 45%
1st Ave N N 70th and N 72nd St E 12 7 4 4 5.0 42%
1st Ave N N 70th and N 72nd St W 13 4 6 4 4.7 36%
Palatine Ave N N 67th and N 70th St E 15 15 13 15 14.3 96%
Palatine Ave N N 67th and N 70th St W 21 21 14 18 17.7 84%
Palatine Ave N N 70th and N 72nd St E 10 9 6 8 7.7 77%
Palatine Ave N N 70th and N 72nd St W 11 10 10 12 10.7 97%
Palatine Ave N N 72nd and N 73rd St E 9 13 13 12 12.7 141%
Palatine Ave N N 72nd and N 73rd St W 10 10 11 9 10.0 100%
Greenwood Ave N N 67th and N 68th St E 6 8 6 6 6.7 111%
Greenwood Ave N N 67th and N 70th St W 15 15 7 10 10.7 71%
Greenwood Ave N N 68th and N 70th St E 6 5 2 5 4.0 67%
Greenwood Ave N N 70th and N 71st St E 7 8 8 6 7.3 105%
Greenwood Ave N N 70th and N 72nd St W 8 7 8 7 7.3 92%
Greenwood Ave N N. 71st and N 72nd St E 6 4 5 3 4.0 67%
Greenwood Ave N N 72nd and N 73rd St E 3 4 2 0 2.0 67%
Greenwood Ave N N 72nd and N 73rd St W 13 9 11 12 10.7 82%
Phinney Ave N N 67th and N 68th St E 7 10 7 8 8.3 119%
Phinney Ave N N 67th and N 68th St W 7 8 10 10 9.3 133%
Phinney Ave N N 68th St and N 70th St E 9 8 9 7 8.0 89%
Phinney Ave N N 68th St and N 70th St W 9 9 7 3 6.3 70%
N. 67th St. 1st Ave and Palatine N 0
N. 67th St. 1st Ave and Palatine S 8 3 3 4 3.3 42%
N. 67th St. Palatine and Greenwood N 6 6 7 6 6.3 106%
N. 67th St. Palatine and Greenwood S 6 7 6 7 6.7 111%
N 68th St. Dayton and Phinney N 0
N 68th St. Dayton and Phinney S 12 10 9 7 8.7 72%
N 68th St. Phinney and Greenwood N 0
N 68th St. Phinney and Greenwood S 3 5 5 4 4.7 156%
N 70th St. 2nd Ave and Sycamore N 0
N 70th St. 2nd Ave and Sycamore S 7 1 2 2 1.7 24%
N 70th St. Sycamore and 1st Ave N 0 1 1.0
N 70th St. Sycamore and 1st Ave S 7 2 4 1 2.3 33%
N 70th St. 1st Ave and Palatine N 0
N 70th St. 1st Ave and Palatine S 4 2 4 4 3.3 83%
N 70th St. Palatine and Greenwood N 0
N 70th St. Palatine and Greenwood S 7 7 2 1 3.3 48%
N 70th St. Greenwood and Phinney N 0
N 70th St. Greenwood and Phinney S 3 3 3 3 3.0 100%
N 70th St. Phinney and Dayton N 0
N 70th St. Phinney and Dayton S 7 5 4 7 5.3 76%
N 71st St. Greenwood and Dayton N 0
N 71st St. Greenwood and Dayton S 17 17 18 19 18.0 106%
N 72nd St. 1st Ave and Palatine N 6 4 7 6 5.7 94%
N 72nd St. 1st Ave and Palatine S 8 8 8 7 7.7 96%
N 72nd St. Palatine and Greenwood N 6 8 8 7 7.7 128%
N 72nd St. Palatine and Greenwood S 4 7 6 7 6.7 167%
N 72nd St. Greenwood and Dayton N 1 1 0 missing 0.5 50%
N 72nd St. Greenwood and Dayton S 25 24 22 missing 23.0 92%
N 73rd St. Palatine and Greenwood N 3 4 5 6 5.0 167%
N 73rd St. Palatine and Greenwood S 2 0 0 0 0.0 0%

374 332 304 280 314 84%
Utilization 88.8% 81.3% 74.9%

Noon
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7009 Greenwood Ave N

Parking Inventory & Utilization

Street Between Side TOTAL Wed Thu Fri Average Utilization
1st Ave N N 67th and N 70th St E 15 18 22 18 19.3 129%
1st Ave N N 67th and N 70th St W 20 13 18 13 14.7 73%
1st Ave N N 70th and N 72nd St E 12 6 6 3 5.0 42%
1st Ave N N 70th and N 72nd St W 13 6 8 6 6.7 51%
Palatine Ave N N 67th and N 70th St E 15 21 17 16 18.0 120%
Palatine Ave N N 67th and N 70th St W 21 20 20 19 19.7 94%
Palatine Ave N N 70th and N 72nd St E 10 10 11 10 10.3 103%
Palatine Ave N N 70th and N 72nd St W 11 12 12 7 10.3 94%
Palatine Ave N N 72nd and N 73rd St E 9 11 12 10 11.0 122%
Palatine Ave N N 72nd and N 73rd St W 10 10 9 11 10.0 100%
Greenwood Ave N N 67th and N 68th St E 6 8 9 7 8.0 133%
Greenwood Ave N N 67th and N 70th St W 15 17 17 17 17.0 113%
Greenwood Ave N N 68th and N 70th St E 6 6 8 10 8.0 133%
Greenwood Ave N N 70th and N 71st St E 7 7 8 9 8.0 114%
Greenwood Ave N N 70th and N 72nd St W 8 10 11 10 10.3 129%
Greenwood Ave N N. 71st and N 72nd St E 6 8 9 8 8.3 139%
Greenwood Ave N N 72nd and N 73rd St E 3 3 5 4 4.0 133%
Greenwood Ave N N 72nd and N 73rd St W 13 13 13 14 13.3 103%
Phinney Ave N N 67th and N 68th St E 7 12 10 12 11.3 162%
Phinney Ave N N 67th and N 68th St W 7 10 10 11 10.3 148%
Phinney Ave N N 68th St and N 70th St E 9 10 9 9 9.3 104%
Phinney Ave N N 68th St and N 70th St W 9 9 10 9 9.3 104%
N. 67th St. 1st Ave and Palatine N 0
N. 67th St. 1st Ave and Palatine S 8 5 6 6 5.7 71%
N. 67th St. Palatine and Greenwood N 6 8 8 9 8.3 139%
N. 67th St. Palatine and Greenwood S 6 9 9 8 8.7 144%
N 68th St. Dayton and Phinney N 0
N 68th St. Dayton and Phinney S 12 9 12 12 11.0 92%
N 68th St. Phinney and Greenwood N 0
N 68th St. Phinney and Greenwood S 3 6 5 5 5.3 178%
N 70th St. 2nd Ave and Sycamore N 0
N 70th St. 2nd Ave and Sycamore S 7 4 3 7 4.7 67%
N 70th St. Sycamore and 1st Ave N 0
N 70th St. Sycamore and 1st Ave S 7 2 3 3 2.7 38%
N 70th St. 1st Ave and Palatine N 0
N 70th St. 1st Ave and Palatine S 4 5 5 3 4.3 108%
N 70th St. Palatine and Greenwood N 0
N 70th St. Palatine and Greenwood S 7 10 9 7 8.7 124%
N 70th St. Greenwood and Phinney N 0
N 70th St. Greenwood and Phinney S 3 3 4 4 3.7 122%
N 70th St. Phinney and Dayton N 0
N 70th St. Phinney and Dayton S 7 6 7 8 7.0 100%
N 71st St. Greenwood and Dayton N 0
N 71st St. Greenwood and Dayton S 17 19 18 19 18.7 110%
N 72nd St. 1st Ave and Palatine N 6 3 6 4 4.3 72%
N 72nd St. 1st Ave and Palatine S 8 5 5 5 5.0 63%
N 72nd St. Palatine and Greenwood N 6 9 9 9 9.0 150%
N 72nd St. Palatine and Greenwood S 4 5 6 6 5.7 142%
N 72nd St. Greenwood and Dayton N 1 0 0 0 0.0 0%
N 72nd St. Greenwood and Dayton S 25 19 23 17 19.7 79%
N 73rd St. Palatine and Greenwood N 3 6 6 5 5.7 189%
N 73rd St. Palatine and Greenwood S 2 3 3 3 3.0 150%

374 376 401 373 383 102%
Utilization 100.5% 107.2% 99.7%

7:00 PM
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7009 Greenwood Ave N

Parking Inventory & Utilization

Street Between Side TOTAL Wed Thu Fri Average Utilization
1st Ave N N 67th and N 70th St E 15 20 20 19 19.7 131%
1st Ave N N 67th and N 70th St W 20 14 17 14 15.0 75%
1st Ave N N 70th and N 72nd St E 12 8 7 5 6.7 56%
1st Ave N N 70th and N 72nd St W 13 5 8 8 7.0 54%
Palatine Ave N N 67th and N 70th St E 15 16 15 13 14.7 98%
Palatine Ave N N 67th and N 70th St W 21 19 16 15 16.7 79%
Palatine Ave N N 70th and N 72nd St E 10 10 9 10 9.7 97%
Palatine Ave N N 70th and N 72nd St W 11 14 12 8 11.3 103%
Palatine Ave N N 72nd and N 73rd St E 9 11 11 9 10.3 115%
Palatine Ave N N 72nd and N 73rd St W 10 7 8 10 8.3 83%
Greenwood Ave N N 67th and N 68th St E 6 7 6 9 7.3 122%
Greenwood Ave N N 67th and N 70th St W 15 10 11 14 11.7 78%
Greenwood Ave N N 68th and N 70th St E 6 6 7 7 6.7 111%
Greenwood Ave N N 70th and N 71st St E 7 5 7 5 5.7 81%
Greenwood Ave N N 70th and N 72nd St W 8 4 6 9 6.3 79%
Greenwood Ave N N. 71st and N 72nd St E 6 4 7 6 5.7 94%
Greenwood Ave N N 72nd and N 73rd St E 3 2 2 3 2.3 78%
Greenwood Ave N N 72nd and N 73rd St W 13 3 7 9 6.3 49%
Phinney Ave N N 67th and N 68th St E 7 12 9 10 10.3 148%
Phinney Ave N N 67th and N 68th St W 7 8 10 9 9.0 129%
Phinney Ave N N 68th St and N 70th St E 9 11 9 6 8.7 96%
Phinney Ave N N 68th St and N 70th St W 9 7 10 6 7.7 85%
N. 67th St. 1st Ave and Palatine N 0
N. 67th St. 1st Ave and Palatine S 8 4 4 4 4.0 50%
N. 67th St. Palatine and Greenwood N 6 6 7 6 6.3 106%
N. 67th St. Palatine and Greenwood S 6 6 7 5 6.0 100%
N 68th St. Dayton and Phinney N 0
N 68th St. Dayton and Phinney S 12 11 10 10 10.3 86%
N 68th St. Phinney and Greenwood N 0
N 68th St. Phinney and Greenwood S 3 6 5 4 5.0 167%
N 70th St. 2nd Ave and Sycamore N 0
N 70th St. 2nd Ave and Sycamore S 7 4 4 5 4.3 62%
N 70th St. Sycamore and 1st Ave N 0
N 70th St. Sycamore and 1st Ave S 7 3 4 4 3.7 52%
N 70th St. 1st Ave and Palatine N 0
N 70th St. 1st Ave and Palatine S 4 5 3 3 3.7 92%
N 70th St. Palatine and Greenwood N 0
N 70th St. Palatine and Greenwood S 7 4 4 4 4.0 57%
N 70th St. Greenwood and Phinney N 0
N 70th St. Greenwood and Phinney S 3 2 3 2 2.3 78%
N 70th St. Phinney and Dayton N 0
N 70th St. Phinney and Dayton S 7 5 8 9 7.3 105%
N 71st St. Greenwood and Dayton N 0
N 71st St. Greenwood and Dayton S 17 17 20 21 19.3 114%
N 72nd St. 1st Ave and Palatine N 6 3 4 3 3.3 56%
N 72nd St. 1st Ave and Palatine S 8 4 4 4 4.0 50%
N 72nd St. Palatine and Greenwood N 6 6 7 7 6.7 111%
N 72nd St. Palatine and Greenwood S 4 4 5 3 4.0 100%
N 72nd St. Greenwood and Dayton N 1 1 0 0 0.3 33%
N 72nd St. Greenwood and Dayton S 25 16 21 14 17.0 68%
N 73rd St. Palatine and Greenwood N 3 2 5 5 4.0 133%
N 73rd St. Palatine and Greenwood S 2 1 2 2 1.7 83%

374 313 341 319 324 87%
Utilization 83.7% 91.2% 85.3%

9:00 PM
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7009 Greenwood Ave N

Parking Inventory & Utilization SUNDAY

11:00 AM
Street Between Side TOTAL Sunday Utilization

1st Ave N N 67th and N 70th St E 15 19 127%
1st Ave N N 67th and N 70th St W 20 14 70%
1st Ave N N 70th and N 72nd St E 12 7 58%
1st Ave N N 70th and N 72nd St W 13 7 54%
Palatine Ave N N 67th and N 70th St E 15 19 127%
Palatine Ave N N 67th and N 70th St W 21 19 90%
Palatine Ave N N 70th and N 72nd St E 10 11 110%
Palatine Ave N N 70th and N 72nd St W 11 13 118%
Palatine Ave N N 72nd and N 73rd St E 9 10 111%
Palatine Ave N N 72nd and N 73rd St W 10 9 90%
Greenwood Ave N N 67th and N 68th St E 6 8 133%
Greenwood Ave N N 67th and N 70th St W 15 12 80%
Greenwood Ave N N 68th and N 70th St E 6 8 133%
Greenwood Ave N N 70th and N 71st St E 7 5 71%
Greenwood Ave N N 70th and N 72nd St W 8 5 63%
Greenwood Ave N N. 71st and N 72nd St E 6 7 117%
Greenwood Ave N N 72nd and N 73rd St E 3 4 133%
Greenwood Ave N N 72nd and N 73rd St W 13 10 77%
Phinney Ave N N 67th and N 68th St E 7 9 129%
Phinney Ave N N 67th and N 68th St W 7 9 129%
Phinney Ave N N 68th St and N 70th St E 9 11 122%
Phinney Ave N N 68th St and N 70th St W 9 8 89%
N. 67th St. 1st Ave and Palatine N 0
N. 67th St. 1st Ave and Palatine S 8 5 63%
N. 67th St. Palatine and Greenwood N 6 4 67%
N. 67th St. Palatine and Greenwood S 6 3 50%
N 68th St. Dayton and Phinney N 0
N 68th St. Dayton and Phinney S 12 10 83%
N 68th St. Phinney and Greenwood N 0
N 68th St. Phinney and Greenwood S 3 4 133%
N 70th St. 2nd Ave and Sycamore N 0
N 70th St. 2nd Ave and Sycamore S 7 3 43%
N 70th St. Sycamore and 1st Ave N 0
N 70th St. Sycamore and 1st Ave S 7 7 100%
N 70th St. 1st Ave and Palatine N 0
N 70th St. 1st Ave and Palatine S 4 5 125%
N 70th St. Palatine and Greenwood N 0
N 70th St. Palatine and Greenwood S 7 7 100%
N 70th St. Greenwood and Phinney N 0
N 70th St. Greenwood and Phinney S 3 5 167%
N 70th St. Phinney and Dayton N 0
N 70th St. Phinney and Dayton S 7 9 129%
N 71st St. Greenwood and Dayton N 0
N 71st St. Greenwood and Dayton S 17 16 94%
N 72nd St. 1st Ave and Palatine N 6 2 33%
N 72nd St. 1st Ave and Palatine S 8 3 38%
N 72nd St. Palatine and Greenwood N 6 8 133%
N 72nd St. Palatine and Greenwood S 4 7 175%
N 72nd St. Greenwood and Dayton N 1 0 0%
N 72nd St. Greenwood and Dayton S 25 16 64%
N 73rd St. Palatine and Greenwood N 3 5 167%
N 73rd St. Palatine and Greenwood S 2 2 100%

374 345 92%
Utilization 92.2%
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Revised: 30 May 2017

6800 Greenwood Estimated Parking Demand
Share in 

Study Area

Land Use Rate Peak Demand
% of Peak at 

Noon Noon Demand Spillover 63%
Apts 32 units 0.6 19 65% 12 0

Specialty Retail 4100 sq ft 1 5 95% 5 5
On-Site Parking 28 stalls 5 3

% of Peak at 
7pm 7pm Demand Spillover

97% 19 0
95% 5 5

5 3
% of Peak at 

9pm 9pm Demand Spillover
99% 19 0
50% 3 3

3 2
6726 Greenwood

Land Use Rate Peak Demand
% of Peak at 

Noon Noon Demand Spillover 44%
Apts 57 units 0.57 33 65% 21 21

Specialty Retail 3298 sq ft 1 4 95% 4 4
On-Site Parking 0 stalls 25 11

Less Dispaced: Net:
Displaced Demand % Auto AVO 60% 0 0 11

Ed's Kort Haus 1800 sq. ft.
% of Peak 

at7pm 7pm Demand Spillover
estimate: 40 seats 75% 1.5 97% 32 32

5 staff 80% 1.1 95% 4 4
36 16

Less Dispaced: Net:
95% 0 0 16

% of Peak at 
9pm 9pm Demand Spillover

99% 33 33
50% 2 2

34 15
Less Dispaced: Net:

80% 0 0 15
6528 Phinney

Land Use Rate Peak Demand
% of Peak at 

Noon Noon Demand Spillover 15%
Apts 10 units 0.61 6 65% 4 4

Specialty Retail 670 sq ft 1 1 95% 1 1
On-Site Parking 0 stalls 5 1

% of Peak 
at7pm 7pm Demand Spillover

97% 6 6
95% 1 1

7 1
% of Peak at 

9pm 9pm Demand Spillover
99% 6 6
50% 1 1

7 1

Time
Spillover in 
Study Area

Noon 15
7pm 20
9pm 18

Other Projects -- Parking Demand and Study Area Spillover

Spillover Summary

Displacement no longer counted given City's acceptance of Gibson TIA that 
claimed no net displacement despite TIA tables using retail instead of restaurant 

rates
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Metro Transit

Route 5

Downtown Seattle to Greenwood to Shoreline CC
Weekday: To Shoreline CC

Effective 9­10­16 to 3­10­17

4th Av S & S
Jackson St
(Island Stop)

Downtown
Seattle 
3rd Ave & Pine
St

Aurora Ave &
Denny Way

Fremont 
Aurora Off­
Ramp & N 38th
St

Phinney Ave N &
N 46th St

N 85th St &
Greenwood Ave
N

Greenwood Ave
N & N 103rd St

N 145th St &
Greenwood Ave
N

Shoreline
Community
College

5:18 AM 5:25 AM 5:31 AM 5:37 AM 5:41 AM* 5:49 AM* 5:52 AM* 6:00 AM* 6:03 AM

5:50 AM 5:57 AM 6:03 AM 6:09 AM 6:13 AM* 6:21 AM* 6:24 AM* 6:32 AM* 6:35 AM

6:21 AM 6:28 AM 6:34 AM 6:40 AM 6:44 AM* 6:52 AM* 6:55 AM* 7:03 AM* 7:06 AM

6:36 AM 6:43 AM 6:49 AM 6:55 AM 6:59 AM* 7:07 AM* 7:10 AM* 7:18 AM* 7:22 AM

6:51 AM 6:58 AM 7:04 AM 7:10 AM 7:14 AM* 7:22 AM* 7:25 AM* 7:33 AM* 7:37 AM

7:07 AM 7:14 AM 7:20 AM 7:27 AM 7:31 AM* 7:40 AM* 7:44 AM* 7:52 AM* 7:56 AM

7:23 AM 7:30 AM 7:36 AM 7:43 AM 7:47 AM* 7:57 AM* 8:01 AM* 8:09 AM* 8:13 AM

7:38 AM 7:45 AM 7:51 AM 7:58 AM 8:02 AM* 8:12 AM* 8:16 AM* 8:24 AM* 8:28 AM

7:53 AM 8:00 AM 8:06 AM 8:13 AM 8:17 AM* 8:27 AM* 8:31 AM* 8:39 AM* 8:43 AM

8:08 AM 8:15 AM 8:21 AM 8:28 AM 8:32 AM* 8:42 AM* 8:46 AM* 8:54 AM* 8:58 AM

8:23 AM 8:30 AM 8:36 AM 8:43 AM 8:47 AM* 8:57 AM* 9:01 AM* 9:09 AM* 9:13 AM

8:38 AM 8:45 AM 8:51 AM 8:58 AM 9:02 AM* 9:11 AM* 9:15 AM* 9:23 AM* 9:27 AM

8:53 AM 9:00 AM 9:06 AM 9:13 AM 9:17 AM* 9:26 AM* 9:30 AM* 9:38 AM* 9:42 AM

9:08 AM 9:15 AM 9:21 AM 9:27 AM 9:31 AM* 9:40 AM* 9:44 AM* 9:52 AM* 9:56 AM

9:23 AM 9:30 AM 9:36 AM 9:42 AM 9:46 AM* 9:55 AM* 9:59 AM* 10:07 AM* 10:11 AM

9:38 AM 9:45 AM 9:51 AM 9:57 AM 10:01 AM* 10:10 AM* 10:14 AM* 10:22 AM* 10:26 AM

9:53 AM 10:00 AM 10:06 AM 10:12 AM 10:16 AM* 10:25 AM* 10:29 AM* 10:37 AM* 10:41 AM

10:08 AM 10:15 AM 10:21 AM 10:27 AM 10:31 AM* 10:40 AM* 10:44 AM* 10:52 AM* 10:56 AM

10:23 AM 10:30 AM 10:36 AM 10:42 AM 10:46 AM* 10:55 AM* 10:59 AM* 11:07 AM* 11:11 AM

10:38 AM 10:45 AM 10:51 AM 10:57 AM 11:01 AM* 11:11 AM* 11:15 AM* 11:23 AM* 11:27 AM

10:53 AM 11:00 AM 11:06 AM 11:12 AM 11:16 AM* 11:26 AM* 11:30 AM* 11:38 AM* 11:42 AM

11:08 AM 11:15 AM 11:21 AM 11:27 AM 11:31 AM* 11:41 AM* 11:46 AM* 11:54 AM* 11:58 AM

001982
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E E E E E

E E E E E

E E E E E

E E E E E

4th Av S & S
Jackson St
(Island Stop)

