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City of Seattle

Department of Construction and Inspections
700 FifthAvenue, Suite 2000

P.O.Box 34019

Seattle, WA 98124-4019

(206) 684-8850

SDCI Project Number
TBD

Statement of Financial Responsibility/ Agent Authorization

‘ Project Address

‘ 701 23rd Ave, Seattle, WA 98122

NAME AND ADDRESS OF FINANCIALLY RESPONSIBLE PARTY (Required)

A.

Name of Individual or
Entity (Company,
Partnership, etc.)
Assuming Financial
Responsibility

Acer House LLC

Name of Individual
Signing on Behalf of
an Entity (Company,
Partnership, etc.)

Benjamin Maritz

Financially
Responsible Party
Relationship to
Property

[ ]Property Owner [__]Property Lessee [_]Property Contract Purchaser

[JPublic Agency  [__]Service Requestor (check only if request does not directly relate to the

legal building site letter)

development of real property i.e. request for interpretation,

Mailing Address (of
individual signing
statement)

1112 Federal Ave E

Telephone (of
individual signing
statement)

206 565 6455

Email (of individual
signing statement)

ben@grtexp.co

Individual Declaration of Financial Responsibility (must match the individual’s name listed in “A” above)

(printed name) declare that | am the

(relationship to project or service request) and that | am responsible

for payment of all fees associated with this project or other request to SDCI requiring payment of fees, including all hourly
or other fees which may accrue during the review and/or post-issuance whether the permit is issued or whether the
application is canceled or denied before the permitis issued.

Signature

Date
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Entity Declaration of Financial Responsibility (must match the individual name in “B” above and have authority to
bind entity named in “A” above)

| Benjamin Maritz (printed name) declare that in my capacity as
Manager (position within entity - ie manager,
CFO, etc) for Acer House LLC (financially responsible entity

named in “A” above) | have the authority to bind the Financially Responsible party named above to payment of all
fees associated with this project or other request to SDCI requiring payment of fees, including all hourly or other
fees which may accrue during the review and/or post-issuance whether the permit is issued or whether the
application is canceled or denied before the permit is issued.

2/8/2021

Signature Date

AGENT AUTHORIZATION (Optional):

I hereby authorize the individual named below to act as the primary contact (aka primary applicant) for this project.
This individual is not responsible for the payment of fees.

Primary Applicant Name; Sarah Haase

Primary Applicant Phone: 206 285 1589

Primary Applicant Email: sarah@schemataworkshop.com

Primary Applicant Address: 1720 12th Ave, Seattle, WA 98122
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July 19, 2021

CONTRACT REZONE APPLICATION
Acer House — SDCI # 3037717
2210 E Cherry St

Dear Mr. Sachs,

It is with great pleasure that we submit the attached application for a Contract Rezone for the Acer
House project at the corner of Cherry and 23™ in the Central Area.

Our project has the specific goal of establishing a new standard of equitable, community-oriented
development. Acer House is an equitable development that is responsive to the cultural legacy of the
Central Area and