Downtown
Seattle 
3rd Ave & Pine
St

Aurora Ave &
Denny Way

Fremont 
Aurora Off­
Ramp & N 38th
St

Phinney Ave N &
N 46th St

N 85th St &
Greenwood Ave
N

Greenwood Ave
N & N 103rd St

N 145th St &
Greenwood Ave
N

Shoreline
Community
College

11:23 AM 11:30 AM 11:37 AM 11:43 AM 11:47 AM* 11:57 AM* 12:02 AM* 12:10 PM* 12:14 PM

11:38 AM 11:45 AM 11:52 AM 11:58 AM 12:02 PM* 12:12 PM* 12:17 PM* 12:25 PM* 12:29 PM

11:53 AM 12:00 PM 12:07 PM 12:13 PM 12:17 PM* 12:27 PM* 12:32 PM* 12:40 PM* 12:44 PM

12:08 PM 12:15 PM 12:22 PM 12:28 PM 12:32 PM* 12:42 PM* 12:47 PM* 12:55 PM* 12:59 PM

12:22 PM 12:29 PM 12:36 PM 12:42 PM 12:46 PM* 12:56 PM* 1:01 PM* 1:10 PM* 1:14 PM

12:36 PM 12:44 PM 12:51 PM 12:57 PM 1:01 PM* 1:11 PM* 1:16 PM* 1:25 PM* 1:29 PM

12:51 PM 12:59 PM 1:06 PM 1:12 PM 1:16 PM* 1:26 PM* 1:31 PM* 1:40 PM* 1:44 PM

1:07 PM 1:15 PM 1:22 PM 1:28 PM 1:32 PM* 1:42 PM* 1:47 PM* 1:56 PM* 2:00 PM

1:22 PM 1:30 PM 1:37 PM 1:43 PM 1:47 PM* 1:57 PM* 2:02 PM* 2:11 PM* 2:15 PM

1:37 PM 1:45 PM 1:52 PM 1:58 PM 2:02 PM* 2:12 PM* 2:17 PM* 2:26 PM* 2:30 PM

1:52 PM 2:00 PM 2:07 PM 2:13 PM 2:17 PM* 2:27 PM* 2:32 PM* 2:42 PM* 2:46 PM

2:07 PM 2:15 PM 2:22 PM 2:28 PM 2:32 PM* 2:43 PM* 2:49 PM* 2:59 PM* 3:03 PM

2:22 PM 2:30 PM 2:37 PM 2:44 PM 2:48 PM* 2:59 PM* 3:05 PM* 3:15 PM* 3:19 PM

2:37 PM 2:45 PM 2:52 PM 2:59 PM 3:03 PM* 3:14 PM* 3:20 PM* 3:30 PM* 3:34 PM

2:52 PM 3:00 PM 3:07 PM 3:14 PM 3:19 PM* 3:31 PM* 3:37 PM* 3:47 PM* 3:51 PM

3:07 PM 3:15 PM 3:22 PM 3:30 PM 3:35 PM* 3:47 PM* 3:53 PM* 4:03 PM* 4:07 PM

3:22 PM 3:30 PM 3:37 PM 3:45 PM 3:50 PM* 4:02 PM* 4:08 PM* 4:19 PM* 4:23 PM

3:37 PM 3:45 PM 3:52 PM 4:00 PM 4:05 PM* 4:18 PM* 4:24 PM* 4:35 PM* 4:39 PM

3:52 PM 4:00 PM 4:07 PM 4:15 PM 4:20 PM* 4:33 PM* 4:39 PM* 4:50 PM* 4:54 PM

4:00 PM 4:08 PM 4:15 PM ­­­ 4:29 PM* 4:43 PM* ­­­ ­­­ ­­­

4:07 PM 4:15 PM 4:22 PM 4:30 PM 4:35 PM* 4:48 PM* 4:54 PM* 5:05 PM* 5:09 PM

4:12 PM 4:20 PM 4:27 PM ­­­ 4:41 PM* 4:55 PM* ­­­ ­­­ ­­­

4:22 PM 4:30 PM 4:37 PM 4:45 PM 4:50 PM* 5:04 PM* 5:10 PM* 5:21 PM* 5:25 PM

4:28 PM 4:36 PM 4:43 PM ­­­ 4:57 PM* 5:12 PM* ­­­ ­­­ ­­­

4:36 PM 4:45 PM 4:52 PM 5:00 PM 5:06 PM* 5:20 PM* 5:26 PM* 5:37 PM* 5:41 PM

4:42 PM 4:51 PM 4:58 PM ­­­ 5:12 PM* 5:27 PM* ­­­ ­­­ ­­­

4:51 PM 5:00 PM 5:08 PM 5:16 PM 5:22 PM* 5:36 PM* 5:42 PM* 5:53 PM* 5:57 PM

001983
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4th Av S & S
Jackson St
(Island Stop)

Downtown
Seattle 
3rd Ave & Pine
St

Aurora Ave &
Denny Way

Fremont 
Aurora Off­
Ramp & N 38th
St

Phinney Ave N &
N 46th St

N 85th St &
Greenwood Ave
N

Greenwood Ave
N & N 103rd St

N 145th St &
Greenwood Ave
N

Shoreline
Community
College

4:52 PM 5:01 PM 5:08 PM ­­­ 5:22 PM* 5:37 PM* ­­­ ­­­ ­­­

5:00 PM 5:09 PM 5:16 PM ­­­ 5:30 PM* 5:44 PM* ­­­ ­­­ ­­­

5:06 PM 5:15 PM 5:23 PM 5:31 PM 5:37 PM* 5:50 PM* 5:56 PM* 6:07 PM* 6:11 PM

5:08 PM 5:17 PM 5:24 PM ­­­ 5:38 PM* 5:52 PM* ­­­ ­­­ ­­­

5:16 PM 5:25 PM 5:32 PM ­­­ 5:46 PM* 6:00 PM* ­­­ ­­­ ­­­

5:21 PM 5:30 PM 5:38 PM 5:46 PM 5:52 PM* 6:04 PM* 6:09 PM* 6:19 PM* 6:23 PM

5:24 PM 5:33 PM 5:40 PM ­­­ 5:54 PM* 6:08 PM* ­­­ ­­­ ­­­

5:36 PM 5:44 PM 5:51 PM ­­­ 6:05 PM* 6:19 PM* ­­­ ­­­ ­­­

5:37 PM 5:45 PM 5:53 PM 6:01 PM 6:07 PM* 6:19 PM* 6:24 PM* 6:33 PM* 6:36 PM

5:51 PM 5:59 PM 6:06 PM ­­­ 6:20 PM* 6:34 PM* ­­­ ­­­ ­­­

5:52 PM 6:00 PM 6:08 PM 6:16 PM 6:22 PM* 6:33 PM* 6:38 PM* 6:47 PM* 6:50 PM

6:06 PM 6:13 PM 6:20 PM ­­­ 6:34 PM* 6:48 PM* ­­­ ­­­ ­­­

6:08 PM 6:15 PM 6:23 PM 6:31 PM 6:37 PM* 6:48 PM* 6:53 PM* 7:02 PM* 7:05 PM

6:23 PM 6:30 PM 6:37 PM 6:45 PM 6:50 PM* 7:01 PM* 7:05 PM* 7:13 PM* 7:16 PM

6:38 PM 6:45 PM 6:52 PM 6:59 PM 7:04 PM* 7:14 PM* 7:18 PM* 7:26 PM* 7:29 PM

6:53 PM 7:00 PM 7:07 PM 7:14 PM 7:19 PM* 7:29 PM* 7:33 PM* 7:41 PM* 7:44 PM

7:08 PM 7:15 PM 7:22 PM 7:29 PM 7:34 PM* 7:44 PM* 7:48 PM* 7:56 PM* 7:59 PM

7:23 PM 7:30 PM 7:37 PM 7:44 PM 7:49 PM* 7:58 PM* 8:02 PM* 8:09 PM* 8:12 PM

7:38 PM 7:45 PM 7:51 PM 7:57 PM 8:02 PM* 8:11 PM* 8:15 PM* 8:22 PM* 8:25 PM

7:53 PM 8:00 PM 8:06 PM 8:12 PM 8:16 PM* 8:25 PM* 8:29 PM* 8:36 PM* 8:39 PM

8:08 PM 8:15 PM 8:21 PM 8:27 PM 8:31 PM* 8:40 PM* 8:44 PM* 8:51 PM* 8:54 PM

8:23 PM 8:30 PM 8:36 PM 8:42 PM 8:46 PM* 8:55 PM* 8:59 PM* 9:06 PM* 9:09 PM

8:37 PM 8:44 PM 8:50 PM 8:56 PM 9:00 PM* 9:09 PM* 9:13 PM* 9:20 PM* 9:23 PM

8:53 PM 9:00 PM 9:06 PM 9:12 PM 9:16 PM* 9:25 PM* 9:29 PM* 9:36 PM* 9:39 PM

9:07 PM 9:14 PM 9:20 PM 9:26 PM 9:30 PM* 9:38 PM* 9:42 PM* 9:49 PM* 9:52 PM
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4th Av S & S
Jackson St
(Island Stop)

Downtown
Seattle 
3rd Ave & Pine
St

Aurora Ave &
Denny Way

Fremont 
Aurora Off­
Ramp & N 38th
St

Phinney Ave N &
N 46th St

N 85th St &
Greenwood Ave
N

Greenwood Ave
N & N 103rd St

N 145th St &
Greenwood Ave
N

Shoreline
Community
College

9:23 PM 9:30 PM 9:36 PM 9:42 PM 9:46 PM* 9:54 PM* 9:58 PM* 10:05 PM* 10:08 PM

9:37 PM 9:44 PM 9:50 PM 9:56 PM 10:00 PM* 10:08 PM* 10:11 PM* 10:18 PM* 10:21 PM

9:53 PM 10:00 PM 10:06 PM 10:12 PM 10:16 PM* 10:24 PM* 10:27 PM* 10:34 PM* 10:37 PM

10:07 PM 10:14 PM 10:20 PM 10:26 PM 10:30 PM* 10:38 PM* 10:41 PM* 10:48 PM* 10:51 PM

10:23 PM 10:30 PM 10:36 PM 10:42 PM 10:46 PM* 10:54 PM* 10:57 PM* 11:04 PM* 11:07 PM

10:37 PM 10:44 PM 10:50 PM 10:56 PM 11:00 PM* 11:08 PM* 11:11 PM* 11:18 PM* 11:21 PM

10:53 PM 11:00 PM 11:06 PM 11:12 PM 11:16 PM* 11:24 PM* 11:27 PM* 11:34 PM* 11:37 PM

11:07 PM 11:14 PM 11:20 PM 11:26 PM 11:30 PM* 11:38 PM* 11:41 PM* 11:48 PM* 11:51 PM

11:23 PM 11:30 PM 11:36 PM 11:42 PM 11:46 PM* 11:54 PM* 11:57 PM* 12:03 AM* 12:06 AM

11:53 PM 12:00 AM 12:05 AM 12:11 AM 12:14 AM* 12:21 AM* 12:23 AM* 12:29 AM* 12:32 AM

12:23 AM 12:30 AM 12:35 AM 12:41 AM 12:44 AM* 12:51 AM* 12:53 AM* 12:59 AM* 1:02 AM

12:58 AM 1:05 AM 1:10 AM 1:16 AM 1:19 AM* 1:26 AM* 1:28 AM* 1:34 AM* 1:37 AM

*This is an estimated time.

Related Routes

Ƿ 21   Ƿ 355

Schedule Notes
The following notes apply only if the codes are found in the schedule:

D  ­ Leaves 1st Ave NW & NW 90th St a few minutes earlier and travels via NW 90th St, 3rd Ave NW, NW 85th St (serving N 85th
St & 1st Ave N) then south on Greenwood Ave N.

E  ­ EXPRESS 
Southbound makes NO STOPS after leaving N 65th St & Phinney Ave N until arriving at Aurora Ave N & Denny St, EXCEPT on
Phinney Ave N at N 55th St and on N 46th St at Phinney Ave N.

Northbound makes NO STOPS after leaving Aurora Ave & Denny Way until arriving at N 64th St & Phinney Ave N, EXCEPT at
Phinney Ave N & N 46th St and N 55th St.

001985
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H  ­ This trip does NOT operate on Nov. 11 & 25, Dec. 27­30, Jan. 16 and Feb. 20.

CB  ­ Continues to Metro Base, Airport Way S & S Atlantic St

Special Service Information
Route 355 operates express service weekday peak hours, only, and augments Route 5 service between Shoreline and
Greenwood during these periods. Refer to Route 5 schedules for additional service in the mornings, middays, nights and
weekends.

To downtown Seattle: Makes no stops between N 85th & Wallingford Ave N and Shoreline Community College, EXCEPT on N
85th St at Aurora Ave N and Fremont Ave N; on Greenwood Ave N at N 85th, N 87th, N 97th St, N 100th St, N 103rd St, N
110th St, N 117th St, N 125th St, N 130th St, N 134th St, N 143rd St, N 145th St and N 160th St.

To Shoreline: Makes no stops between N 85th & Wallingford Ave N and Shoreline Community College, EXCEPT on N 85th St
at Aurora Ave N and Fremont Ave N; on Greenwood Ave N at N 85th, N 87th, N 97th St, N 100th St, N 103rd St, N 110th St, N
117th St, N 125th St, N 130th St, N 134th St, N 143rd St, N 145th St and N 160th St.

This route has improved service thanks to Seattle voters.

001986
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Metro Transit

Route 5

Shoreline CC to Greenwood to Downtown Seattle
Weekday: To Downtown Seattle

Effective 9­10­16 to 3­10­17

D E E E E

D E E E E

D E E E E

D E E E E

D E E E E

D E E E E
CB

D E E E E

Shoreline
Community
College

N 145th St &
Greenwood N

Greenwood
Ave N &
Holman Rd N

N 85th St &
Greenwood
Ave N

Phinney Ave N
& N 46th St

Fremont 
Aurora Bridge
On­Ramp

5th Ave &
Wall St

Downtown
Seattle 
3rd Ave &
Pike St

3rd Ave S & S
Main St

To Route

4:45 AM 4:49 AM 4:56 AM 5:00 AM 5:08 AM 5:13 AM 5:19 AM 5:25 AM 5:31 AM Route 21

5:14 AM 5:18 AM 5:25 AM 5:29 AM 5:38 AM 5:43 AM 5:49 AM 5:55 AM 6:01 AM Route 21

5:43 AM 5:48 AM 5:55 AM 5:59 AM 6:08 AM 6:13 AM 6:19 AM 6:25 AM 6:32 AM Route 21

­­­ ­­­ ­­­ 6:13 AM 6:23 AM ­­­ ­­­ 6:40 AM* 6:46 AM* ­­­

6:09 AM 6:14 AM 6:21 AM 6:26 AM 6:36 AM 6:42 AM 6:49 AM 6:55 AM 7:02 AM Route 21

­­­ ­­­ ­­­ 6:38 AM 6:48 AM ­­­ ­­­ 7:05 AM* 7:11 AM* ­­­

6:31 AM 6:36 AM 6:43 AM 6:49 AM 6:59 AM 7:06 AM 7:14 AM 7:20 AM 7:27 AM Route 21

­­­ ­­­ ­­­ 6:57 AM 7:07 AM ­­­ ­­­ 7:24 AM* 7:30 AM* ­­­

6:45 AM 6:50 AM 6:57 AM 7:03 AM 7:14 AM 7:21 AM 7:29 AM 7:35 AM 7:42 AM Route 21

­­­ ­­­ ­­­ 7:12 AM 7:22 AM ­­­ ­­­ 7:39 AM* 7:45 AM* ­­­

6:59 AM 7:04 AM 7:12 AM 7:18 AM 7:29 AM 7:36 AM 7:44 AM 7:50 AM 7:57 AM Route 21

­­­ ­­­ ­­­ 7:22 AM 7:32 AM ­­­ ­­­ 7:50 AM* 7:56 AM* ­­­

7:13 AM 7:19 AM 7:27 AM 7:33 AM 7:44 AM 7:51 AM 7:59 AM 8:05 AM 8:12 AM Route 21

­­­ ­­­ ­­­ 7:34 AM 7:44 AM ­­­ ­­­ 8:02 AM* 8:08 AM*

­­­ ­­­ ­­­ 7:42 AM 7:52 AM ­­­ ­­­ 8:10 AM* 8:16 AM* ­­­

7:28 AM 7:34 AM 7:42 AM 7:48 AM 7:59 AM 8:06 AM 8:14 AM 8:20 AM 8:27 AM Route 21

001987
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CB

Shoreline
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College

N 145th St &
Greenwood N

Greenwood
Ave N &
Holman Rd N

N 85th St &
Greenwood
Ave N

Phinney Ave N
& N 46th St

Fremont 
Aurora Bridge
On­Ramp

5th Ave &
Wall St

Downtown
Seattle 
3rd Ave &
Pike St

3rd Ave S & S
Main St

To Route

­­­ ­­­ ­­­ 7:52 AM 8:02 AM ­­­ ­­­ 8:21 AM* 8:27 AM* ­­­

7:43 AM 7:49 AM 7:57 AM 8:03 AM 8:14 AM 8:21 AM 8:29 AM 8:35 AM 8:42 AM Route 21

­­­ ­­­ ­­­ 8:04 AM 8:15 AM ­­­ ­­­ 8:34 AM* 8:40 AM*

­­­ ­­­ ­­­ 8:17 AM 8:28 AM ­­­ ­­­ 8:47 AM* 8:53 AM*

7:58 AM 8:04 AM 8:12 AM 8:18 AM 8:29 AM 8:36 AM 8:44 AM 8:50 AM 8:57 AM Route 21

8:12 AM 8:18 AM 8:26 AM 8:32 AM 8:43 AM 8:50 AM 8:58 AM 9:05 AM 9:12 AM Route 21

­­­ ­­­ ­­­ 8:32 AM 8:43 AM ­­­ ­­­ 9:02 AM* 9:08 AM*

8:29 AM 8:35 AM 8:43 AM 8:49 AM 9:00 AM 9:06 AM 9:13 AM 9:20 AM 9:27 AM Route 21

8:45 AM 8:51 AM 8:59 AM 9:05 AM 9:15 AM 9:21 AM 9:28 AM 9:35 AM 9:42 AM Route 21

9:00 AM 9:06 AM 9:14 AM 9:20 AM 9:30 AM 9:36 AM 9:43 AM 9:50 AM 9:57 AM Route 21

9:15 AM 9:21 AM 9:29 AM 9:35 AM 9:45 AM 9:51 AM 9:58 AM 10:05 AM 10:12 AM Route 21

9:29 AM 9:35 AM 9:43 AM 9:49 AM 9:59 AM 10:05 AM 10:12 AM 10:20 AM 10:27 AM Route 21

9:44 AM 9:50 AM 9:58 AM 10:04 AM 10:14 AM 10:20 AM 10:27 AM 10:35 AM 10:42 AM Route 21

9:59 AM 10:05 AM 10:13 AM 10:19 AM 10:29 AM 10:35 AM 10:42 AM 10:50 AM 10:57 AM Route 21

10:14 AM 10:20 AM 10:28 AM 10:34 AM 10:44 AM 10:50 AM 10:57 AM 11:05 AM 11:12 AM Route 21

10:29 AM 10:35 AM 10:43 AM 10:49 AM 10:59 AM 11:05 AM 11:12 AM 11:20 AM 11:27 AM Route 21

10:44 AM 10:50 AM 10:58 AM 11:04 AM 11:14 AM 11:20 AM 11:27 AM 11:35 AM 11:42 AM Route 21

11:01 AM 11:07 AM 11:15 AM 11:21 AM 11:31 AM 11:36 AM 11:42 AM 11:50 AM 11:57 AM Route 21

11:16 AM 11:22 AM 11:30 AM 11:36 AM 11:46 AM 11:51 AM 11:57 AM 12:05 PM 12:12 PM Route 21

11:31 AM 11:37 AM 11:45 AM 11:51 AM 12:01 PM 12:06 PM 12:12 PM 12:20 PM 12:27 PM Route 21

11:46 AM 11:52 AM 12:00 PM 12:06 PM 12:16 PM 12:21 PM 12:27 PM 12:35 PM 12:42 PM Route 21

12:01 PM 12:07 PM 12:15 PM 12:21 PM 12:31 PM 12:36 PM 12:42 PM 12:50 PM 12:57 PM Route 21

12:14 PM 12:20 PM 12:29 PM 12:35 PM 12:45 PM 12:50 PM 12:56 PM 1:05 PM 1:12 PM Route 21

12:28 PM 12:34 PM 12:43 PM 12:49 PM 12:59 PM 1:05 PM 1:11 PM 1:20 PM 1:27 PM Route 21

12:43 PM 12:49 PM 12:58 PM 1:04 PM 1:14 PM 1:20 PM 1:26 PM 1:35 PM 1:42 PM Route 21

12:59 PM 1:04 PM 1:13 PM 1:19 PM 1:29 PM 1:35 PM 1:41 PM 1:50 PM 1:57 PM Route 21

1:14 PM 1:19 PM 1:28 PM 1:34 PM 1:44 PM 1:50 PM 1:56 PM 2:05 PM 2:12 PM Route 21

1:29 PM 1:34 PM 1:43 PM 1:49 PM 1:59 PM 2:05 PM 2:11 PM 2:20 PM 2:27 PM Route 21

001988
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Shoreline
Community
College

N 145th St &
Greenwood N

Greenwood
Ave N &
Holman Rd N

N 85th St &
Greenwood
Ave N

Phinney Ave N
& N 46th St

Fremont 
Aurora Bridge
On­Ramp

5th Ave &
Wall St

Downtown
Seattle 
3rd Ave &
Pike St

3rd Ave S & S
Main St

To Route

1:44 PM 1:49 PM 1:58 PM 2:04 PM 2:14 PM 2:20 PM 2:26 PM 2:35 PM 2:42 PM Route 21

1:59 PM 2:04 PM 2:13 PM 2:19 PM 2:29 PM 2:35 PM 2:41 PM 2:50 PM 2:57 PM Route 21

2:15 PM 2:20 PM 2:29 PM 2:34 PM 2:44 PM 2:50 PM 2:56 PM 3:05 PM 3:12 PM Route 21

2:30 PM 2:35 PM 2:44 PM 2:49 PM 2:59 PM 3:05 PM 3:11 PM 3:20 PM 3:27 PM Route 21

2:45 PM 2:50 PM 2:59 PM 3:04 PM 3:14 PM 3:20 PM 3:26 PM 3:35 PM 3:42 PM Route 21

3:01 PM 3:06 PM 3:15 PM 3:20 PM 3:30 PM 3:36 PM 3:42 PM 3:50 PM 3:57 PM Route 21

3:15 PM 3:20 PM 3:29 PM 3:34 PM 3:44 PM 3:50 PM 3:57 PM 4:05 PM 4:12 PM Route 21

3:29 PM 3:34 PM 3:43 PM 3:48 PM 3:59 PM 4:05 PM 4:12 PM 4:20 PM 4:27 PM Route 21

3:43 PM 3:49 PM 3:58 PM 4:03 PM 4:14 PM 4:20 PM 4:27 PM 4:35 PM 4:42 PM Route 21

3:57 PM 4:03 PM 4:12 PM 4:18 PM 4:29 PM 4:35 PM 4:42 PM 4:50 PM 4:57 PM Route 21

4:12 PM 4:18 PM 4:27 PM 4:33 PM 4:44 PM 4:50 PM 4:57 PM 5:05 PM 5:12 PM Route 21

4:27 PM 4:33 PM 4:42 PM 4:48 PM 4:59 PM 5:05 PM 5:12 PM 5:20 PM 5:27 PM Route 21

4:42 PM 4:48 PM 4:57 PM 5:03 PM 5:14 PM 5:20 PM 5:27 PM 5:35 PM 5:42 PM Route 21

4:58 PM 5:04 PM 5:12 PM 5:18 PM 5:29 PM 5:35 PM 5:42 PM 5:50 PM 5:57 PM Route 21

5:14 PM 5:20 PM 5:28 PM 5:34 PM 5:45 PM 5:51 PM 5:57 PM 6:05 PM 6:12 PM Route 21

5:29 PM 5:35 PM 5:43 PM 5:49 PM 6:00 PM 6:06 PM 6:12 PM 6:20 PM 6:27 PM Route 21

5:45 PM 5:50 PM 5:58 PM 6:04 PM 6:15 PM 6:21 PM 6:27 PM 6:35 PM 6:42 PM Route 21

6:01 PM 6:06 PM 6:14 PM 6:20 PM 6:30 PM 6:36 PM 6:42 PM 6:50 PM 6:57 PM Route 21

6:16 PM 6:21 PM 6:29 PM 6:35 PM 6:45 PM 6:51 PM 6:57 PM 7:05 PM 7:12 PM Route 21

6:35 PM 6:40 PM 6:48 PM 6:53 PM 7:02 PM 7:07 PM 7:13 PM 7:20 PM 7:27 PM Route 21

6:51 PM 6:56 PM 7:04 PM 7:08 PM 7:17 PM 7:22 PM 7:28 PM 7:35 PM 7:42 PM Route 21

7:06 PM 7:11 PM 7:19 PM 7:23 PM 7:32 PM 7:37 PM 7:43 PM 7:50 PM 7:57 PM Route 21

7:22 PM 7:27 PM 7:35 PM 7:39 PM 7:47 PM 7:52 PM 7:58 PM 8:05 PM 8:12 PM Route 21

7:37 PM 7:41 PM 7:48 PM 7:52 PM 8:00 PM 8:05 PM 8:11 PM 8:18 PM 8:24 PM ­­­

7:54 PM 7:58 PM 8:05 PM 8:09 PM 8:17 PM 8:22 PM 8:28 PM 8:35 PM 8:42 PM Route 21

8:09 PM 8:13 PM 8:20 PM 8:24 PM 8:32 PM 8:37 PM 8:43 PM 8:50 PM 8:56 PM ­­­

8:24 PM 8:28 PM 8:35 PM 8:39 PM 8:47 PM 8:52 PM 8:58 PM 9:05 PM 9:12 PM Route 21

8:39 PM 8:43 PM 8:50 PM 8:54 PM 9:02 PM 9:07 PM 9:13 PM 9:20 PM 9:26 PM ­­­

8:54 PM 8:58 PM 9:05 PM 9:09 PM 9:17 PM 9:22 PM 9:28 PM 9:35 PM 9:42 PM Route 21

9:09 PM 9:13 PM 9:20 PM 9:24 PM 9:32 PM 9:37 PM 9:43 PM 9:50 PM 9:56 PM ­­­
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CB

CB

Shoreline
Community
College

N 145th St &
Greenwood N

Greenwood
Ave N &
Holman Rd N

N 85th St &
Greenwood
Ave N

Phinney Ave N
& N 46th St

Fremont 
Aurora Bridge
On­Ramp

5th Ave &
Wall St

Downtown
Seattle 
3rd Ave &
Pike St

3rd Ave S & S
Main St

To Route

9:24 PM 9:28 PM 9:35 PM 9:39 PM 9:47 PM 9:52 PM 9:58 PM 10:05 PM 10:12 PM Route 21

9:39 PM 9:43 PM 9:50 PM 9:54 PM 10:02 PM 10:06 PM 10:12 PM 10:18 PM 10:24 PM ­­­

9:59 PM 10:03 PM 10:09 PM 10:12 PM 10:19 PM 10:23 PM 10:29 PM 10:35 PM 10:42 PM Route 21

10:14 PM 10:18 PM 10:24 PM 10:27 PM 10:34 PM 10:38 PM 10:44 PM 10:50 PM 10:56 PM

10:29 PM 10:33 PM 10:39 PM 10:42 PM 10:49 PM 10:53 PM 10:59 PM 11:05 PM 11:12 PM Route 21

10:44 PM 10:48 PM 10:54 PM 10:57 PM 11:04 PM 11:08 PM 11:14 PM 11:20 PM 11:26 PM

10:59 PM 11:03 PM 11:09 PM 11:12 PM 11:19 PM 11:23 PM 11:29 PM 11:35 PM 11:42 PM Route 21

11:29 PM 11:33 PM 11:39 PM 11:42 PM 11:49 PM 11:53 PM 11:59 PM 12:05 AM 12:12 AM Route 21

12:00 AM 12:04 AM 12:10 AM 12:13 AM 12:20 AM 12:23 AM 12:29 AM 12:35 AM 12:42 AM Route 21

12:41 AM 12:45 AM 12:50 AM 12:53 AM 1:00 AM 1:03 AM 1:09 AM 1:15 AM 1:22 AM Route 21

*This is an estimated time.

Related Routes

Ƿ 21   Ƿ 355

Schedule Notes
The following notes apply only if the codes are found in the schedule:

D  ­ Leaves 1st Ave NW & NW 90th St a few minutes earlier and travels via NW 90th St, 3rd Ave NW, NW 85th St (serving N 85th
St & 1st Ave N) then south on Greenwood Ave N.

E  ­ EXPRESS 
Southbound makes NO STOPS after leaving N 65th St & Phinney Ave N until arriving at Aurora Ave N & Denny St, EXCEPT on
Phinney Ave N at N 55th St and on N 46th St at Phinney Ave N.

Northbound makes NO STOPS after leaving Aurora Ave & Denny Way until arriving at N 64th St & Phinney Ave N, EXCEPT at
Phinney Ave N & N 46th St and N 55th St.

H  ­ This trip does NOT operate on Nov. 11 & 25, Dec. 27­30, Jan. 16 and Feb. 20.

CB  ­ Continues to Metro Base, Airport Way S & S Atlantic St

001990
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Special Service Information
Route 355 operates express service weekday peak hours, only, and augments Route 5 service between Shoreline and
Greenwood during these periods. Refer to Route 5 schedules for additional service in the mornings, middays, nights and
weekends.

To downtown Seattle: Makes no stops between N 85th & Wallingford Ave N and Shoreline Community College, EXCEPT on N
85th St at Aurora Ave N and Fremont Ave N; on Greenwood Ave N at N 85th, N 87th, N 97th St, N 100th St, N 103rd St, N
110th St, N 117th St, N 125th St, N 130th St, N 134th St, N 143rd St, N 145th St and N 160th St.

To Shoreline: Makes no stops between N 85th & Wallingford Ave N and Shoreline Community College, EXCEPT on N 85th St
at Aurora Ave N and Fremont Ave N; on Greenwood Ave N at N 85th, N 87th, N 97th St, N 100th St, N 103rd St, N 110th St, N
117th St, N 125th St, N 130th St, N 134th St, N 143rd St, N 145th St and N 160th St.

This route has improved service thanks to Seattle voters.
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7009 Greenwood Avenue N.

Metro Route 5 -- Shoreline CC to Greenwood to Downtown Seattle

Nearest Timestop: Greenwood Ave N/N 85th St

To Downtown Seattle To Shoreline CC To Downtown Seattle To Shoreline CC

Leave
Headway 
(minutes) Leave

Headway 
(minutes) Leave

Headway 
(minutes) Leave

Headway 
(minutes)

5:00 5:49 5:36 6:36
5:30 0:30 6:21 0:32 6:06 0:30 7:06 0:30
5:59 0:29 6:52 0:31 6:36 0:30 7:36 0:30
6:13 0:14 7:07 0:15 7:04 0:28 8:06 0:30
6:26 0:13 7:22 0:15 7:19 0:15 8:39 0:33
6:38 0:12 7:40 0:18 7:34 0:15 8:54 0:15
6:50 0:12 7:57 0:17 7:49 0:15 9:09 0:15
6:57 0:07 8:12 0:15 8:04 0:15 9:24 0:15
7:02 0:05 8:27 0:15 8:19 0:15 9:40 0:16
7:11 0:09 8:42 0:15 8:34 0:15 9:55 0:15
7:15 0:04 8:57 0:15 8:49 0:15 10:10 0:15
7:22 0:07 9:11 0:14 9:04 0:15 10:25 0:15
7:27 0:05 9:26 0:15 9:18 0:14 10:40 0:15
7:32 0:05 9:40 0:14 9:33 0:15 10:56 0:16
7:39 0:07 9:55 0:15 9:48 0:15 11:11 0:15
7:46 0:07 10:10 0:15 10:03 0:15 11:26 0:15
7:51 0:05 10:25 0:15 10:17 0:14 11:41 0:15
7:57 0:06 10:40 0:15 10:32 0:15 11:56 0:15
8:03 0:06 10:55 0:15 10:47 0:15 12:11 0:15
8:08 0:05 11:11 0:16 11:02 0:15 12:28 0:17
8:15 0:07 11:26 0:15 11:17 0:15 12:43 0:15
8:20 0:05 11:41 0:15 11:31 0:14 12:58 0:15
8:28 0:08 11:57 0:16 11:46 0:15 13:13 0:15
8:35 0:07 12:12 0:15 12:01 0:15 13:28 0:15
8:46 0:11 12:27 0:15 12:16 0:15 13:43 0:15
8:55 0:09 12:42 0:15 12:31 0:15 13:58 0:15
9:05 0:10 12:56 0:14 12:46 0:15 14:13 0:15
9:20 0:15 13:11 0:15 13:01 0:15 14:28 0:15
9:35 0:15 13:26 0:15 13:16 0:15 14:43 0:15
9:49 0:14 13:42 0:16 13:31 0:15 14:58 0:15

10:04 0:15 13:57 0:15 13:46 0:15 15:13 0:15
10:19 0:15 14:12 0:15 14:01 0:15 15:27 0:14
10:34 0:15 14:27 0:15 14:16 0:15 15:42 0:15
10:49 0:15 14:43 0:16 14:31 0:15 15:57 0:15
11:04 0:15 14:59 0:16 14:46 0:15 16:12 0:15
11:21 0:17 15:14 0:15 15:01 0:15 16:27 0:15
11:36 0:15 15:31 0:17 15:16 0:15 16:42 0:15
11:51 0:15 15:47 0:16 15:31 0:15 16:57 0:15
12:06 0:15 16:02 0:15 15:46 0:15 17:12 0:15
12:21 0:15 16:18 0:16 16:01 0:15 17:27 0:15
12:35 0:14 16:33 0:15 16:16 0:15 17:42 0:15
12:49 0:14 16:43 0:10 16:31 0:15 17:57 0:15
13:04 0:15 16:48 0:05 16:46 0:15 18:11 0:14
13:19 0:15 16:55 0:07 17:01 0:15 18:25 0:14
13:34 0:15 17:04 0:09 17:16 0:15 18:40 0:15
13:49 0:15 17:12 0:08 17:33 0:17 18:55 0:15
14:04 0:15 17:20 0:08 17:48 0:15 19:10 0:15
14:19 0:15 17:27 0:07 18:03 0:15 19:25 0:15
14:34 0:15 17:36 0:09 18:18 0:15 19:40 0:15
14:49 0:15 17:37 0:01 18:34 0:16 19:55 0:15
15:04 0:15 17:44 0:07 18:49 0:15 20:10 0:15
15:20 0:16 17:50 0:06 19:04 0:15 20:25 0:15
15:34 0:14 17:52 0:02 19:19 0:15 20:40 0:15
15:48 0:14 18:00 0:08 19:35 0:16 20:55 0:15
16:03 0:15 18:04 0:04 19:50 0:15 21:09 0:14
16:18 0:15 18:08 0:04 20:05 0:15 21:23 0:14
16:33 0:15 18:19 0:11 20:20 0:15 21:38 0:15
16:48 0:15 18:33 0:14 20:35 0:15 21:53 0:15
17:03 0:15 18:34 0:01 20:50 0:15 22:06 0:13
17:18 0:15 18:48 0:14 21:05 0:15 22:23 0:17
17:34 0:16 19:01 0:13 21:20 0:15 22:36 0:13
17:49 0:15 19:14 0:13 21:35 0:15 22:51 0:15
18:04 0:15 19:31 0:17 21:50 0:15 23:03 0:12
18:20 0:16 19:46 0:15 22:05 0:15 23:21 0:18
18:35 0:15 19:58 0:12 22:17 0:12 23:34 0:13
18:53 0:18 20:11 0:13 22:29 0:12 23:51 0:17
19:08 0:15 20:25 0:14 22:44 0:15 0:21 0:30
19:23 0:15 20:40 0:15 22:59 0:15 0:51 0:30
19:39 0:16 20:55 0:15 23:29 0:30 1:26 0:35
19:52 0:13 21:09 0:14 23:59 0:30
20:09 0:17 21:25 0:16 0:29 0:30
20:24 0:15 21:38 0:13
20:29 0:05 21:54 0:16
20:39 0:10 22:08 0:14
20:54 0:15 22:24 0:16
21:09 0:15 22:38 0:14
21:24 0:15 22:54 0:16
21:39 0:15 23:08 0:14
21:54 0:15 23:24 0:16
22:12 0:18 23:38 0:14
22:27 0:15 23:54 0:16
22:42 0:15 0:21 0:27
22:57 0:15 0:51 0:30
23:12 0:15 1:26 0:35
23:42 0:30

0:13 0:31
0:53 0:40 0:13

16:47
Hours with 
15 min or 
less 
Headways: 13:32 10:40 14:06 12:18

Hours with 
30 min or 
less 
Headways: 18:42 19:02 18:53 17:27

WEEKDAYS SATURDAYS
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Parking/Unit Ratio (Number of Stalls)

King County Multi-Family Residential Parking Calculator
T O O L S  T O  B A LA N C E  S U P P LY

 
HELP US UPDATE

 
CALCULATOR

 
ABOUT THIS SITE

Enter a location...

Parking/Unit Ratio

1.05

STUDIOS:

1 BEDROOMS:

2 BEDROOMS:

3+ BEDROOMS:

TOTAL:

NUMBER OF AFFORDABLE UNITS:

2
MONTHLY PRICE PER STALL: ($)

$125

The preset values below represent regional average values (from field work) for
building and parking specifications. These represent the default values for which
all parking use ratios are estimated. See below the break for guidance on
unbundled and affordable housing options.

NUMBER
OF UNITS

AVERAGE
RENT ($)

RESIDENTIAL
AREA (SQ FT)

5 $1,595 455

9 $1,920 582

10 $3,490 1057

11 $4,450 1348

35 $3,117 32,911

 

1 Parcel Selected

Building & Parking 
Specifications

Location 
Characteristics Parking Impacts

UPDATE RESET

Map data ©2017 Google

 

Report a map error

       SELECT DRAW MERGE SELECT AREA   CLEAR

Selection Info
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     L E T T E R   O F   T R A N S M I T T A L 

 

Date: July 12, 2017 

Project: 7009 Greenwood Ave N, DPD Project Number 3023260 

To: Megan Neuman (POLICY & TECHNICAL) 

From: David Fuchs 

Re: Correction Notice #1: PoTech 

 

Response to PoTech Correction #1 (May 23, 2017): 

 

1. Mandatory Housing Affordability: 

The project will comply with the in-lieu Payment Option of the MHA. However, we 

are choosing not to provide the information at this time but shall as required by 

SDCI.  

 

 

 

Thank you, 

 

 

David Fuchs 

dfuchs@johnstonarchitects.com 
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     L E T T E R   O F   T R A N S M I T T A L 

 

Date: July 12, 2017 

Project: 7009 Greenwood Ave N, DPD Project Number 3023260 

To: Lindsay M King (LAND USE) 

From: David Fuchs 

Re: Correction Notice #2: Land Use 

 

Response to Land Use Correction #1 (April 04, 2017): 

 

Please note the following changes to the drawings: 

- The greenhouse has moved ±2’-6” to the east and the PV array has moved 2’-6“ 

to the west (both away from the lot lines) in order to reduce their visibility from the 

street. The angle of the PV array has also been reduced from 45° to 10° for the 

same reason.  

- Brick has been removed from the center portion of the north façade at Level 1 

(see A300). It has been added on the west façade on Levels 2-4 south of the 

gasket to align with the brick at Level 1 (see A303). This moved the brick, a high-

quality material, from the lesser-seen north façade to the more public west 

façade. 

- 12” “popouts” have been added on the west side of the entry court on Levels 2-

5; this is the area only visible from inside the courtyard, not the street. Previously, it 

was a plumb wall 45’-0” tall (all other facades in the entry court have elevated 

walkways at every level). The team felt that added some playfulness along that 

wall would liven up the courtyard space. See sheets A202-A205 and 2/A304. 

 

1) At the Design Review Board Recommendation Meeting on July 18, 2016, the 

board recommended approval subject to the following conditions: (our response 

to each is shown below) 

a. Provide an additional setback in the SW corner of the structure, consistent 

with the northwest corner, at a minimum of 4 feet in depth. 

Response: The west façade if the SW block has been set back to 4’ in 

depth with the exception of the corner. At the Recommendation 

Meeting, the Design Review Board recommended both to add a 

setback of 4’ at the SW corner, as well as to keep the South (N 70th St) 

Elevation unchanged. Although these two instructions seem to be 

contradictory, we feel we accomplished both with our changed design. 

The strong SW corner has been kept to retain a stacked and balanced 

composition on the South façade, while everything but the southernmost 

11’ of the west façade has been set back the required 4’ (see Sheets 

A205 and A301). 

 

b. Maintain the vertical gasket at the existing depth of 6’2. 

Response: Noted; the vertical gasket’s depth has not been changed.  

 

c. Maintain the wood soffit and use of wood in the interior. 

Response: Noted; the wood soffit and siding in the interior court has not 

been changed.  
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d. Design the gate for both entries to the commercial courtyard to express 

either an artful or architectural composition, integrated into the overall 

building design concept. 

Response: The gates at both interior court entries have been deleted 

from the project due to cost and complexity.  

 

2) Rezone Criteria 

a. Physical Buffers:  

Response: The single-family lot to the west, which is part of the development 

site, shall remain an open space. It will provide a 53’ wide buffer zone 

consistent with SMC 23.34.008.E.2.d, which considers open space a physical 

buffer that provides an effective separation.  

b. Compatible Heights: 

The zoning to the north, south, and west is all one zone lower (NC-40), which 

may be up-zoned to NC-55 upon the adoption of HALA proposal. To the 

north, the parcel includes 3 structures on it, including a 40’ tower. To the 

south, the nearest lot is separated by a 50’-wide Right-of-Way buffer zone (N 

70th St). To the east, the nearest lot is separated by a 70’-wide Right-of-Way 

buffer zone (Greenwood Ave N). In addition, the current zoning of the lot is 

NC-40, which allows a 44’ tall structure (4’ bonus for ground-level retail); our 

proposal is 11’ taller, which is a gradual transition. Furthermore, we have 

changed the exterior materials of the entire top floor all around the building 

to minimize its presence and appear lighter and focus attention up to first 

40’. The upper level all along the west façade has been set back a minimum 

of 4’-0” to provide a smooth transition to the Single-Family Zone to the west. 

At the northwest corner, this set back increases to 6’-2” as we move away 

from the busier right-of-way at N 70th St. This 4’-0” setback was determined by 

the Design Review Board (DRB) at the Recommendation Meeting to be an 

appropriate transition between the two zones, and was therefore fully 

implemented as directed into the project. (The SW corner does not have a 

setback on the west side for the southernmost 11’, as the DRB determined 

that it was an essential part of the south façade). See 1/A205 for plan and 

1/A403 and 1/A404 for Building Sections. 

  

 

Thank you, 

 

 

David Fuchs 

dfuchs@johnstonarchitects.com 
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City of Seattle
Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections
Land Use Review

Capstone Commercial Real Estate Advisors
8221 5th Ave NE
Suite 1
Seattle, WA  98115

Re:  Project #3023260-LU

Correction Notice #2
Review Type ZONING Date July 25, 2017

Project Address 7010 PALATINE AVE N
SEATTLE,  WA 98103

Contact Phone (206) 324-6563

Contact Email tammy@capstonerea.com Address Seattle Department of Construction and 
InspectionsSDCI Reviewer Megan Neuman

Reviewer Phone (206) 684-3101 700 Fifth Ave
Reviewer Fax Suite 2000

Reviewer Email Megan.Neuman@Seattle.gov P.O. Box 34019
Owner   Seattle, WA   98124-4019

Corrections also apply to Project(s)

Applicant Instructions
Please click on the following link to learn "How to Respond to a SDCI Correction Notice".  If the 3-step process outlined in this 
document is not followed, there may be a delay in permit issuance and there is a potential for penalty fees. 

For instructions on uploading corrected plans through your portal, follow this link: How to Upload a Document to an Existing 
Permit 
Note that you will not be able to upload corrected plans until all reviews are completed and the project's status is "Corrections 
Required".

 

Codes Reviewed
This project has been reviewed for conformance with the applicable development standards of the Land Use Code.

Project #3023260-LU, Correction Notice #2

Page 1 of 2

Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections
700 Fifth Ave, Suite 2000, P.O. Box 34019, Seattle, WA   98124-4019

An equal employment opportunity, affirmative action employer.  Accommodations for people with disabilities provided upon request.
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Corrections
1. Mandatory Housing Affordability.
You have elected to defer review of the MHA component until after Council action on this project.  I will review the floor area 
diagrams and the associated MHA calculations for Chapter 23.58B and Chapter 23.58C during the final review stage of this 
project.  Please include your calculations and detailed, dimensioned floor area diagrams showing chargeable floor area in 
commercial use and total gross floor area in residential and live-work use (if applicable).

The following is a repeat correction for reference:

As part of all contract rezone requests, SDCI includes a condition in the staff recommendation report that the project comply with 
the Mandatory Housing Affordability (MHA) framework chapters in the Land Use Code, SMC 23.58B (for commercial 
development) and SMC 23.58C (for residential and live-work development).  Please provide documentation in the plan set 
showing how the project will address the affordable housing requirements using either the payment or performance options.  This 
includes, but is not limited to, calculation of payment or performance amounts, submittal of a draft housing agreement if required, 
and documentation on the floor plans of any performance MHA units. 

If the performance option is elected, a draft housing agreement is required prior to the issuance of the Master Use Permit. These 
are administered by the Office of Housing (OH). Please contact Prithy Korathu (prithy.korathu@seattle.gov) to initiate this 
process and complete the OH review and approvals. 

Please group all FAR and MHA information together in the plans, in a consecutive series of sheets. This is required to ensure 
accuracy, facilitatereviews,and provide better transparency in permitplan records.

Please contact Megan Neuman, megan.neuman@seattle.gov, with questions regarding the MHA requirements for your project.

Project #3023260-LU, Correction Notice #2

Page 2 of 2

Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections
700 Fifth Ave, Suite 2000, P.O. Box 34019, Seattle, WA   98124-4019

An equal employment opportunity, affirmative action employer.  Accommodations for people with disabilities provided upon request.
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City of Seattle
Department of Construction and Inspections
Land Use Review

DAVID FUCHS
100 NE Northlake Way, Suite 200
Seattle, WA 98101

Re: Project# 3023260

Correction Notice #2

Review Type ZONING Date July 25, 2017

Project Address 7009 Greenwood Ave N Contact Phone (206) 523-6150

Contact Email dfuchs@johnstonarchitects
.com

Contact Fax

SDCI Reviewer Megan Neuman Address Seattle Department of
Construction and
Inspections
700 5th Ave Suite 2000
PO Box 34019
Seattle, WA 98124-4019

Reviewer Phone (206) 684-3101

Reviewer Fax

Reviewer Email Megan.Neuman@Seattle.gov

Owner CHAD DALE

Applicant Instructions

How to Respond to a SDCI Correction NoticePlease see the attached flyer to learn " ".
If the 3-step process outlined in the aforementioned document is not followed, it is likely that
there will be a delay in permit issuance and there is a potential for penalty fees.

Codes Reviewed

This project has been reviewed for conformance with the applicable development standards of the
Land Use Code.

Corrections

1 Mandatory Housing Affordability.
You have elected to defer review of the MHA component until after Council action on this project. 
I will review the floor area diagrams and the associated MHA calculations for Chapter 23.58B and
Chapter 23.58C during the final review stage of this project.  Please include your calculations and
detailed, dimensioned floor area diagrams showing chargeable floor area in commercial use and
total gross floor area in residential and live-work use (if applicable).
 
The following is a repeat correction for reference:
 

Project# 3023260, Correction Notice# 2
Page 1 of 2
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As part of all contract rezone requests, SDCI includes a condition in the staff recommendation
report that the project comply with the Mandatory Housing Affordability (MHA) framework
chapters in the Land Use Code, SMC 23.58B (for commercial development) and SMC 23.58C (for
residential and live-work development).  Please provide documentation in the plan set showing
how the project will address the affordable housing requirements using either the payment or
performance options.  This includes, but is not limited to, calculation of payment or performance
amounts, submittal of a draft housing agreement if required, and documentation on the floor
plans of any performance MHA units. 
 
If the performance option is elected, a draft housing agreement is required prior to the issuance of
the Master Use Permit. These are administered by the Office of Housing (OH). Please contact

prithy.korathu@seattle.govPrithy Korathu ( ) to initiate this process and complete the OH review
and approvals.
 
Please group all FAR and MHA information together in the plans, in a consecutive series of sheets.
This is required to ensure accuracy, facilitatereviews,and provide better transparency in
permitplan records.

megan.neuman@seattle.govPlease contact Megan Neuman, , with questions regarding the MHA
requirements for your project.

Project# 3023260, Correction Notice# 2
Page 2 of 2

002001

mailto:prithy.korathu@seattle.gov
mailto:prithy.korathu@seattle.gov
mailto:megan.neuman@seattle.gov
mailto:megan.neuman@seattle.gov


City of Seattle How to Respond to a Seattle DCI Correction
Notice

Step 1: Wait for all reviews to be completed

• You may check the status of any review at the following link:
http://web6.seattle.gov/dpd/permitstatus

• All reviews must be completed before the applicant can respond, upload, or submit any correction
responses.

• Electronic Plans: We will send correction letters to the Seattle DCI Project Portal. We will notify the
primary contact for the project when all reviews in the review cycle are complete.

• Paper Plans: We will notify the primary contact for the project by email or phone when all reviews in
the review cycle are complete and plans are ready to be picked up. Once you have been notified, pick
up the plans at Plans Routing in the Applicant Service Center.

Step 2: Make Corrections

Provide a written response for each item on all correction notices. We will not accept corrected
plans without written responses. Include the following information for each item:
• Describe the change
• Say where the change can be found in the plan set
• If you have not made a requested change, give a code citation or provide calculations to explain why

not
• Coordinate responses to correction items among all designers, architects, engineers, and owners
• If you make voluntary changes to your plans, describe the changes you have made in your response

letter

Correct your Plans:
• Cloud or circle all changes
• You may add new sheets to the plan set if you have new information to show

For Electronic Plans:
• Always upload a complete plan set

For Paper Plans:
If you replace sheets in the paper plan sets:
• Remove the old sheets, mark them as “VOID,” and include them loose at the back of each plan set
• All original sheets and plan pages must be returned to Plans Routing in the Applicant Service Center
• Insert the new sheets and staple the plan sets
If you make changes to the original paper plan sheets:
• Make all changes with ink (preferably red, waterproof ink). Do not use pencil to make changes
• Do not tape or staple anything to the plan sets

Platting Actions: Provide new copies of the survey when responding to a correction notice for a
shortplat, lot boundary adjustment, or other platting action. Provide the same number of copies that were
required when you submitted the project.

Step 3: Submit Corrected Plans

Electronic Plans:
Upload your corrected plan set and correction response letter through your Seattle DCI Project Portal.

Paper Plans:
Return your corrected plans and your correction response letter to Plans Routing in the Applicant Services
Center.

If you don't follow these instructions:
• Plans Routing may not accept your corrected plans
• We may be delayed in starting corrected plan review, which can delay permit issuance
• We may charge a penalty fee

Plans Routing / Applicant Services Center - 700 5th Avenue, 20th Floor
Hours: Monday, Wednesday, Friday: 8:00 a.m. - 4:00 p.m., Tuesday, Thursday: 10:30 a.m. - 4:00 p.m.
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City of Seattle
Department of Construction and Inspections
Land Use Review

DAVID FUCHS
100 NE Northlake Way, Suite 200
Seattle, WA 98101

Re: Project# 3023260

Correction Notice #3

Review Type Date July 28, 2017

Project Address 7009 Greenwood Ave N Contact Phone (206) 523-6150

Contact Email dfuchs@johnstonarchitects
.com

Contact Fax

SDCI Reviewer Lindsay M King Address Seattle Department of
Construction and
Inspections
700 5th Ave Suite 2000
PO Box 34019
Seattle, WA 98124-4019

Reviewer Phone (206) 684-9218

Reviewer Fax (206) 233-7866

Reviewer Email lindsay.king@seattle.gov

Owner CHAD DALE

The correction items below are for land use review of the proposal.

Applicant Instructions

How to Respond to a SDCI Correction NoticePlease see the attached flyer to learn " ".
If the 3-step process outlined in the aforementioned document is not followed, it is likely that
there will be a delay in permit issuance and there is a potential for penalty fees.

Corrections

1 Design Review. Please provide a materials board with physical samples for all materials used on
the building. Each material on the color elevation drawing should be provided with consistent
names, colors and finish.
 

Project# 3023260, Correction Notice# 3
Page 1 of 1
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City of Seattle How to Respond to a Seattle DCI Correction
Notice

Step 1: Wait for all reviews to be completed

• You may check the status of any review at the following link:
http://web6.seattle.gov/dpd/permitstatus

• All reviews must be completed before the applicant can respond, upload, or submit any correction
responses.

• Electronic Plans: We will send correction letters to the Seattle DCI Project Portal. We will notify the
primary contact for the project when all reviews in the review cycle are complete.

• Paper Plans: We will notify the primary contact for the project by email or phone when all reviews in
the review cycle are complete and plans are ready to be picked up. Once you have been notified, pick
up the plans at Plans Routing in the Applicant Service Center.

Step 2: Make Corrections

Provide a written response for each item on all correction notices. We will not accept corrected
plans without written responses. Include the following information for each item:
• Describe the change
• Say where the change can be found in the plan set
• If you have not made a requested change, give a code citation or provide calculations to explain why

not
• Coordinate responses to correction items among all designers, architects, engineers, and owners
• If you make voluntary changes to your plans, describe the changes you have made in your response

letter

Correct your Plans:
• Cloud or circle all changes
• You may add new sheets to the plan set if you have new information to show

For Electronic Plans:
• Always upload a complete plan set

For Paper Plans:
If you replace sheets in the paper plan sets:
• Remove the old sheets, mark them as “VOID,” and include them loose at the back of each plan set
• All original sheets and plan pages must be returned to Plans Routing in the Applicant Service Center
• Insert the new sheets and staple the plan sets
If you make changes to the original paper plan sheets:
• Make all changes with ink (preferably red, waterproof ink). Do not use pencil to make changes
• Do not tape or staple anything to the plan sets

Platting Actions: Provide new copies of the survey when responding to a correction notice for a
shortplat, lot boundary adjustment, or other platting action. Provide the same number of copies that were
required when you submitted the project.

Step 3: Submit Corrected Plans

Electronic Plans:
Upload your corrected plan set and correction response letter through your Seattle DCI Project Portal.

Paper Plans:
Return your corrected plans and your correction response letter to Plans Routing in the Applicant Services
Center.

If you don't follow these instructions:
• Plans Routing may not accept your corrected plans
• We may be delayed in starting corrected plan review, which can delay permit issuance
• We may charge a penalty fee

Plans Routing / Applicant Services Center - 700 5th Avenue, 20th Floor
Hours: Monday, Wednesday, Friday: 8:00 a.m. - 4:00 p.m., Tuesday, Thursday: 10:30 a.m. - 4:00 p.m.
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City of Seattle
Department of Construction and Inspections
Land Use Review

DAVID FUCHS
100 NE Northlake Way, Suite 200
Seattle, WA 98101

Re: Project# 3023260

Correction Notice #3

Review Type ZONING Date August 17, 2017

Project Address 7009 Greenwood Ave N Contact Phone (206) 523-6150

Contact Email dfuchs@johnstonarchitects
.com

Contact Fax

SDCI Reviewer Emily Lofstedt Address Seattle Department of
Construction and
Inspections
700 5th Ave Suite 2000
PO Box 34019
Seattle, WA 98124-4019

Reviewer Phone (206) 386-0097

Reviewer Fax

Reviewer Email Emily.Lofstedt@Seattle.gov

Owner CHAD DALE

Dear David,
The following corrections are required. Further corrections may follow based on information in future
application materials received.
Thank you,
Emily Lofstedt

Applicant Instructions

How to Respond to a SDCI Correction NoticePlease see the attached flyer to learn " ".
If the 3-step process outlined in the aforementioned document is not followed, it is likely that
there will be a delay in permit issuance and there is a potential for penalty fees.

Codes Reviewed

This project has been reviewed for conformance with the applicable development standards of the
Land Use Code.

Corrections

1 Access and Storage.  Please remove any access/no build easement from the site plan (A100)
and landscape plans. Also remove tenant storage space from the single family zoned portion of
the lot as it is not an accessory use allowed.
 

Project# 3023260, Correction Notice# 3
Page 1 of 2
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Original Correction: Only the single family use is allowed access on the single family portion of
the lot.  No access from the proposed development, including secondary access, is allowed on the
Single Family zoned portion of the lot.
 
Please update your plans to remove any proposed access from the commercial development on
the single family zoned portion of the lot.
 

Parking Code

2 . Frequent Transit Service Corridor In order to meet the frequent transit service, service
headway needs to be going the same direction. Also, please include a calculation meeting the
definition, not just the schedules.
 
Original Correction SMC 23.54.020.F.2.a: This project appears to utilize the parking reduction in
for properties located within 1,320 feet of a street with frequent transit service. Please provide the
calculation in the plan set showing how this property is within a frequent transit service corridor:
 
a) Provide a map showing the walking distance to a transit stop within 1,320 feet of the subject
property. Please note, this is calculated based on the actual walking path that a person takes to
the transit stop not a straight line from the site to the transit stop.
 b) Provide transit schedules for transit stops within the 1,320 foot walking distance of the
property illustrating a frequent transit service area. A street with frequent transit service has
transit service headways in at least one direction of 15 minutes or less for at least 12 hours per
day, 6 days per week, and transit service headways of 30 minutes or less for at least 18 hours of
every day. Averaging the departures within an hour is not acceptable; however, the required 12
hours may not be consecutive within a 24 hour period. You may also combine routes served by
the same stop heading in the same direction or multiple stops within the 1320 foot walking
distance with different routes heading in the same direction. Please show the actual departure
times to satisfy this requirement.

Project# 3023260, Correction Notice# 3
Page 2 of 2
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City of Seattle How to Respond to a Seattle DCI Correction
Notice

Step 1: Wait for all reviews to be completed

• You may check the status of any review at the following link:
http://web6.seattle.gov/dpd/permitstatus

• All reviews must be completed before the applicant can respond, upload, or submit any correction
responses.

• Electronic Plans: We will send correction letters to the Seattle DCI Project Portal. We will notify the
primary contact for the project when all reviews in the review cycle are complete.

• Paper Plans: We will notify the primary contact for the project by email or phone when all reviews in
the review cycle are complete and plans are ready to be picked up. Once you have been notified, pick
up the plans at Plans Routing in the Applicant Service Center.

Step 2: Make Corrections

Provide a written response for each item on all correction notices. We will not accept corrected
plans without written responses. Include the following information for each item:
• Describe the change
• Say where the change can be found in the plan set
• If you have not made a requested change, give a code citation or provide calculations to explain why

not
• Coordinate responses to correction items among all designers, architects, engineers, and owners
• If you make voluntary changes to your plans, describe the changes you have made in your response

letter

Correct your Plans:
• Cloud or circle all changes
• You may add new sheets to the plan set if you have new information to show

For Electronic Plans:
• Always upload a complete plan set

For Paper Plans:
If you replace sheets in the paper plan sets:
• Remove the old sheets, mark them as “VOID,” and include them loose at the back of each plan set
• All original sheets and plan pages must be returned to Plans Routing in the Applicant Service Center
• Insert the new sheets and staple the plan sets
If you make changes to the original paper plan sheets:
• Make all changes with ink (preferably red, waterproof ink). Do not use pencil to make changes
• Do not tape or staple anything to the plan sets

Platting Actions: Provide new copies of the survey when responding to a correction notice for a
shortplat, lot boundary adjustment, or other platting action. Provide the same number of copies that were
required when you submitted the project.

Step 3: Submit Corrected Plans

Electronic Plans:
Upload your corrected plan set and correction response letter through your Seattle DCI Project Portal.

Paper Plans:
Return your corrected plans and your correction response letter to Plans Routing in the Applicant Services
Center.

If you don't follow these instructions:
• Plans Routing may not accept your corrected plans
• We may be delayed in starting corrected plan review, which can delay permit issuance
• We may charge a penalty fee

Plans Routing / Applicant Services Center - 700 5th Avenue, 20th Floor
Hours: Monday, Wednesday, Friday: 8:00 a.m. - 4:00 p.m., Tuesday, Thursday: 10:30 a.m. - 4:00 p.m.
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     L E T T E R   O F   T R A N S M I T T A L 

 

Date: August 18, 2017 

Project: 7009 Greenwood Ave N, DPD Project Number 3023260 

To: Megan Neuman (POLICY & TECHNICAL) 

From: David Fuchs 

Re: Correction Notice #2: PoTech 

 

Response to PoTech Correction #2 (July 25, 2017): 

 

1. Mandatory Housing Affordability: 

No response required.  

 

 

 

Thank you, 

 

 

David Fuchs 

dfuchs@johnstonarchitects.com 
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     L E T T E R   O F   T R A N S M I T T A L 

 

Date: August 18, 2017 

Project: 7009 Greenwood Ave N, DPD Project Number 3023260 

To: Lindsay M King (LAND USE) 

From: David Fuchs 

Re: Correction Notice #3: Land Use 

 

Response to Land Use Correction #3 (July 28, 2017): 

 

1) A Material Board, including physical samples of all materials, will be dropped off 

on the 31st floor today. Color elevations can be found on Sheets A310 and A311 

for reference.   

 

Thank you, 

 

 

David Fuchs 

dfuchs@johnstonarchitects.com 
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     L E T T E R   O F   T R A N S M I T T A L 

 

Date: August 18, 2017 

Project: 7009 Greenwood Ave N, DPD Project Number 3023260 

To: Emily Lofstedt (ZONING) 

From: David Fuchs 

Re: Correction Notice #3: Zoning 

 

Response to Zoning Correction #3 (August 17, 2017): 

 

1. All reference to a no-built easement has been removed from the Site Plan (A100) 

and the Landscape Plans (L1.10 & L1.11). A planting strip has been located at the 

east edge of the single-family lot adjacent to the new building to prevent any 

access between the two lots. Tenant storage at P1 has been removed entirely 

(see Plan on Sheet A200 and Building Sections on A403 & A404).  

 

2. Frequent Transit Service Corridor calculations can be found on sheet G007. These 

include the schedules and calculated intervals for both directions separately. 

 

 

 

Thank you, 

 

 

David Fuchs 

dfuchs@johnstonarchitects.com 

 

 

002010



 

 

 

002011



City of Seattle
Department of Construction and Inspections
Land Use Review

DAVID FUCHS
100 NE Northlake Way, Suite 200
Seattle, WA 98101

Re: Project# 3023260

Correction Notice #4

Review Type ZONING Date October 02, 2017

Project Address 7009 Greenwood Ave N Contact Phone (206) 523-6150

Contact Email dfuchs@johnstonarchitects
.com

Contact Fax

SDCI Reviewer Lori L Swallow Address Seattle Department of
Construction and
Inspections
700 5th Ave Suite 2000
PO Box 34019
Seattle, WA 98124-4019

Reviewer Phone (206) 684-5627

Reviewer Fax

Reviewer Email Lori.Swallow@Seattle.Gov

Owner CHAD DALE

Applicant Instructions

How to Respond to a SDCI Correction NoticePlease see the attached flyer to learn " ".
If the 3-step process outlined in this document is not followed, it is likely that there will be a delay
in permit issuance and there is a potential for penalty fees.

Codes Reviewed

This project has been reviewed for conformance with the applicable development standards of the
Land Use Code.

Corrections

1 Access and Storage.  Please remove any access/no build easement from the site plan (A100)
and landscape plans. Also remove tenant storage space from the single family zoned portion of
the lot as it is not an accessory use allowed.
 
Original Correction: Only the single family use is allowed access on the single family portion of
the lot.  No access from the proposed development, including secondary access, is allowed on the
Single Family zoned portion of the lot.
 
Please update your plans to remove any proposed access from the commercial development on
the single family zoned portion of the lot.

Project# 3023260, Correction Notice# 4
Page 1 of 3
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Correction 10/2/17   
 
Please provide the zoning line and label the zones on each side of the line on all plans (site plan,
landscape drawings etc).  Access ro or from the commercial development cannot be taken over
any portion of the the Single Family zoned portion of the site.  It appears there is a retail use
(Retail Space E) and a workshop to the north of retail space E that both contain garage type doors
and next to these areas is a walkway that appears to provide access to and from the retail space. 
Please provide what type of  permanent physical obstacles (fencing, wall etc) and their details to
show how any portion of the Single Family zoned areas cannot physically be used or accessed by
the Commercial zoned portion of the lot.
 

Parking Code

2 . Frequent Transit Service Corridor In order to meet the frequent transit service, service
headway needs to be going the same direction. Also, please include a calculation meeting the
definition, not just the schedules.
 
Original Correction SMC 23.54.020.F.2.a: This project appears to utilize the parking reduction in
for properties located within 1,320 feet of a street with frequent transit service. Please provide the
calculation in the plan set showing how this property is within a frequent transit service corridor:
 
a) Provide a map showing the walking distance to a transit stop within 1,320 feet of the subject
property. Please note, this is calculated based on the actual walking path that a person takes to
the transit stop not a straight line from the site to the transit stop.
 b) Provide transit schedules for transit stops within the 1,320 foot walking distance of the
property illustrating a frequent transit service area. A street with frequent transit service has
transit service headways in at least one direction of 15 minutes or less for at least 12 hours per
day, 6 days per week, and transit service headways of 30 minutes or less for at least 18 hours of
every day. Averaging the departures within an hour is not acceptable; however, the required 12
hours may not be consecutive within a 24 hour period. You may also combine routes served by
the same stop heading in the same direction or multiple stops within the 1320 foot walking
distance with different routes heading in the same direction. Please show the actual departure
times to satisfy this requirement.

3 Correction 10/2/17
 
Please provide updated Transit Schedule (changes took place on 9/23/17) and include the Sunday
schedule.  The 18 hours of 30 minute headways is required all days of the week so Sunday must
be included.  Also, only one direction needs to be provided.  it appears the northbound schedule
from Seattle does not meet the headways during the weekdays so you will want to remove the
northbound schedules.  Please see correction #2  above.
 
Also, please dimension the entire walking distance (including right of ways) on the map provided
for transit reduction.

4 Correction 10/2/17. 
 
Please remove all future information from plans unless specifically requested by Tami Garrett.

5 Correction 10/2/17
 
Please remove all parcel lines and statements about neighboring lots for the lots that are included
in the development site.  These are all part of the site and no longer separate sites.

6 Correction 10/2/17. 
 
Please fully dimension the rooftop amenity areas.
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7 Correction 10/2/17.
 
There appears to be some kind of planting area next to the commercial structure along the west
side.  There is a PA acronym in that area.  Please provide a legend for this acronym and any
others located within the plan set.  Also, it is not clear if this area is being counted in the Green
Factor calculations. Please clearly identify how this area is being used and if it is being used to
meet the Green Factor requirement.

8 Correction 10/2/17. 
 
Please provide the most recent SIP drawings to show that all proposed work including tree
removal and landscaping required for Green Factor in the right of way has been approved (or will
be approved).

9 Correction 10/2/17. 
 
Sheet G002.  Please dimension the portions of the canopies that project over the property lines
and show that they comply with 23.53.035 (required to be six feet from the curb).
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City of Seattle How to Respond to a Seattle DCI Correction
Notice

Step 1: Wait for all reviews to be completed

• You may check the status of any review at the following link:
http://web6.seattle.gov/dpd/permitstatus

• All reviews must be completed before the applicant can respond, upload, or submit any correction
responses.

• Electronic Plans: We will send correction letters to the Seattle DCI Project Portal. We will notify the
primary contact for the project when all reviews in the review cycle are complete.

• Paper Plans: We will notify the primary contact for the project by email or phone when all reviews in
the review cycle are complete and plans are ready to be picked up. Once you have been notified, pick
up the plans at Plans Routing in the Applicant Service Center.

Step 2: Make Corrections

Provide a written response for each item on all correction notices. We will not accept corrected
plans without written responses. Include the following information for each item:
• Describe the change
• Say where the change can be found in the plan set
• If you have not made a requested change, give a code citation or provide calculations to explain why

not
• Coordinate responses to correction items among all designers, architects, engineers, and owners
• If you make voluntary changes to your plans, describe the changes you have made in your response

letter

Correct your Plans:
• Cloud or circle all changes
• You may add new sheets to the plan set if you have new information to show

For Electronic Plans:
• Always upload a complete plan set

For Paper Plans:
If you replace sheets in the paper plan sets:
• Remove the old sheets, mark them as “VOID,” and include them loose at the back of each plan set
• All original sheets and plan pages must be returned to Plans Routing in the Applicant Service Center
• Insert the new sheets and staple the plan sets
If you make changes to the original paper plan sheets:
• Make all changes with ink (preferably red, waterproof ink). Do not use pencil to make changes
• Do not tape or staple anything to the plan sets

Platting Actions: Provide new copies of the survey when responding to a correction notice for a
shortplat, lot boundary adjustment, or other platting action. Provide the same number of copies that were
required when you submitted the project.

Step 3: Submit Corrected Plans

Electronic Plans:
Upload your corrected plan set and correction response letter through your Seattle DCI Project Portal.

Paper Plans:
Return your corrected plans and your correction response letter to Plans Routing in the Applicant Services
Center.

If you don't follow these instructions:
• Plans Routing may not accept your corrected plans
• We may be delayed in starting corrected plan review, which can delay permit issuance
• We may charge a penalty fee

Plans Routing / Applicant Services Center - 700 5th Avenue, 20th Floor
Hours: Monday, Wednesday, Friday: 8:00 a.m. - 4:00 p.m., Tuesday, Thursday: 10:30 a.m. - 4:00 p.m.
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City of Seattle
Department of Construction and Inspections
Land Use Review

DAVID FUCHS
100 NE Northlake Way, Suite 200
Seattle, WA 98101

Re: Project# 3023260

Correction Notice #4

Review Type ZONING Date October 02, 2017

Project Address 7009 Greenwood Ave N Contact Phone (206) 523-6150

Contact Email dfuchs@johnstonarchitects
.com

Contact Fax

SDCI Reviewer Lori L Swallow Address Seattle Department of
Construction and
Inspections
700 5th Ave Suite 2000
PO Box 34019
Seattle, WA 98124-4019

Reviewer Phone (206) 684-5627

Reviewer Fax

Reviewer Email Lori.Swallow@Seattle.Gov

Owner CHAD DALE

Dear David,
The following corrections are required. Further corrections may follow based on information in future
application materials received.
Thank you,
Emily Lofstedt

Applicant Instructions

How to Respond to a SDCI Correction NoticePlease see the attached flyer to learn " ".
If the 3-step process outlined in this document is not followed, it is likely that there will be a delay
in permit issuance and there is a potential for penalty fees.

Codes Reviewed

This project has been reviewed for conformance with the applicable development standards of the
Land Use Code.

Corrections

1 Access and Storage.  Please remove any access/no build easement from the site plan (A100)
and landscape plans. Also remove tenant storage space from the single family zoned portion of
the lot as it is not an accessory use allowed.
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Original Correction: Only the single family use is allowed access on the single family portion of
the lot.  No access from the proposed development, including secondary access, is allowed on the
Single Family zoned portion of the lot.
 
Please update your plans to remove any proposed access from the commercial development on
the single family zoned portion of the lot.
Correction 10/2/17   
 
Please provide the zoning line and label the zones on each side of the line on all plans (site plan,
landscape drawings etc).  Access ro or from the commercial development cannot be taken over
any portion of the the Single Family zoned portion of the site.  It appears there is a retail use
(Retail Space E) and a workshop to the north of retail space E that both contain garage type doors
and next to these areas is a walkway that appears to provide access to and from the retail space. 
Please provide what type of  permanent physical obstacles (fencing, wall etc) and their details to
show how any portion of the Single Family zoned areas cannot physically be used or accessed by
the Commercial zoned portion of the lot.
 

Parking Code

2 . Frequent Transit Service Corridor In order to meet the frequent transit service, service
headway needs to be going the same direction. Also, please include a calculation meeting the
definition, not just the schedules.
 
Original Correction SMC 23.54.020.F.2.a: This project appears to utilize the parking reduction in
for properties located within 1,320 feet of a street with frequent transit service. Please provide the
calculation in the plan set showing how this property is within a frequent transit service corridor:
 
a) Provide a map showing the walking distance to a transit stop within 1,320 feet of the subject
property. Please note, this is calculated based on the actual walking path that a person takes to
the transit stop not a straight line from the site to the transit stop.
 b) Provide transit schedules for transit stops within the 1,320 foot walking distance of the
property illustrating a frequent transit service area. A street with frequent transit service has
transit service headways in at least one direction of 15 minutes or less for at least 12 hours per
day, 6 days per week, and transit service headways of 30 minutes or less for at least 18 hours of
every day. Averaging the departures within an hour is not acceptable; however, the required 12
hours may not be consecutive within a 24 hour period. You may also combine routes served by
the same stop heading in the same direction or multiple stops within the 1320 foot walking
distance with different routes heading in the same direction. Please show the actual departure
times to satisfy this requirement.

3 Correction 10/2/17
 
Please provide updated Transit Schedule (changes took place on 9/23/17) and include the Sunday
schedule.  The 18 hours of 30 minute headways is required all days of the week so Sunday must
be included.  Also, only one direction needs to be provided.  it appears the northbound schedule
from Seattle does not meet the headways during the weekdays so you will want to remove the
northbound schedules.  Please see correction #2  above.
 
Also, please dimension the entire walking distance (including right of ways) on the map provided
for transit reduction.

4 Correction 10/2/17. 
 
Please remove all future information from plans unless specifically requested by Tami Garrett.

5 Correction 10/2/17
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Please remove all parcel lines and statements about neighboring lots for the lots that are included
in the development site.  These are all part of the site and no longer separate sites.

6 Correction 10/2/17. 
 
Please fully dimension the rooftop amenity areas.

7 Correction 10/2/17.
 
There appears to be some kind of planting area next to the commercial structure along the west
side.  There is a PA acronym in that area.  Please provide a legend for this acronym and any
others located within the plan set.  Also, it is not clear if this area is being counted in the Green
Factor calculations. Please clearly identify how this area is being used and if it is being used to
meet the Green Factor requirement.

8 Correction 10/2/17. 
 
Please provide the most recent SIP drawings to show that all proposed work including tree
removal and landscaping required for Green Factor in the right of way has been approved (or will
be approved).

9 Correction 10/2/17. 
 
Sheet G002.  Please dimension the portions of the canopies that project over the property lines
and show that they comply with 23.53.035 (required to be six feet from the curb).
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City of Seattle How to Respond to a Seattle DCI Correction
Notice

Step 1: Wait for all reviews to be completed

• You may check the status of any review at the following link:
http://web6.seattle.gov/dpd/permitstatus

• All reviews must be completed before the applicant can respond, upload, or submit any correction
responses.

• Electronic Plans: We will send correction letters to the Seattle DCI Project Portal. We will notify the
primary contact for the project when all reviews in the review cycle are complete.

• Paper Plans: We will notify the primary contact for the project by email or phone when all reviews in
the review cycle are complete and plans are ready to be picked up. Once you have been notified, pick
up the plans at Plans Routing in the Applicant Service Center.

Step 2: Make Corrections

Provide a written response for each item on all correction notices. We will not accept corrected
plans without written responses. Include the following information for each item:
• Describe the change
• Say where the change can be found in the plan set
• If you have not made a requested change, give a code citation or provide calculations to explain why

not
• Coordinate responses to correction items among all designers, architects, engineers, and owners
• If you make voluntary changes to your plans, describe the changes you have made in your response

letter

Correct your Plans:
• Cloud or circle all changes
• You may add new sheets to the plan set if you have new information to show

For Electronic Plans:
• Always upload a complete plan set

For Paper Plans:
If you replace sheets in the paper plan sets:
• Remove the old sheets, mark them as “VOID,” and include them loose at the back of each plan set
• All original sheets and plan pages must be returned to Plans Routing in the Applicant Service Center
• Insert the new sheets and staple the plan sets
If you make changes to the original paper plan sheets:
• Make all changes with ink (preferably red, waterproof ink). Do not use pencil to make changes
• Do not tape or staple anything to the plan sets

Platting Actions: Provide new copies of the survey when responding to a correction notice for a
shortplat, lot boundary adjustment, or other platting action. Provide the same number of copies that were
required when you submitted the project.

Step 3: Submit Corrected Plans

Electronic Plans:
Upload your corrected plan set and correction response letter through your Seattle DCI Project Portal.

Paper Plans:
Return your corrected plans and your correction response letter to Plans Routing in the Applicant Services
Center.

If you don't follow these instructions:
• Plans Routing may not accept your corrected plans
• We may be delayed in starting corrected plan review, which can delay permit issuance
• We may charge a penalty fee

Plans Routing / Applicant Services Center - 700 5th Avenue, 20th Floor
Hours: Monday, Wednesday, Friday: 8:00 a.m. - 4:00 p.m., Tuesday, Thursday: 10:30 a.m. - 4:00 p.m.
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City of Seattle
Department of Construction and Inspections
Land Use Review

DAVID FUCHS
100 NE Northlake Way, Suite 200
Seattle, WA 98101

Re: Project# 3023260

Correction Notice #4

Review Type LAND USE Date October 03, 2017

Project Address 7009 Greenwood Ave N Contact Phone (206) 523-6150

Contact Email dfuchs@johnstonarchitects
.com

Contact Fax

SDCI Reviewer Tamara Y Garrett Address Seattle Department of
Construction and
Inspections
700 5th Ave Suite 2000
PO Box 34019
Seattle, WA 98124-4019

Reviewer Phone (206) 233-7182

Reviewer Fax

Reviewer Email Tami.Garrett@Seattle.Gov

Owner CHAD DALE

Council Land Use Action to rezone a parcel from Neighborhood Commercial 2 with a 40 ft. height limit
(NC2-40') to Neighborhood Commercial 2 with a 65 ft. height limit (NC2-65') to allow a 5-story building
containing 36 apartment units with ground level retail and below grade parking for 26 vehicles.

Applicant Instructions

How to Respond to a SDCI Correction NoticePlease see the attached flyer to learn " ".
If the 3-step process outlined in this document is not followed, it is likely that there will be a delay
in permit issuance and there is a potential for penalty fees.

Corrections

Rezone

1 The submitted rezone written analysis mentions the exploration with SDOT of a new curb bulb and
crosswalk along Greenwood Avenue North and North 70th Street (SMC 23.34.008.F.1.d).  Please
explain the status of said determinations from SDOT and, if applicable, where they are
documented by SDOT in writing.

State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA)

2 It appears that the “60% SIP Guidance Meeting Notes” document in the project’s electronic file
includes edits/comments from members of the applicant team.  Consequently, it is not clear to me
if this is the final draft of this document.  Please upload the final document to the project file or
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provide written correspondence from the SDOT project lead (Christina L-Johnston) that concurs
that said edits to this document have been approved by her.

3 Some of the public comment infers that a high level of accidents occurs at or near the intersection
thof Greenwood Avenue North/North 70 Street.  It appears that the submitted traffic studies do

not include commentary that speak to this concern.  Please have your transportation consultant
provide accident collision history from SDOT for said/applicable intersection(s) and commentary
that evaluates how the future traffic movements associated with the proposed development
may/or may not impact pedestrian safety in the immediate site area.  I will consult with the SDCI
Senior Transportation Planner (John Shaw) once this information has been submitted to me.

4 Please outline the status of SDOT’s SIP review and incorporate the most current version (60% or
90%) of the SIP drawings (including the Utility Major Permit drawings) with the MUP set.

5 FYI – I am unable to complete my analysis and decision until all applicable reviews have been
completed and/or conditional approval has been granted for your project.  Once all other reviews
are finished, I will be able to prepare the Director’s decision unless subsequent analysis shows
that further information from you is required.
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City of Seattle How to Respond to a Seattle DCI Correction
Notice

Step 1: Wait for all reviews to be completed

• You may check the status of any review at the following link:
http://web6.seattle.gov/dpd/permitstatus

• All reviews must be completed before the applicant can respond, upload, or submit any correction
responses.

• Electronic Plans: We will send correction letters to the Seattle DCI Project Portal. We will notify the
primary contact for the project when all reviews in the review cycle are complete.

• Paper Plans: We will notify the primary contact for the project by email or phone when all reviews in
the review cycle are complete and plans are ready to be picked up. Once you have been notified, pick
up the plans at Plans Routing in the Applicant Service Center.

Step 2: Make Corrections

Provide a written response for each item on all correction notices. We will not accept corrected
plans without written responses. Include the following information for each item:
• Describe the change
• Say where the change can be found in the plan set
• If you have not made a requested change, give a code citation or provide calculations to explain why

not
• Coordinate responses to correction items among all designers, architects, engineers, and owners
• If you make voluntary changes to your plans, describe the changes you have made in your response

letter

Correct your Plans:
• Cloud or circle all changes
• You may add new sheets to the plan set if you have new information to show

For Electronic Plans:
• Always upload a complete plan set

For Paper Plans:
If you replace sheets in the paper plan sets:
• Remove the old sheets, mark them as “VOID,” and include them loose at the back of each plan set
• All original sheets and plan pages must be returned to Plans Routing in the Applicant Service Center
• Insert the new sheets and staple the plan sets
If you make changes to the original paper plan sheets:
• Make all changes with ink (preferably red, waterproof ink). Do not use pencil to make changes
• Do not tape or staple anything to the plan sets

Platting Actions: Provide new copies of the survey when responding to a correction notice for a
shortplat, lot boundary adjustment, or other platting action. Provide the same number of copies that were
required when you submitted the project.

Step 3: Submit Corrected Plans

Electronic Plans:
Upload your corrected plan set and correction response letter through your Seattle DCI Project Portal.

Paper Plans:
Return your corrected plans and your correction response letter to Plans Routing in the Applicant Services
Center.

If you don't follow these instructions:
• Plans Routing may not accept your corrected plans
• We may be delayed in starting corrected plan review, which can delay permit issuance
• We may charge a penalty fee

Plans Routing / Applicant Services Center - 700 5th Avenue, 20th Floor
Hours: Monday, Wednesday, Friday: 8:00 a.m. - 4:00 p.m., Tuesday, Thursday: 10:30 a.m. - 4:00 p.m.
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     L E T T E R   O F   T R A N S M I T T A L 

 

Date: October 4, 2017 

Project: 7009 Greenwood Ave N, DPD Project Number 3023260 

To: Tamara Y Garrett (LAND USE) 

From: David Fuchs 

Re: Correction Notice #4: Land Use 

 

Response to Land Use Correction #4 (October 3, 2017): 

 

1) A new curb bulb and crosswalk were explored with SDOT; however, SDOT found 

both undesirable (see Agenda Item No 2 on pages 3 & 4 of the 60% SIP Guidance 

Minutes attached). To quote: “The Greenwood Ave N crossing does not meet 

federal warrants under the MUTCD for a marked crosswalk.” 

 

2) Final minutes from Christina Legazpi-Johnston, SIP Project Manager, are attached.  

 

3) See attached Pedestrian Safety Memo dated October 3, 2017 from our 

Transportation Engineer that addresses these concerns. 

 

4) Our 60% SIP Drawings and 90% UMP Drawings are attached. Our SIP Project 

Manager expects review of the 60% SIP to be finished this week without any major 

changes required. When the updated 90% Drawings are submitted, we will send 

those to you.  

 

5) Noted – the response to the Zoning Correction Letter, the only other outstanding 

review, is being submitted at the same time.  

 

 

Thank you, 

 

 

David Fuchs 

dfuchs@johnstonarchitects.com 
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Tilghman	Group	 	 Page	1	
4618	44th	Avenue	South	
Seattle,	Washington	98118	
Voice:	206-577-6953   

	
MEMO	
	
To:	 Shannon	Loew,	FIX	
	 Chad	Dale	
	
cc:	 Lori	L.	Swallow,	SDCI	
	
From:	 Ross	Tilghman	
	
Date:	 3	October	2017	
	
Subject:		Pedestrian	Safety	for	7009	Greenwood	Ave.	N.,	MUP	#3023260	
	
This	memo	reviews	pedestrian	safety	and	traffic	accident	history	for	the	past	5	years	in	the	vicinity	
of	7009	Greenwood	Ave.	N.	in	Seattle,	where	a	mixed-use	residential	and	restaurant	project	is	
proposed.		Traffic	and	parking	conditions	were	evaluated	separately	in	previous	memos.		
	
Summary	
The	project’s	neighborhood	offers	safe	pedestrian	conditions.		Considering	the	complete	sidewalk	
system	that	is	in	fair	to	good	condition,	the	lack	of	reported	pedestrian	accidents	over	the	last	5.75	
years,	and	the	modest	volume	of	new	pedestrian	trips	from	the	project,	future	pedestrian	
conditions	with	the	project	are	anticipated	to	be	good.		The	project’s	design	improves	the	
pedestrian	environment	along	its	frontage	by	adding	street	level	activity,	light	and	many	eyes	to	the	
corner	of	Greenwood	Ave.	N.	and	N.	70th	Street.		Its	driveway,	serving	only	26	residential	parking	
spaces,	has	been	designed	with	adequate	sightlines	where	it	meets	the	sidewalk	on	N.	70th	Street.		
Although	the	project	proposed	adding	a	marked	crosswalk	at	Greenwood	Ave.	N./N.	70th	St.,	SDOT	
found	that	a	crosswalk	was	not	warranted	in	that	location,	believing	an	unmarked	crossing	safer.	
	
	
5-Year	Accident	History	
Collision	data	for	streets	within	approximately	1,000	feet	of	7009	Greenwood	Ave.	N.	were	obtained	
from	the	City	of	Seattle’s	Open	Data	Program.		Records	from	January	2012	through	September	2017	
were	reviewed	for	the	location,	type	and	severity	of	collisions.		Table	1	summarizes	collision	types.	
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Tilghman	Group	 	 Page	2	
4618	44th	Avenue	South	
Seattle,	Washington	98118	
Voice:	206-577-6953   

Table	1.		5-Year	Collision	Summary		
(Jan.	2012	to	Sept.	2017)	

	
Type	of	Collision	 Number	 %	of	Total	
Parked	Car	 32	 40%	
Rear	Ended	 8	 10%	
Sideswipe	 3	 4%	
Angles	 3	 4%	
Cycles	 3	 4%	
Head	On	 1	 1%	
Other	 9	 11%	
Not	Specified	 21	 26%	

Total	 80	 100%	
Source:	SDOT;	Tilghman	Group	

	
No	fatalities	occurred	on	area	streets	during	that	5.75-year	period.	
	
One	accident	involved	a	pedestrian	and	three	involved	bicycles.		Each	of	those	occurred	on	
Greenwood	Ave.	N.		The	pedestrian	accident	was	related	to	a	daytime,	head-on	collision	between	
vehicles	that	involved	a	driver	speeding	under	the	influence	of	drugs	or	alcohol.		It	resulted	in	the	
only	serious	injury	reported	over	the	last	5.75	years.		Two	of	the	bicycle	collisions	occurred	near	
Greenwood	Ave.	N./N.	67th,	one	in	the	dark,	where	a	vehicle	hit	the	cyclist.		The	third	bicycle	
accident	happened	when	a	cyclist	rear-ended	a	vehicle	in	the	dark.	
	
Pedestrian	Walkways	and	Traffic	
Sidewalks	exist	along	both	sides	of	all	streets	in	the	site’s	vicinity.		On	Greenwood	Ave.	N.,	the	
sidewalk	is	generally	10	feet	wide,	with	street	trees	planted	along	many	but	not	all	blocks.		Walkway	
widths	on	side	streets	are	typically	6	feet	separated	from	the	street	by	a	planting	strip	
approximately	4	feet	wide.		Accessible	curb	ramps	are	located	at	all	intersections	on	Greenwood	and	
at	intersections	west	of	the	site	on	N.	70th	St.		According	to	SDOT’s	inventory,	those	ramps	and	
sidewalks	are	in	fair	to	good	condition.	
	
Marked	crosswalks	across	Greenwood	Ave.	N.	are	located	at	N.	71st	St	and	at	N.	73rd	St.		A	marked	
crosswalk	also	exists	on	Phinney	Ave.	N.	just	south	of	N.	67th	St.	
	
Greenwood	Ave.	N.	has	two	travel	lanes	plus	bike	lanes	and	a	center	turn	lane.		Daily	traffic	volumes	
have	been	steady	for	the	last	15	years	on	Greenwood	Ave.	N.,	with	13,000	daily	vehicles	in	2015	
compared	to	12,500	in	2000.		Although	the	project	proposed	adding	a	marked	crosswalk	at	
Greenwood	Ave.	N./N.	70th	St.,	SDOT	found	that	a	crosswalk	was	not	warranted	in	that	location,	
believing	an	unmarked	crossing	safer.	
	
The	proposed	development	at	7009	Greenwood	Ave.	N.	will	generate	new	walking	trips	in	the	area.		
The	mix	of	residential	apartments	and	restaurants	will	create	walking	trips	to	transit,	to	retail	stores	
in	the	area,	to	street-side	parking,	and	to	other	residences	in	the	neighborhood.		An	estimated	460	
walking	trips	would	be	added	daily,	the	bulk	of	those	generated	by	the	restaurants.		Restaurant	trips	
would	occur	mainly	around	the	noon	hour	and	in	the	late	afternoon	through	early	evening.		This	
pattern	would	be	similar	to	that	of	other	nearby	restaurants	on	Greenwood	Ave.	N.	
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City of Seattle 
Department of Transportation 
DESIGN GUIDANCE MEETING NOTES 

 
 

Project Information 
SDOT Permit Number 330655 
Project Address 7009 Greenwood Ave N 
SIP Project Manager Christina Legazpi-Johnston 
 
 
Project Description: 
SDCI: (3023260) Council Land Use Action to rezone a parcel from Neighborhood 
Commercial 2-40' (NC2-40) to Neighborhood Commercial 2-65' (NC2-65) to allow a 5-
story building containing 33 apartment units with ground level retail and below grade 
parking for 28 vehicles. 
SDOT: The frontage improvements will be limited to new sidewalk, street trees, addition 
of a curb bulb, and pavement restoration for utility cuts.  
 
Attendees are listed on attached sign in sheet for each meeting. 
 

Meeting Log 
Mtg 
No 

Review 
Number 

Date Meeting Objective 

1 210529 02-02-2017 To seek guidance for a 60% approval.  
2 237352 05-04-2017 To seek 60% SIP approval and 90% UMP approval. 
    
    

 
Key Decisions 

No Decision Responsible Party 
Meeting #1 
1 No 2’ bulb. Keep existing curb alignment on north side of N 

70th St.  
SDOT Traffic Ops 

2 Ductbank south of N 70th St needs to be moved out into the 
street unless project can show SDOT that a ductbank under 
the sidewalk will not create future development constraints.  

SDOT Street Use 

   
   
Meeting # 
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Action Items 

No Action Item Responsible 
Party 

Due 
Date 

Estimate: 
hr(s) 

needed to 
complete 

Action 
Item 

Action Item Resolution Completion Date 

Meeting #2 
1 Would like to keep ductbank 

under the sidewalk south of 
N 70th St. Will escalate to 
supervisor. 

SIP PM   If the project can provide a section and site 
plan that shows typical services and 
appropriate street trees can fit with the duct 
bank under the sidewalk, on the west side of 
Greenwood Ave N south of N 70th St, with 
no future street trees and utility services 
constraints, then SDOT can reconsider 
placement of the ductbank under the 
sidewalk.  
 

05-05-2017 

2 Will provide new redline with 
new street light conduit 
alignement.  

SCL Street 
Light 

  See agenda item #2.  05-11-2017 

3 Collected and verify tree 
clearances.  

SIP 
PM/SDOT 
Urban 
Forestry 

  See agenda item #3A. 05-17-2017 

4 SPU will follow up with 
minimum vertical clearances 
between power and SPU 
infrastructure. 

SPU   See agenda item #4A. 05-17-2017 

       
       
Meeting # 
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City of Seattle 
Department of Transportation 
SIP DESIGN GUIDANCE MEETING MINUTES 
 

Meeting Notes 
Meeting No 1 Date 02-02-2017 

Agenda Item 
No 1 Agenda Item Project Presentation 

• Affordable apartment units will be provided as part of the development.  
• Project is comprised of one NC lot and one SF lot adjacent directly to west.  That 

SF lot fronts 70th.  Owner has since purchased one additional SF lot to west that 
front Palatine.  All three lots combined are defined as the Development Site and 
outlined in our MUP application.  

• Formally contaminated site. ROW cleaned up under UMP #224242. Both the 
project site and ROW have an NFA from Ecology. 

• Adding ADA ramps 
• Driveway to the site will be off N 70th St. 
• Undergrounding power along the west side of Greenwood Ave N along frontage to 

mitigate building clearance concerns with OH power.  
• Communication will stay overhead 
• Project would like to start construction at end of summer.  
• Project will no longer be placing a parklet.  
• 14-month construction schedule. 
• SIP work to be completed in the last 2 months, Summer of 2018.  
• Bike facilities are required by SDCI on-site, not in the ROW.  

Agenda Item 
No 2 Agenda Item SDOT Traffic Operations 

• Remove 2’ curb bulb on N 70th St. 
o Standard width of a curb bulb is 6’. While SDOT standard, existing 

conditions may require us to consider a wider curb bulb or one that is more 
narrow.  

o N 70th St is a designated Seattle Fire Department Route, meaning it's one of 
the main routes in and out of the neighborhood for emergency services.  A 
curb bulb at the intersection on the non-approach side is not desirable 
because of fire truck turning movements.  

o A 2’ at this intersection is not enough to provide public benefit for 
pedestrians. 

• ADA Ramps:  
o Two ADA ramps are required on the NW corner of N 70th St and Greenwood 

Ave N, crossing each street.  
o ADA ramps crossing Greenwood Ave N are required.  

 Because of the street off set, place companion ramp on the SE corner 

002028



V:\StUse\PRTS\Projects\Permits\330000-339999\330655- 7009 Greenwood Ave N\1. Design Guidance\20170403_242115_60% 
Submittal\330655- SIP DG Notes 20170504 Draft.docx 
Page 4 of 9 

of N 70th St and Greenwood Ave N.  
o Maintain a 1’ minimum clearance between the edge of pole and the ramp. 
o Pole can be in the wing, but must be completely in the wing.   

• The Greenwood Ave N crossing does not meet federal warrants under the MUTCD 
for a marked crosswalk.  

• If a courtesy strip is provided, it needs to be a minimum of 18”. With a 6” curb, 
the courtesy strip will be a total of 2’ wide.  

• Any above grade structures, including private structures, needs to maintain a 
minimum clearance of 3’ from the face of curb.  

• There are plans to improve the bike lanes along Greenwood Ave N. We want to 
make sure anything added in the street will not impede future design, include a 
bike corral.   

• Contact Monica DeWald with Traffic Operations’ Bike Program to discuss possibility 
of Bike Corral. Monica can be reached at (206) 684-5374 or 
monica.dewald@seattle.gov.  

o Installation is done by SDOT crews under a separate process. If a bike corral 
will be installed by the project, show on SIP plans and call out “Installed 
Under Separate Permit”.  

• Note, bike corral would be added under a separate process by SDOT crews if 
allowed.  

Agenda Item 
No 3 Agenda Item SCL 

• Underground power will start from the existing vault south of the site (near 6801-
6817 Greenwood Ave N), then continue north to the terminal pole just north of the 
site.  

o This will require providing underground service to the Church and single 
family home next to the church along Greenwood Ave N. 

o The existing OH service to the east of Greenwood Ave N (6814) was granted 
an exception to remain OH.  

• SIP Plans do not show the full extent of the undergrounding.  
• Underground power will be done under a separate permit, an UMP.  
• The UMP will cover some of the final restoration outside of the projects frontage 

area.  
• Sheet 3, project proposes to move the terminal pole north, in front of neighboring 

property. This has been coordinated with SCL engineering.  
• All OH power services needs to go underground with primary power service. This 

includes secondary and street light power.  
• SCL Street Light was unable to make the meeting but did provide redlines. 

Redlines provided to KPFF via email prior to meeting. 
o SCL Street Light Contact is Grace Barrington. Grace can be reached at (206) 

684-3389 or grace.barrington@seattle.gov.  
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• Reference UMP on SIP plans.  
• MUP is in fail status because of clearances with existing OH power.  
• SCL can approve the MUP once owner signs the construction letter that list scope, 

requirements, and cost.  
• A Bike Corral or Parklet cannot be placed on top of the vault. Vault needs to be 

accessible.  
• Cannot have a rectangle vault hatch in the street. It does not hold up to vehicle 

traffic. May need to add a 577 (smaller vault) behind the curb and a 712 in the 
street or try to accommodate the 712 in the planting strip.  

• Project needs to continue working with Tanya on determining how power will be 
undergrounded.  

Agenda Item 
No 4 Agenda Item SDOT Urban Forestry 

• Remove (2) existing trees on Greenwood --current condition compromised by 
clearance pruning under existing powerlines. 

• Provide Italian Oak (20- 30’ o.c.) as replacement trees on this frontage for 
optimum canopy cover compatible with the plan to remove overhead powerlines.  

• Remove (3) Existing trees due to fair to poor condition on N 70th Street   
• Provide Emerald City Tulip Tree (20- 30’ o.c.) in 5’ planting strip – Provide Incense 

Cedar for s.f. residential frontage to the west. 
• Prepare planting strip per COS Standard Plan #100C 
• Consider Flexible Porous Surface Treatment (per new /2017 Standard 

Specifications) for unplanted surfaces in the amenity zone (between curb and 
sidewalk). 

Agenda Item 
No 5 Agenda Item Annual Permit 

• Show all proposed encroachment in the ROW on SIP plans.   
• Project will not be moving forward with a Parklet.  
• If standard bike racks are being installed behind the curb, installation will be 

covered under an annual permit. No annual fee.  
• We need to maintain a minimum 5’ clear pedestrian corridor for any encroachment 

in the ROW.  
o Traffic Operations requires any encroachment in the ROW stay clear of the 

of the 6’ sidewalk.  
Agenda Item 

No 6 Agenda Item SPU 

• On sheet 3, inlet needs to be replaced next to the new curb. Outfall pipe will also 
need to be replaced with a ductile iron pipe. The outfall pipe needs to be at a 
minimum 5% slope.  

• Inlet will be a 250 A or B, depending on the height of the curb.  
• NFA report will be provided by project team showing site and ROW is no longer 
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contaminated.  
• For drainage report, project team can email the excel spread with calcs directly to 

SPU.  
• Move vaults out of the sidewalk and into the amenity zone.  
• Maintain a minimum 2’ clearance between the HH and SPU infrastructure.  
• Maintain a minimum clearance of 2’ between the outside wall of the water vault 

and face of curb.  
• Provide non-skid lids that are in the sidewalk.  
• WAC valid for 18’ mo. for time you apply. Date on WAC shows December of 2015. 

Project may want to double check and make sure it’s still valid.  
Agenda Item 

No 7 Agenda Item Misc – SIP PM 

• If this project no longer triggers a SIP, frontage improvements could be done 
under the UMP. If GSI is triggered under storm water code, SIP is still required.  

• SPU Survey Redlines provided with final DG notes. Please update the SIP plan’s 
basemap and survey with the corrections.  

 
Meeting No 2 Date 05-04-2017 

Agenda Item No 1 Agenda Item SDOT SIP PM 
• Underground power south of N 70th St needs to be moved into the street. The ROW 

area behind the curb needs to be preserved for future ROW Improvements, like 
street trees, and Private Development Improvements, such as new utility connection 
that are similar to the projects.  

• To avoid cuts in a wheel path, full lane surface restoration is required in the street, 
specifically grind and overlay.  

• ACTION ITEM: Project would like to keep it under the sidewalk and request SDOT 
reconsiders. Will escalate to supervisor.  

Agenda Item No 1A Agenda Item Action Item Complete 
From: Legazpi, Christina  
Sent: Friday, May 05, 2017 4:29 PM 
To: 'Shannon Loew' <shannon@fix-works.com>; Chad Dale <chaddale@gmail.com> 
Cc: 'Andrew Tran' <Andrew.Tran@kpff.com>; Robertson, Sean <Sean.Robertson@seattle.gov> 
Subject: SDOT Permit #330655 & 336490- 7009 Greenwood Ave N- Duct Bank Alignment South of N 
70th St 
 
Good Afternoon,  
 
As discussed in yesterday’s meeting, the ductbank, south of N 70th St, must be moved into the street. We 
need to preserve the ROW area behind the curb for future Improvements, such as street trees, water and 
sidesewer services, and even power service.   While we can be flexible on placement of utilities and trees 
along your Greenwood Ave N frontage, we can’t do this along neighboring frontages. It’s not fair to 
create future development constrains along neighboring frontage if we can avoid it.  
 
However, after speaking with my supervisor Sean Robertson, if the project can provide a section and site 
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plan that shows typical services and appropriate street trees can fit with the duct bank under the sidewalk, 
south of N 70th St, with no future street trees and utility services constraints, then SDOT can reconsider 
placement of the ductbank under the sidewalk.  
 
Remember, no bends in the waterline (per standard), sidesewer connections must have a gravity flow 
system (per standard), and trees need 500 cubic feet of continues soil.  
 
I will complete the meeting notes next week when I return.  
 

- Christina 
 
Christina Legazpi-Johnston 
Project Manager 
Major Permits Section – Street Use Division 
City of Seattle Department of Transportation 
O: 206.684.5279 | christina.legazpi@seattle.gov  

 
 

Agenda Item No 2 Agenda Item SCL Plan Review and SCL Street Light 
SCL Plan Review 

• Project team is working with SCL, outside of the SIP Project, to see if secondary OH 
power can remain south of N 70th St.  

o It’s bad engineering practice to leave one overhead span of primary lines 
between poles, this is why SCL is requiring the project to underground primary 
lines south of N 70th St. The same engineering requirement would also apply 
to other projects.  

• Project needs to look closer at the clearance between the hatch, opening, and curb. 
What shown on plans does not work.  

• The hatch cannot be in the gutter. Concerns with water collection.    
• Project team will plan to meet with Ray, Stephanie, and Tanya to further discuss 

vault.  
• Per SCL standard 0222.02, ductbank to be encased in high strength FTB and 

backfilled to street subgrade w/low strength FTB.  
SCL Street Light 

• The following redline plan was discussed at the meeting. This is a shorter run along 
the project’s frontage.  

336490- 60% 
Plans_SL Comments_2 

• The SCL Street Light conduit route may change if the ductbank route changes.  
• SCL Street Light still needs to verify the existing SLHH east.  
• A minimum 1’ clearance is needed between the distribution power ductbank and the 

street light conduits.  

002032

mailto:christina.legazpi@seattle.gov
mailto:christina.legazpi@seattle.gov
https://www.facebook.com/SeattleDOT
https://www.facebook.com/SeattleDOT
https://twitter.com/seattledot
https://twitter.com/seattledot
http://www.flickr.com/photos/sdot_photos/
http://www.flickr.com/photos/sdot_photos/
http://sdotblog.seattle.gov/
http://sdotblog.seattle.gov/


V:\StUse\PRTS\Projects\Permits\330000-339999\330655- 7009 Greenwood Ave N\1. Design Guidance\20170403_242115_60% 
Submittal\330655- SIP DG Notes 20170504 Draft.docx 
Page 8 of 9 

Agenda Item No 3 Agenda Item SDOT Urban Forestry 

• Reference COS STN PLN #103 for a 5’ planting strip. 
• 500 cubic feet of continues soil is required for each new tree. 
• Tree needs to be a minimum of 2’ from sidewalk and 3.5’ from face of curb.  
• Generally, spacing for street trees with no overhead power on center is 25’, 

dependent on existing conditions and tree species. 
• Action Item: SIP PM will follow up with SDOT Urban Forestry to verify tree 

clearances.  

 3A  SDOT Urban Forestry Action Item 

• Minimum tree clearances: 
o 2’ from a duct bank that has a minimum 36” of soil cover over the FTB.  

 36” of Type 17 cover over FTB is ok under the sidewalk.  
o 5’ from water, sewer, and drainage infrastructure 
o 10’ from utility poles 
o 20’ from street lights 
o 7.5’ from driveways 

Agenda Item No 4 Agenda Item SPU 

• The proposed duct bank under the sidewalk, south of N 70th St, conflicts with future 
water and side sewer services.  

• Side sewer must have a gravity flow system. 
• No bends allowed in the water service lines that is owned and maintained by SPU, 

from the watermain to the water vaults.  
o Bends create weak points and maintenance issues.   

• Maintain a minimum 5’ horizontal clearance power and SPU infrastructure.  
• Action Item: SPU will follow up with minimum vertical clearances between power and 

SPU infrastructure.  
• A drainage report is required. 

Agenda Item No 4A Agenda Item SPU Action Item 

• Per Std plan 350, minimum vertical clearance between the bottom of the water pipe 
bedding to the top of the FTB fill shall be 12”.  

o For fluidized thermal backfill (FTB) or CDF crossing of metallic pipe, increase 
class B sand depth & cover to 12” & encase metallic pipe in 8 MIL polyethylene 
encasements for full trench width.  

• SPU would like the proposed duct to be installed in the street and the Planting Strip 
to  be reserved future water meter vaults and other utilities.  

o A water meter vault for a 6-inch domestic water service requires a 5 ft wide X 
11 feet X 6 feet deep  space and takes the whole Planting strip width 
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Agenda Item No 5 Agenda Item SDOT Traffic Operation 

• Move water vault closer to the curb, out of the sidewalk, and further into the amenity 
zone.  

• Can remove companion ADA ramp on the SE corner of Greenwood Ave N and N 70th 
St from scope of work.  

• Extend sidewalk so that it includes the wing for the ADA ramp on NE corner, crossing 
Greenwood Ave N.  

• Ok to remove a wing on the curb ramp crossing N 70th St on the west side of 
Greenwood Ave N, and add a curb to extend the planting strip along the north side 
of N 70th St.  

• The one Greenwood Ave N crossing as shown is ok.  

Agenda Item No 6 Agenda Item Misc – SIP PM 

• Show proposed bike racks, include annual permit for bike rack installation, on SIP 
plans.  

• Double check grades at north building entrance. Can’t warp the ROW to 
accommodate the building entrance. Any warping needs to be done on private 
property.  

• On sheet 5, show 410C curb on the Typical Greenwood Typical Section with a 30” rat 
slab with a 1’ minimum asphalt T Cut as shown in the examples.   

 
• Change the title of the project on the SIP plans to the property’s address.  

Agenda Item No 7 Agenda Item Next Step 

• Project to resubmit 60% SIP Plans and 90% UMP plans that match, do not conflict 
with each other, and with all 60% commits met.   
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60% Complete Street Improvement Plan-NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION
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www.kpff.com
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90% Utility Major Permit Plan - NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION

City of Seattle
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90% Utility Major Permit Plan - NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION

City of Seattle
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     L E T T E R   O F   T R A N S M I T T A L 

 

Date: October 4, 2017 

Project: 7009 Greenwood Ave N, DPD Project Number 3023260 

To: Lori Swallow (ZONING) 

From: David Fuchs 

Re: Correction Notice #4: Zoning 

 

Response to Zoning Correction #4 (October 2, 2017): 

 

1. The zoning line has been added to the site plan (A100) and all floor plans (A200-

A207), in addition to the landscape plans.  

 

No access between the Commercially-zoned portion and the Single Family-

zoned portion is intended. At Retail Space E, the outdoor retail space accessed 

by the garage door is permanently separated from the Single Family-zoned 

portion via a 42” tall metal guardrail (see A201 for plan, 10/A931 for detail). At the 

garage door in the Fitness Room #112, a similar 42” tall metal guardrail (see A201 

for plan, 10/A931 for detail) shall be placed to permanently separate the two 

zones. Railings can also be seen on the West Building Elevation Sheet A303, & 

West Color Elevation A310. 

 

2/3. Updated Frequent Transit Service Corridor calculations and measurements can     

        be found on sheet G007.  

 

4. All information regarding future development has been removed from the plans 

(see A100). 

 

5. All parcel lines and statements regarding neighboring (single-family) lots have 

been removed. See Site Plan A100 and all Landscape Plans.  

 

6. The rooftop amenity space has been fully dimensioned on our Residential 

Amenity Calculations, Item 10 on Sheet G004, and the Landscape Roof Plan 

L1.30.  

 

7. The Abbreviation “PA” stands for Planting Area is identified in the bottom-right of 

L1.00. That Planting Area is not being included in Green Factor as it is part of the 

Single-Family zoned area. It is intended as way to visually separate the 

Commercial and Single-Family areas.  

 

8. The 60% SIP drawings are attached. 

 

9. Canopy dimensions have been added/updated on the Canopy Site Plan, 

1/G003. The minimum dimension to the curb is 6’-1½” at the SE corner on N 70th St.  

  

 

Thank you, 

 

 

David Fuchs 
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City of Seattle
Department of Construction and Inspections
Land Use Review

DAVID FUCHS
100 NE Northlake Way, Suite 200
Seattle, WA 98101

Re: Project# 3023260

Correction Notice #5

Review Type LAND USE Date October 13, 2017

Project Address 7009 Greenwood Ave N Contact Phone (206) 523-6150

Contact Email dfuchs@johnstonarchitects
.com

Contact Fax

SDCI Reviewer Tamara Y Garrett Address Seattle Department of
Construction and
Inspections
700 5th Ave Suite 2000
PO Box 34019
Seattle, WA 98124-4019

Reviewer Phone (206) 233-7182

Reviewer Fax

Reviewer Email Tami.Garrett@Seattle.Gov

Owner CHAD DALE

Council Land Use Action to rezone a parcel from Neighborhood Commercial 2 with a 40 ft. height limit
(NC2-40') to Neighborhood Commercial 2 with a 65 ft. height limit (NC2-65') to allow a 5-story building
containing 36 apartment units with ground level retail and below grade parking for 26 vehicles.

Applicant Instructions

How to Respond to a SDCI Correction NoticePlease see the attached flyer to learn " ".
If the 3-step process outlined in this document is not followed, it is likely that there will be a delay
in permit issuance and there is a potential for penalty fees.

Corrections

State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA)

1 Some of the public comment infers that a high level of accidents occurs at or near the intersection
thof Greenwood Avenue North/North 70 Street.  It appears that the submitted traffic studies do

not include commentary that speak to this concern.  Please have your transportation consultant
provide accident collision history from SDOT for said/applicable intersection(s) and commentary
that evaluates how the future traffic movements associated with the proposed development
may/or may not impact pedestrian safety in the immediate site area.  I will consult with the SDCI
Senior Transportation Planner (John Shaw) once this information has been submitted to me.
 

Project# 3023260, Correction Notice# 5
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Update 10/13/17:? Thank you for your response.  FYI–I have forwarded the pedestrian safety
memorandum dated 10/3/17 to the SDCI Senior Transportation Planner (John Shaw) for review
and comment.

2 Please outline the status of SDOT’s SIP review and incorporate the most current version (60% or
90%) of the SIP drawings (including the Utility Major Permit drawings) with the MUP set.
 
Update 10/13/17:? Thank you for your response memo dated 10/4/17 in which you note that

the submitted SIP drawings are still being reviewed and finalized by SDOT.  Please provide the
updated SIP drawings with the MUP set.

3 FYI – I am unable to complete my analysis and decision until all applicable reviews have been
completed and/or conditional approval has been granted for your project.  Once all other reviews
are finished, I will be able to prepare the Director’s decision unless subsequent analysis shows
that further information from you is required.

Project# 3023260, Correction Notice# 5
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City of Seattle How to Respond to a Seattle DCI Correction
Notice

Step 1: Wait for all reviews to be completed

• You may check the status of any review at the following link:
http://web6.seattle.gov/dpd/permitstatus

• All reviews must be completed before the applicant can respond, upload, or submit any correction
responses.

• Electronic Plans: We will send correction letters to the Seattle DCI Project Portal. We will notify the
primary contact for the project when all reviews in the review cycle are complete.

• Paper Plans: We will notify the primary contact for the project by email or phone when all reviews in
the review cycle are complete and plans are ready to be picked up. Once you have been notified, pick
up the plans at Plans Routing in the Applicant Service Center.

Step 2: Make Corrections

Provide a written response for each item on all correction notices. We will not accept corrected
plans without written responses. Include the following information for each item:
• Describe the change
• Say where the change can be found in the plan set
• If you have not made a requested change, give a code citation or provide calculations to explain why

not
• Coordinate responses to correction items among all designers, architects, engineers, and owners
• If you make voluntary changes to your plans, describe the changes you have made in your response

letter

Correct your Plans:
• Cloud or circle all changes
• You may add new sheets to the plan set if you have new information to show

For Electronic Plans:
• Always upload a complete plan set

For Paper Plans:
If you replace sheets in the paper plan sets:
• Remove the old sheets, mark them as “VOID,” and include them loose at the back of each plan set
• All original sheets and plan pages must be returned to Plans Routing in the Applicant Service Center
• Insert the new sheets and staple the plan sets
If you make changes to the original paper plan sheets:
• Make all changes with ink (preferably red, waterproof ink). Do not use pencil to make changes
• Do not tape or staple anything to the plan sets

Platting Actions: Provide new copies of the survey when responding to a correction notice for a
shortplat, lot boundary adjustment, or other platting action. Provide the same number of copies that were
required when you submitted the project.

Step 3: Submit Corrected Plans

Electronic Plans:
Upload your corrected plan set and correction response letter through your Seattle DCI Project Portal.

Paper Plans:
Return your corrected plans and your correction response letter to Plans Routing in the Applicant Services
Center.

If you don't follow these instructions:
• Plans Routing may not accept your corrected plans
• We may be delayed in starting corrected plan review, which can delay permit issuance
• We may charge a penalty fee

Plans Routing / Applicant Services Center - 700 5th Avenue, 20th Floor
Hours: Monday, Wednesday, Friday: 8:00 a.m. - 4:00 p.m., Tuesday, Thursday: 10:30 a.m. - 4:00 p.m.
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City of Seattle
Department of Construction and Inspections
Land Use Review

DAVID FUCHS
100 NE Northlake Way, Suite 200
Seattle, WA 98101

Re: Project# 3023260

Correction Notice #5

Review Type ZONING Date October 13, 2017

Project Address 7009 Greenwood Ave N Contact Phone (206) 523-6150

Contact Email dfuchs@johnstonarchitects
.com

Contact Fax

SDCI Reviewer Lori L Swallow Address Seattle Department of
Construction and
Inspections
700 5th Ave Suite 2000
PO Box 34019
Seattle, WA 98124-4019

Reviewer Phone (206) 684-5627

Reviewer Fax

Reviewer Email Lori.Swallow@Seattle.Gov

Owner CHAD DALE

Please see items 3 and 8.

Applicant Instructions

How to Respond to a SDCI Correction NoticePlease see the attached flyer to learn " ".
If the 3-step process outlined in this document is not followed, it is likely that there will be a delay
in permit issuance and there is a potential for penalty fees.

Codes Reviewed

This project has been reviewed for conformance with the applicable development standards of the
Land Use Code.

Corrections

1 Access and Storage.  Please remove any access/no build easement from the site plan (A100)
and landscape plans. Also remove tenant storage space from the single family zoned portion of
the lot as it is not an accessory use allowed.
 
Original Correction: Only the single family use is allowed access on the single family portion of
the lot.  No access from the proposed development, including secondary access, is allowed on the
Single Family zoned portion of the lot.
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Please update your plans to remove any proposed access from the commercial development on
the single family zoned portion of the lot.
Correction 10/2/17   
 
Please provide the zoning line and label the zones on each side of the line on all plans (site plan,
landscape drawings etc).  Access ro or from the commercial development cannot be taken over
any portion of the the Single Family zoned portion of the site.  It appears there is a retail use
(Retail Space E) and a workshop to the north of retail space E that both contain garage type doors
and next to these areas is a walkway that appears to provide access to and from the retail space. 
Please provide what type of  permanent physical obstacles (fencing, wall etc) and their details to
show how any portion of the Single Family zoned areas cannot physically be used or accessed by
the Commercial zoned portion of the lot.
 
Provided.  Thank you.
 

Parking Code

2 . Frequent Transit Service Corridor In order to meet the frequent transit service, service
headway needs to be going the same direction. Also, please include a calculation meeting the
definition, not just the schedules.
 
Original Correction SMC 23.54.020.F.2.a: This project appears to utilize the parking reduction in
for properties located within 1,320 feet of a street with frequent transit service. Please provide the
calculation in the plan set showing how this property is within a frequent transit service corridor:
 
a) Provide a map showing the walking distance to a transit stop within 1,320 feet of the subject
property. Please note, this is calculated based on the actual walking path that a person takes to
the transit stop not a straight line from the site to the transit stop.
 b) Provide transit schedules for transit stops within the 1,320 foot walking distance of the
property illustrating a frequent transit service area. A street with frequent transit service has
transit service headways in at least one direction of 15 minutes or less for at least 12 hours per
day, 6 days per week, and transit service headways of 30 minutes or less for at least 18 hours of
every day. Averaging the departures within an hour is not acceptable; however, the required 12
hours may not be consecutive within a 24 hour period. You may also combine routes served by
the same stop heading in the same direction or multiple stops within the 1320 foot walking
distance with different routes heading in the same direction. Please show the actual departure
times to satisfy this requirement.

3 Correction 10/2/17
 
Please provide updated Transit Schedule (changes took place on 9/23/17) and include the Sunday
schedule.  The 18 hours of 30 minute headways is required all days of the week so Sunday must
be included.  Also, only one direction needs to be provided.  it appears the northbound schedule
from Seattle does not meet the headways during the weekdays so you will want to remove the
northbound schedules.  Please see correction #2  above.
 
Also, please dimension the entire walking distance (including right of ways) on the map provided
for transit reduction.
 
Correction 10/13/17
 
The current schedule does not meet the requirement for meeting Frequent Transit

service but I understand there will be a schedule change on Oct 20 that may change the
numbers so that Frequent Transit Service will be met.  Once the schedule has changed
please provide an updated Frequent Transit schedule (one way only) and resubmit the
drawings.

Project# 3023260, Correction Notice# 5
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4 Correction 10/2/17. 
 
Please remove all future information from plans unless specifically requested by Tami Garrett.
 
Removed.  Thank you.

5 Correction 10/2/17
 
Please remove all parcel lines and statements about neighboring lots for the lots that are included
in the development site.  These are all part of the site and no longer separate sites.
 
Parcel lines removed.  Thank you.

6 Correction 10/2/17. 
 
Please fully dimension the rooftop amenity areas.

7 Correction 10/2/17.
 
There appears to be some kind of planting area next to the commercial structure along the west
side.  There is a PA acronym in that area.  Please provide a legend for this acronym and any
others located within the plan set.  Also, it is not clear if this area is being counted in the Green
Factor calculations. Please clearly identify how this area is being used and if it is being used to
meet the Green Factor requirement.
 
Correction identified this acronym as Planting Area.  Thank you.

8 Correction 10/2/17. 
 
Please provide the most recent SIP drawings to show that all proposed work including tree
removal and landscaping required for Green Factor in the right of way has been approved (or will
be approved).
 
Correction 10/13/17
 
The SIP plans do not appear to be in the plan set.

9 Correction 10/2/17. 
 
Sheet G002.  Please dimension the portions of the canopies that project over the property lines
and show that they comply with 23.53.035 (required to be six feet from the curb).
 
Provided.  Thank you.
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City of Seattle How to Respond to a Seattle DCI Correction
Notice

Step 1: Wait for all reviews to be completed

• You may check the status of any review at the following link:
http://web6.seattle.gov/dpd/permitstatus

• All reviews must be completed before the applicant can respond, upload, or submit any correction
responses.

• Electronic Plans: We will send correction letters to the Seattle DCI Project Portal. We will notify the
primary contact for the project when all reviews in the review cycle are complete.

• Paper Plans: We will notify the primary contact for the project by email or phone when all reviews in
the review cycle are complete and plans are ready to be picked up. Once you have been notified, pick
up the plans at Plans Routing in the Applicant Service Center.

Step 2: Make Corrections

Provide a written response for each item on all correction notices. We will not accept corrected
plans without written responses. Include the following information for each item:
• Describe the change
• Say where the change can be found in the plan set
• If you have not made a requested change, give a code citation or provide calculations to explain why

not
• Coordinate responses to correction items among all designers, architects, engineers, and owners
• If you make voluntary changes to your plans, describe the changes you have made in your response

letter

Correct your Plans:
• Cloud or circle all changes
• You may add new sheets to the plan set if you have new information to show

For Electronic Plans:
• Always upload a complete plan set

For Paper Plans:
If you replace sheets in the paper plan sets:
• Remove the old sheets, mark them as “VOID,” and include them loose at the back of each plan set
• All original sheets and plan pages must be returned to Plans Routing in the Applicant Service Center
• Insert the new sheets and staple the plan sets
If you make changes to the original paper plan sheets:
• Make all changes with ink (preferably red, waterproof ink). Do not use pencil to make changes
• Do not tape or staple anything to the plan sets

Platting Actions: Provide new copies of the survey when responding to a correction notice for a
shortplat, lot boundary adjustment, or other platting action. Provide the same number of copies that were
required when you submitted the project.

Step 3: Submit Corrected Plans

Electronic Plans:
Upload your corrected plan set and correction response letter through your Seattle DCI Project Portal.

Paper Plans:
Return your corrected plans and your correction response letter to Plans Routing in the Applicant Services
Center.

If you don't follow these instructions:
• Plans Routing may not accept your corrected plans
• We may be delayed in starting corrected plan review, which can delay permit issuance
• We may charge a penalty fee

Plans Routing / Applicant Services Center - 700 5th Avenue, 20th Floor
Hours: Monday, Wednesday, Friday: 8:00 a.m. - 4:00 p.m., Tuesday, Thursday: 10:30 a.m. - 4:00 p.m.
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     L E T T E R   O F   T R A N S M I T T A L 

 

Date: October 23, 2017 

Project: 7009 Greenwood Ave N, DPD Project Number 3023260 

To: Tamara Y Garrett (LAND USE) 

From: David Fuchs 

Re: Correction Notice #5: Land Use 

 

Response to Land Use Correction #5 (October 13, 2017): 

 

1) No response required – thank you. 

 

2) 90% SIP and 90% UMP drawings have been included in the latest set. 

 

3) A response to the Zoning Correction Notice has been submitted concurrently. 

 

 

 

Thank you, 

 

 

David Fuchs 

dfuchs@johnstonarchitects.com 
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     L E T T E R   O F   T R A N S M I T T A L 

 

Date: October 23, 2017 

Project: 7009 Greenwood Ave N, DPD Project Number 3023260 

To: Lori Swallow (ZONING) 

From: David Fuchs 

Re: Correction Notice #5: Zoning 

 

Response to Zoning Correction #5 (October 13, 2017): 

 

1. No response required. 

 

2/3. Per Metro’s email to DCI, the bus schedule was updated on October 20,  

2017 and will be circulated publicly November 4, 2017. The updated Frequent 

Transit Service Corridor calculations and measurements, using the newly 

released transit schedule, can be found on sheet G007.  

 

4. No response required. 

 

5. No response required.  

 

6. No response required.  

 

7. No response required.  

 

8. The 90% SIP and 90% UMP drawings are included in the latest plan set. 

 

9. No response required.   

  

 

Thank you, 

 

 

David Fuchs 

dfuchs@johnstonarchitects.com 
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City of Seattle
Department of Construction and Inspections
Land Use Review

DAVID FUCHS
100 NE Northlake Way, Suite 200
Seattle, WA 98101

Re: Project# 3023260

Correction Notice #6

Review Type ZONING Date March 06, 2018

Project Address 7009 Greenwood Ave N Contact Phone (206) 523-6150

Contact Email dfuchs@johnstonarchitects
.com

Contact Fax

SDCI Reviewer Lori L Swallow Address Seattle Department of
Construction and
Inspections
700 5th Ave Suite 2000
PO Box 34019
Seattle, WA 98124-4019

Reviewer Phone (206) 684-5627

Reviewer Fax

Reviewer Email Lori.Swallow@Seattle.Gov

Owner 70TH & GREENWOOD AVE
LLC

Applicant Instructions

How to Respond to a SDCI Correction NoticePlease see the attached flyer to learn " ".
If the 3-step process outlined in this document is not followed, it is likely that there will be a delay
in permit issuance and there is a potential for penalty fees.

Codes Reviewed

This project has been reviewed for conformance with the applicable development standards of the
Land Use Code.

Corrections

Parking Code

1 Please update  FAR information on sheet G002 #6.  FAR is shown as allowing 4.75 but under the
55' height limit is limited to 3.75.  This information on Sheet G005 is correct.

2 Please update the landscape drawings sheets L1.00 through L1.11 to show the proposed zone to
be NC2-55.  These sheets still show NC-65.

3 Please fully dimension all features calculated in rooftop coverage. Sheet G002.

Project# 3023260, Correction Notice# 6
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4 Please label all features that exceed the 55' height limit; parapets, railings etc.

5 Please dimension all features that are required to be 10' from the north lot line.  Please see
23.47A.012C7 (including parapets).
 
Thank you.

Project# 3023260, Correction Notice# 6
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City of Seattle How to Respond to a Seattle DCI Correction
Notice

Step 1: Wait for all reviews to be completed

• You may check the status of any review at the following link:
http://web6.seattle.gov/dpd/permitstatus

• All reviews must be completed before the applicant can respond, upload, or submit any correction
responses.

• Electronic Plans: We will send correction letters to the Seattle DCI Project Portal. We will notify the
primary contact for the project when all reviews in the review cycle are complete.

• Paper Plans: We will notify the primary contact for the project by email or phone when all reviews in
the review cycle are complete and plans are ready to be picked up. Once you have been notified, pick
up the plans at Plans Routing in the Applicant Service Center.

Step 2: Make Corrections

Provide a written response for each item on all correction notices. We will not accept corrected
plans without written responses. Include the following information for each item:
• Describe the change
• Say where the change can be found in the plan set
• If you have not made a requested change, give a code citation or provide calculations to explain why

not
• Coordinate responses to correction items among all designers, architects, engineers, and owners
• If you make voluntary changes to your plans, describe the changes you have made in your response

letter

Correct your Plans:
• Cloud or circle all changes
• You may add new sheets to the plan set if you have new information to show

For Electronic Plans:
• Always upload a complete plan set

For Paper Plans:
If you replace sheets in the paper plan sets:
• Remove the old sheets, mark them as “VOID,” and include them loose at the back of each plan set
• All original sheets and plan pages must be returned to Plans Routing in the Applicant Service Center
• Insert the new sheets and staple the plan sets
If you make changes to the original paper plan sheets:
• Make all changes with ink (preferably red, waterproof ink). Do not use pencil to make changes
• Do not tape or staple anything to the plan sets

Platting Actions: Provide new copies of the survey when responding to a correction notice for a
shortplat, lot boundary adjustment, or other platting action. Provide the same number of copies that were
required when you submitted the project.

Step 3: Submit Corrected Plans

Electronic Plans:
Upload your corrected plan set and correction response letter through your Seattle DCI Project Portal.

Paper Plans:
Return your corrected plans and your correction response letter to Plans Routing in the Applicant Services
Center.

If you don't follow these instructions:
• Plans Routing may not accept your corrected plans
• We may be delayed in starting corrected plan review, which can delay permit issuance
• We may charge a penalty fee

Plans Routing / Applicant Services Center - 700 5th Avenue, 20th Floor
Hours: Monday, Wednesday, Friday: 8:00 a.m. - 4:00 p.m., Tuesday, Thursday: 10:30 a.m. - 4:00 p.m.
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City of Seattle
Department of Construction and Inspections
Land Use Review

DAVID FUCHS
100 NE Northlake Way, Suite 200
Seattle, WA 98101

Re: Project# 3023260

Correction Notice #6

Review Type ZONING Date March 08, 2018

Project Address 7009 Greenwood Ave N Contact Phone (206) 523-6150

Contact Email dfuchs@johnstonarchitects
.com

Contact Fax

SDCI Reviewer Lori L Swallow Address Seattle Department of
Construction and
Inspections
700 5th Ave Suite 2000
PO Box 34019
Seattle, WA 98124-4019

Reviewer Phone (206) 684-5627

Reviewer Fax

Reviewer Email Lori.Swallow@Seattle.Gov

Owner 70TH & GREENWOOD AVE
LLC

Updated correction.  See new item #1.

Applicant Instructions

How to Respond to a SDCI Correction NoticePlease see the attached flyer to learn " ".
If the 3-step process outlined in this document is not followed, it is likely that there will be a delay
in permit issuance and there is a potential for penalty fees.

Codes Reviewed

This project has been reviewed for conformance with the applicable development standards of the
Land Use Code.

Corrections

Parking Code

1 Please make sure plans are updated to show the proposed zoning as NC2-55 (M).

2 Please update  FAR information on sheet G002 #6.  FAR is shown as allowing 4.75 but under the
55' height limit is limited to 3.75.  This information on Sheet G005 is correct.

3 Please update the landscape drawings sheets L1.00 through L1.11 to show the proposed zone to
be NC2-55.  These sheets still show NC-65.
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4 Please fully dimension all features calculated in rooftop coverage. Sheet G002.

5 Please label all features that exceed the 55' height limit; parapets, railings etc.

6 Please dimension all features that are required to be 10' from the north lot line.  Please see
23.47A.012C7 (including parapets).
 
Thank you.

Project# 3023260, Correction Notice# 6
Page 2 of 2
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City of Seattle How to Respond to a Seattle DCI Correction
Notice

Step 1: Wait for all reviews to be completed

• You may check the status of any review at the following link:
http://web6.seattle.gov/dpd/permitstatus

• All reviews must be completed before the applicant can respond, upload, or submit any correction
responses.

• Electronic Plans: We will send correction letters to the Seattle DCI Project Portal. We will notify the
primary contact for the project when all reviews in the review cycle are complete.

• Paper Plans: We will notify the primary contact for the project by email or phone when all reviews in
the review cycle are complete and plans are ready to be picked up. Once you have been notified, pick
up the plans at Plans Routing in the Applicant Service Center.

Step 2: Make Corrections

Provide a written response for each item on all correction notices. We will not accept corrected
plans without written responses. Include the following information for each item:
• Describe the change
• Say where the change can be found in the plan set
• If you have not made a requested change, give a code citation or provide calculations to explain why

not
• Coordinate responses to correction items among all designers, architects, engineers, and owners
• If you make voluntary changes to your plans, describe the changes you have made in your response

letter

Correct your Plans:
• Cloud or circle all changes
• You may add new sheets to the plan set if you have new information to show

For Electronic Plans:
• Always upload a complete plan set

For Paper Plans:
If you replace sheets in the paper plan sets:
• Remove the old sheets, mark them as “VOID,” and include them loose at the back of each plan set
• All original sheets and plan pages must be returned to Plans Routing in the Applicant Service Center
• Insert the new sheets and staple the plan sets
If you make changes to the original paper plan sheets:
• Make all changes with ink (preferably red, waterproof ink). Do not use pencil to make changes
• Do not tape or staple anything to the plan sets

Platting Actions: Provide new copies of the survey when responding to a correction notice for a
shortplat, lot boundary adjustment, or other platting action. Provide the same number of copies that were
required when you submitted the project.

Step 3: Submit Corrected Plans

Electronic Plans:
Upload your corrected plan set and correction response letter through your Seattle DCI Project Portal.

Paper Plans:
Return your corrected plans and your correction response letter to Plans Routing in the Applicant Services
Center.

If you don't follow these instructions:
• Plans Routing may not accept your corrected plans
• We may be delayed in starting corrected plan review, which can delay permit issuance
• We may charge a penalty fee

Plans Routing / Applicant Services Center - 700 5th Avenue, 20th Floor
Hours: Monday, Wednesday, Friday: 8:00 a.m. - 4:00 p.m., Tuesday, Thursday: 10:30 a.m. - 4:00 p.m.
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City of Seattle
Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections
Land Use Review

Capstone Commercial Real Estate Advisors
8221 5th Ave NE
Suite 1
Seattle, WA  98115

Re:  Project #3023260-LU

Correction Notice #6
Review Type LAND USE Date March 09, 2018

Project Address 7010 PALATINE AVE N
SEATTLE,  WA 98103

Contact Phone (206) 324-6563

Contact Email tammy@capstonerea.com Address Seattle Department of Construction and 
InspectionsSDCI Reviewer Tamara Y Garrett

Reviewer Phone (206) 233-7182 700 Fifth Ave
Reviewer Fax Suite 2000

Reviewer Email Tami.Garrett@Seattle.Gov P.O. Box 34019
Owner   Seattle, WA   98124-4019

Corrections also apply to Project(s)

Council Land Use Action to rezone a 12,185 sq. ft. portion of land from Neighborhood Commercial 2 with a 40 ft. height limit 
(NC2-40) to Neighborhood Commercial 2 with a 55 ft. height limit and a mandatory housing affordability suffix of "M" (NC2-
55(M)) to allow a 5-story building containing 35 apartment units with ground level retail and below grade parking for 26 vehicles. 
Single Family 5000 (SF 5000) zoned portion of land to remain the same zoning designation. Existing single family residence 
and detached garage to remain.

Applicant Instructions
Please click on the following link to learn "How to Respond to a SDCI Correction Notice".  If the 3-step process outlined in this 
document is not followed, there may be a delay in permit issuance and there is a potential for penalty fees. 

For instructions on uploading corrected plans through your portal, follow this link: How to Upload a Document to an Existing 
Permit 
Note that you will not be able to upload corrected plans until all reviews are completed and the project's status is "Corrections 
Required".

 

Corrections
DESIGN REVIEW

1. It appears that the interior courtyard facades inclusive of secondary elements (railing, fenestration, doors, color palette, etc.) 
have been revised after the Recommendation meeting.  Please update all applicable sheets (building elevations, sections, 
material legend etc.) by demarcating the proposed revisions.  Also, please provide a correction response memo that describes 
the proposed changes and how the proposed modifications are consistent with the Board’s direction.  
2. FYI – I am unable to complete my analysis and decision until all applicable reviews have been completed and/or conditional 
approval has been granted for your project.  Once all other reviews are finished, I will be able to prepare the Director’s decision 
unless subsequent analysis shows that further information from you is required.

Project #3023260-LU, Correction Notice #6

Page 1 of 1

Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections
700 Fifth Ave, Suite 2000, P.O. Box 34019, Seattle, WA   98124-4019

An equal employment opportunity, affirmative action employer.  Accommodations for people with disabilities provided upon request.
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City of Seattle
Department of Construction and Inspections
Land Use Review

DAVID FUCHS
100 NE Northlake Way, Suite 200
Seattle, WA 98101

Re: Project# 3023260

Correction Notice #6

Review Type LAND USE Date March 09, 2018

Project Address 7009 Greenwood Ave N Contact Phone (206) 523-6150

Contact Email dfuchs@johnstonarchitects
.com

Contact Fax

SDCI Reviewer Tamara Y Garrett Address Seattle Department of
Construction and
Inspections
700 5th Ave Suite 2000
PO Box 34019
Seattle, WA 98124-4019

Reviewer Phone (206) 233-7182

Reviewer Fax

Reviewer Email Tami.Garrett@Seattle.Gov

Owner 70TH & GREENWOOD AVE
LLC

Council Land Use Action to rezone a 12,185 sq. ft. portion of land from Neighborhood Commercial 2 with a
40 ft. height limit (NC2-40) to Neighborhood Commercial 2 with a 55 ft. height limit and a mandatory
housing affordability suffix of "M" (NC2-55(M)) to allow a 5-story building containing 35 apartment units
with ground level retail and below grade parking for 26 vehicles. Single Family 5000 (SF 5000) zoned
portion of land to remain the same zoning designation. Existing single family residence and detached
garage to remain.

Applicant Instructions

How to Respond to a SDCI Correction NoticePlease see the attached flyer to learn " ".
If the 3-step process outlined in this document is not followed, it is likely that there will be a delay
in permit issuance and there is a potential for penalty fees.

Corrections

DESIGN REVIEW

1 It appears that the interior courtyard facades inclusive of secondary elements (railing,
fenestration, doors, color palette, etc.) have been revised after the Recommendation meeting. 
Please update all applicable sheets (building elevations, sections, material legend etc.) by
demarcating the proposed revisions.  Also, please provide a correction response memo that
describes the proposed changes and how the proposed modifications are consistent with the
Board’s direction.  

Project# 3023260, Correction Notice# 6
Page 1 of 2
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2 FYI – I am unable to complete my analysis and decision until all applicable reviews have been
completed and/or conditional approval has been granted for your project.  Once all other reviews
are finished, I will be able to prepare the Director’s decision unless subsequent analysis shows
that further information from you is required.

Project# 3023260, Correction Notice# 6
Page 2 of 2
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City of Seattle How to Respond to a Seattle DCI Correction
Notice

Step 1: Wait for all reviews to be completed

• You may check the status of any review at the following link:
http://web6.seattle.gov/dpd/permitstatus

• All reviews must be completed before the applicant can respond, upload, or submit any correction
responses.

• Electronic Plans: We will send correction letters to the Seattle DCI Project Portal. We will notify the
primary contact for the project when all reviews in the review cycle are complete.

• Paper Plans: We will notify the primary contact for the project by email or phone when all reviews in
the review cycle are complete and plans are ready to be picked up. Once you have been notified, pick
up the plans at Plans Routing in the Applicant Service Center.

Step 2: Make Corrections

Provide a written response for each item on all correction notices. We will not accept corrected
plans without written responses. Include the following information for each item:
• Describe the change
• Say where the change can be found in the plan set
• If you have not made a requested change, give a code citation or provide calculations to explain why

not
• Coordinate responses to correction items among all designers, architects, engineers, and owners
• If you make voluntary changes to your plans, describe the changes you have made in your response

letter

Correct your Plans:
• Cloud or circle all changes
• You may add new sheets to the plan set if you have new information to show

For Electronic Plans:
• Always upload a complete plan set

For Paper Plans:
If you replace sheets in the paper plan sets:
• Remove the old sheets, mark them as “VOID,” and include them loose at the back of each plan set
• All original sheets and plan pages must be returned to Plans Routing in the Applicant Service Center
• Insert the new sheets and staple the plan sets
If you make changes to the original paper plan sheets:
• Make all changes with ink (preferably red, waterproof ink). Do not use pencil to make changes
• Do not tape or staple anything to the plan sets

Platting Actions: Provide new copies of the survey when responding to a correction notice for a
shortplat, lot boundary adjustment, or other platting action. Provide the same number of copies that were
required when you submitted the project.

Step 3: Submit Corrected Plans

Electronic Plans:
Upload your corrected plan set and correction response letter through your Seattle DCI Project Portal.

Paper Plans:
Return your corrected plans and your correction response letter to Plans Routing in the Applicant Services
Center.

If you don't follow these instructions:
• Plans Routing may not accept your corrected plans
• We may be delayed in starting corrected plan review, which can delay permit issuance
• We may charge a penalty fee

Plans Routing / Applicant Services Center - 700 5th Avenue, 20th Floor
Hours: Monday, Wednesday, Friday: 8:00 a.m. - 4:00 p.m., Tuesday, Thursday: 10:30 a.m. - 4:00 p.m.
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     L E T T E R   O F   T R A N S M I T T A L 

 

Date: March 23, 2018 

Project: 7009 Greenwood Ave N, DPD Project Number 3023260 

To: Tamara Y Garrett (LAND USE) 

From: David Fuchs 

Re: Correction Notice #6: Land Use 

 

Response to Land Use Correction #6 (March 9, 2018): 

 

Please note that due to changes required by Zoning (see Zoning Correction Notice #6 

dated March 08, 2018, Item #6), the parapet on the north façade has been reduced in 

height in order to not cast a shadow to the north per SMC 23.47A.012.C.7. The parapet 

has been reduced to the max building height, though the insulation and coping do go 

6” above max building height. The lowered parapet includes the northern-most ±10’ of 

the east (see A302) and west (see A303) façades. Furthermore, the planters in both the 

northwest and northeast have been pulled back to the south to accommodate the 

shadows, and the planter in the SE has been enlarged to compensate for lost Green 

Factor (see A206, L1.00 and L1.30).  

 

1) Per our conversation on March 22, 2018, the interior courtyard façades have 

been changed back to those seen in Plan Set #6. Changes shown in Plan Set #7 

have been discarded. See sheets A304, A305, and A311. 

 

2) Thank you. Our responses to the Zoning Correction Notice have been submitted 

at the same time. 

 

 

Thank you, 

 

 

David Fuchs 

dfuchs@johnstonarchitects.com 
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     L E T T E R   O F   T R A N S M I T T A L 

 

Date: September 18, 2018 

Project: 7009 Greenwood Ave N, DPD Project Number 3023260-LU 

To: Tamara Y Garrett (LAND USE) 

From: David Fuchs 

Re: Correction Notice #9: Land Use 

 
Response to Land Use Correction #9: 
 

Please note the following changes to the plan set, which have been determined to be 
Type #1 design changes (changes consistent with the Design Review Board’s guidance) 
per your email September 5, 2018.   
 

1) Unit entry doors in all Courtyard Elevations (A311) have been revised from gray 
metal to wood to give them a more residential feel. See Sheets A304, A305, and 
A311. 

 
2) The railings on the elevated walkways (1-4/A311, levels 2-Roof) have been revised 

from glass to metal picket (painted black) in order to give them a more 
traditional feel (see image attached for precedent). See Sheets A301, A304, 

A305, A310 and A311. 
 

3) The South Stair wall on the Courtyard East Elevation (1/A311) has been revised 

from metal mesh to a storefront system with metal mesh infill (i.e. a metal mesh 
panel in place of glass panes). This was done to keep that system consistent with 
storefront language in the public courtyard rather than just having a sheet of 
metal mesh. See Sheets A305 and 1/A311. 

 
Furthermore, the MHA calculations on Sheets G006.1 and G006.2 have been updated to 
comply with the PUDA. 

 
Thank you, 
 
 

David Fuchs 
dfuchs@johnstonarchitects.com 

002071



 

 

 
Metal Railing per Item #2 
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     L E T T E R   O F   T R A N S M I T T A L 

 

Date: September 18, 2018 

Project: 7009 Greenwood Ave N, DPD Project Number 3023260-LU 

To: Megan Neuman (ZONING[MHA]) 

From: David Fuchs 

Re: Correction Notice #3: Zoning (MHA) 

 

Response to Zoning (MHA) Correction #3 (July 25, 2017): 
 
MHA calculations on Sheets G006.1 and G006.2 have been updated to comply with the 

PUDA.  
 

 
Thank you, 

 
 
David Fuchs 

dfuchs@johnstonarchitects.com 
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King, Lindsay 

From: King, Lindsay 

Sent: 
To: 

Wednesday, May 03, 2017 6:50 AM 
Dale Kutzera 

Subject: RE: RE Last Night's ORB 

Dale, 

Thank you for your questions regarding the lack of required setback at the zone change between the commercial and 
single family portions of the development site. The lot proposed for development combines existing parcels that are 
zoned commercial and single family. Once the parcels are combined for development there will no longer be a lot line at 
the zoning change line. The lot line will be established around the perimeter of the development site. 

SMC 23.47A.014B2 states "a setback is required along any rear or side lot line that abuts a lot in a residential zone ... " 

The code is specific that a setback is required long a lot line, not a zoning boundary. 

Since the combined parcels will remove any existing lot line at the zoning change there is no required setback between 
the single-family zone and the commercial zone. 

Setbacks required in the Single Family zone will apply in the single family portion of the lot. 

I hope this provides you clarity. 

Sincerely, 

Lindsay King 

From: Dale Kutzera [mailto:dkutzera@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 02, 2017 3:30 PM 

To: King, Lindsay <Lindsay.King@seattle.gov> 
Subject: Re: RE Last Night's DRB 

Thanks for the info. 
I'd welcome more information on the thought process behind that determination on the set-back. It seems the set 
back is based on the zone line not the property line. Does counting the parcels as one lot somehow re-zone the 
single family lots? 

I know there are many instances in which low-rise lots are being subdivided to build townhouses, but the zoning 
of the original property still applied. 

Dale 

On Tue, May 2, 2017 at 12:51 PM, King, Lindsay <Lindsay.King@seattle.gov> wrote: 

Dale, 
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Thank you for your leadership in last night's meeting. I will my best to answer your questions. 

• The determination on whether a 15-foot zoning setback is required is made by SDCI zoning staff and leadership 
based on the language of the Seattle Land Use Code. 

• The contract rezone is separate from the City initiated rezones considered under HALA. Should the rezone be 
approved there will be affordable housing required as described in the Seattle Land Use Code and DR 14-2016. 

• Since the Seattle Land Use Code does not have a 55-foot height zone the contract rezone is proposed to NC-65. 
The project is proposing to self-limit to 55 feet. 

• The contract rezone process includes a recommendation from SDCJ (which has not yet occurred), the project 
then is reviewed by the Seattle Hearing Examiner who provides a recommendation, the final decision is made 
of by Seattle City Council. 

I hope this helps answer your questions. 

Sincerely, 

Lindsay King 

From: Dale Kutzera [mailto:dkutzera@gmail.com1 
Sent: Tuesday, May 02, 2017 8:10 AM 
To: King, Lindsay <Lindsay.King@seattle.gov> 
Subject: RE Last Night's DRB 

Hi Lindsay, 

Thanks for keeping us all on track last night .. . even if we still spilled over a bit. 

For future reference, I'd appreciate some information on the process this project went through. I didn't 
attend the EDG for it, but was familiar with the issue of the contract rezone from 40 to 65 feet. 

What I was less aware of was the setback issue on the west side. What was the process that led to the 
decision that the required setbacks did not apply in this situation? 

I'm also curious if the contract rezone was based in part on assumed HALA upzones to that area. Does 
granting a rezone mean that the owners will be engaged in the HALA low-income housing program? 
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And lastly what is the process of obtaining a contract rezone? I take it the city council votes on each 
such project. So has that vote happened and the rezone for this project approved? Are they still applying for a 
65' height or now a 55' height? 

Thanks, 

Dale 
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King, Lindsay 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Baker, Roberta 
Thursday, April 27, 2017 1:14 PM 
King, Lindsay 
RE: Please reschedule the Design Recommendation mtg for 7009 Greenwood (# 
3023260)# 

Lindsay- looks like you're out of the office tomorrow, and so is Emily. Will you have time this afternoon to discuss this 
quickly? Mostly I want to understand how you'll be representing the issue to the Board so they understand that the 
departure isn't required - what does your memo to the board reflect. It also seems important that the board 
understand the code conundrum, but also that the lot could be sold off in the future if all development standards are 
being met (other than this setback) on the commercial site ...... . 

From: King, Lindsay 
Sent: Tuesday, April 25, 2017 9:50 AM 
To: Baker, Roberta <Roberta.Baker@seattle.gov>; Torgelson, Nathan <Nathan.Torgelson@seattle.gov>; Rutzick, Lisa 
<Lisa.Rutzick@seattle.gov>; Lofstedt, Emily <Emily.Lofstedt@seattle .gov> 
Subject: RE: Please reschedule the Design Recommendation mtg for 7009 Greenwood (#3023260)# 

Good morning all, 

Enclosed is a brief response. I have also enclosed the correspondence between Esther and myself after the EDG meeting 
and Emily and myself after her zoning IP. This issue has come up multiple times. 

Ms. Bartfeld, 

Thank you for your email in which you express concerns regarding the lack of required setback at the zone change 
between the commercial and single family portions of the development site. The lot proposed for development 
combines existing parcels that are zoned commercial and single family. Once the parcels are combined for development 
there will no longer be a lot line at the zoning change line. The lot line will be established around the perimeter of the 
development site. 

SMC 23.47A.014B2 states "a setback is required along any rear or side lot line that abuts a Jot in a residential zone ... " 

The code is specific that a setback is required long a lot line, not a zoning boundary. 

Since the combined parcels will remove any existing lot line at the zoning change there is no required setback between 
the single-family zone and the commercial zone. 

We appreciate your concerns and hope that our response is clear even if it is not what you had hoped for. 

Sincerely, 

xxxxxx 

Enclosed is the correspondence between Ms. Bartfeld and myself dated December 13, 2016: 
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Esther asks why a setback departure was not identified in the EDG report: 

(3) Please clarify the explanation on p7-8 of the EDG Report that purports to explain why an upper setback is 
not required per SMC 23.47A.O14. An upper level setback should be required for this project. 

The setback requirement in SMC 23.47A.014 is based on "lots" not ownership. The single family parcel 
on 10th (originally proposed as a public park) is a discrete lot with its own tax ID number, and meets the 
definition of "lot" in the code. The developer now proposes to develop it in the same manner as any other 
single family lot. Why should the 15-foot upper level setback on the adjacent NC240 lots not apply? 

My response: 

lfhe departure discusses that a setback would not be required if the single-family lot became a part of the larger building 
proposal. If the 'lot' now encompasses both NC and SF zoned land the lot line changes from what currently exists. If the 
site plan shows the NC portion of the lot and both single family lo_!~ '!S one development site, they have combined the 
lo!_~-~!l_d_ a lot line will no longer exist at the zoning change. 

Emily concurs with this assessment after her first zoning review where she did send a correction for further clarification: 

Well, in their notice and site plan they show the SFSOOO zoned Jots, but all their calculations only include the commercial 
lots. That's why I wanted a better clarification. 
Setba~~_are from tl!e lot !ine, so if they include the SF lots then there wouldn't be setbacks on the west side. 

I hope this helps! 

---------------·---·--------- -----------
From: Baker, Roberta 
sent: Tuesday, April 25, 2017 8:13 AM 
To: Torgelson, Nathan <Nathan.Torgelson@seattle.gov>; King, Lindsay <Lindsay.King@seattle.gov>; Rutzick, Lisa 
<Lisa.Rutzick@seattle.gov>; Lofstedt, Emily <Emily.Lofstedt@seattle.gov> 
Subject: RE: Please reschedule the Design Recommendation mtg for 7009 Greenwood (#3023260)# 

I'm having Emily Lofstedt look at this again. If you'd like a briefing on Thursday, let us know. I could have Emily come 
explain, since the solution proposed is not triggering a departure. 

----------
From: Torgelson, Nathan 
Sent: Monday, April 24, 2017 6:50 PM 
To: Baker, Roberta <Roberta.Baker@seattle.gov>; King, Lindsay <Lindsay.King@seattle.gov>; Rutzick, Lisa 
<Lisa. Rutzick@seattle.gov> 
Subject: FW: Please reschedule the Design Recommendation mtg for 7009 Greenwood (#3023260)# 

Looping in Lisa as well. 
Can one of you draft a short response for me to send? 
thanks 

From: Esther Bartfeld [mailto:ebartfeld@comcast.net] 
Sent: Monday, April 24, 2017 6:05 PM 
To: Torgelson, Nathan <Nathan.Torgelson@seattle.gov> . 
Cc: Baker, Roberta <Roberta.Baker@seattle.gov>; King, Lindsay <lindsay.King@seattle.gov> 
Subject: Please reschedule the Design Recommendation mtg for 7009 Greenwood (#3023260)# 
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Dear Mr. Torgelson: 

I am writing to request that you please RESCHEDULE the Design Recommendation meeting for 
project 3023260 (7009 Greenwood, contract rezone) currently scheduled for Monday May 1st. 

This project continues to have a substantial design flaw: it lacks the required setbacks where the NC 
parcel abuts the SF 5000 zone at the rear boundary, per SMC 23.47 A.014.B. 

This issue has been raised numerous times since this proiect was first proposed, and it remains 
unaddressed. That is the reason why I am bringing this to your attention. 

The proposal is for a 5-story building constructed right to the property/zoning line separating the NC 
parcel from the abuttingj SF5000 parcels. The proosal includes a contract rezone to NC265, from 
NC240. Images from the recent design material are included below. 

SMC 23.47 A.014.B.3 requires a 15-foot upper level setback along any side or rear lot line that abuts a 
lot in a residential zone, plus an additional setback for heights over 40 feet. The proposed building is 55 feet 
tall. But there are no setbacks proposed at all for this project. 

This project involves a 12,000 sq ft lot zoned NC2-40 that faces Greenwood Avenue on the corner ofN. 
70th in the Phinney Ridge neighborhood. In this area, all of the commercial lots face Greenwood A Ve N, and 
all share a rear lot line with the SFSOOO homes. 

The owners/developer of7009 Greenwood also owns the SF parcel facing 70th (currently vacant) that 
abuts the SW rear lot line of the NC parcel, and they recently acquired the single family home at 7010 Palatine 
that abuts the NW rear property line of the NC240 parcel. The zoning line separating NC240 from SF5000 runs 
along the property line. 

When this project was first proposed, the developer requested a departure for the upper level 
setback. Then that departure request was removed at some point. There was an EDG meeting in August 
2016. The DRB notes from that meeting indicate the Board's substantial concerns about the transitions between 
the commercial and SF zone and the need for a "thoughtful" transition." With zero setbacks in the current 
design, there is obviously no thoughtful transition as theDRB required. 

I raised the upper level isetback ssue (SMC 23.47A.014.B.3) in an email to Lindsay King (assigned 
planner) on December 5, 2016. 

I raised this issue again on January 25, 2017 in an email to Roberta Balcer and Lindsay King during the 
comment period for the MUP application. I also flagged this issue in my comments opposing the proposed 
rezone that I submitted February 8, 2017 during the MUP comment period. 

A Correction Notice issued Feb 2, 2017 identified the need for this setback (item #7). It also identified 
the required 15' diagonal setback where no development is allowed when a commercial lot abuts the 
intersection of a side lot line and front lot line in a residential zone (SMC 23.47A.014.B.1). 

A Correction Notice issued Feb 23, 2017 contained those same requirements (#7 again). 

On April 13, 2017, I received the notice of the upcoming DRB Recommendation meeting. I checked the 
SDCI website at that time and discovered a Response to Correction Notice dated March 15, 2017 that claimed 
that "since the adjoining residential SF5000 zoned parcels are part of the same development site, no side 
sestbacks are needed at the west side." 
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Evidently that explanation was good enough for SDCI to remove the prior correction notices requiring 
setbacks. The SDCI website had draft plans dated March 16, 2017 that showed no setback. The other items in 
the correction notices, such as transparency and sight triangle, are now included as requested Departures. But 
there is no further mention of the setback issue. 

There is a big problem here. As you can see in the images below captured from the design drawings, the 
alleged "development site" is three discreet parcels: (1) one NC240 parcel that they want to rezone to NC265, 
(2) one vacabnt SFSOOO parcel facing N. 10th St, and (3) a SFSOOO parcel (7010 Palatine) that has an existing 
single family home. There is no lot boundary adjustment proposed (as required in Tip 247, "Development Site 
Permitting Guidelines.") 

Instead, the developer is proposing a 10-foot "Access I no build" easement that consumes 10 feet of the 
SF parcels along the property line that they are using as open space and (it appears) as access to commercial 
space in the NC building. Perhaps they are not doing a lot boundary adjustment because there is insufficient 
space in the rear yard of the Palatine home to allow this (and perhaps insuffient square fottage in the vacant lot 
at N 70th as well). So this easement gimmick is being used instead, with the corresponding attempt to evade 
the setback requirements of SMC 23.47A.014.B altogether by claiming that their common ownership of three 
discrete lots is somehow a "development site." It is not. 

If these parcels were under separate ownership, the setbacks in SMC 23.47A.014.B would be 
required. There is no provision in the Code that allows one owner to acquire lots in two different zones, 
keep those lots as entirely separate tax parcel lots, and then claim that the setback requirements at zone 
transitions do not apply. 

The images from the March 16, 2017 draft plans clearly show what is going on here. The revised plans 
for the forthcoming DRB meeting, which were not posted until April 21st (a week after the notice went out), 
conceal a lot of what is going on. I have attached a series of images from the MArch 16 plans below for your 
review. 

Note also that the zoning I property line follows the same N/S line along the shared rear lines of all 
parcels on that block. A five story building within the required 15-foot upper level setback on the 7009 parcel 
steals the light, air, and views of all parcels on that block, and interferes with the view from buildings on 
surrounding blocks as well. 

I hope you will investigate what is really going on here and POSTPONE the forthcoming Design 
Recommendation meeting until there is a building design that complies with required setbacks. The 
12,000 sq foot commercial is already one of the largest commercial parcels in Phinney Ridge. It has ample 
space to accommodate a thoughtful design without unlawfully encroaching into required setback areas through 
the creative gimmics being used here. 

Thank you for your prompt consideration of this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Esther Bartfeld 
Phinney Ridge resident, former PRCC board member 

( 1) This is the site plan (page 6 of 3 .16.17 draft); the property line is the same as the zoning line at the color 
change separating Sf 5000 and NC240 zones: 
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(2) This is the site plan that shows the buiding right on the property line (see line at left edge of orange), along 
with the access easement (it is also called a "no build" easement, but the Code prohibits building in that portion 
of a rear SF ot anyway ... ) 

(3) This image from pl 1 of 3.16.17 draft shows the south side on 70th and the west massive wall that is 
proposed right on the property line separating NC240 and SF5000 (this is the part of the builting left of the 
comer facing the grass; the grass is the vacant SF lot on 70th); the car I driveway I comer is within the no­
development area of SMC 23.47A.014.B.l. 
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A looking NE to project "from N 70fh St with upper 
iloor setboclc and mid-block modulation 

(4) This idrawing shows the sidewalk in the easement over the SF5000 zone, accessing the retail space of the 
commercial building (the pn;>perty line is at the edge of the building (in white); the dashed line left of the 
sidewalk is the easement boundary in the SF zone, the grey shaded building in the upper left is the SF house at 
7010 Palatine). 
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( 5) This image describes the drawing above, identifying the easement 
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(6) This is the west side of the building (as viewed from the adjacent SF zone) that is built right on the property 
line of the SF zone for 4 stories, with a minimal setback at the fifth floor. Note also that the right side, where 
the car is entering the driveway (and for which they request a departure for that column located in the sight 
triangle) is within the 15-ft no-development triangle of SMC 23.47A.014.B.l. 
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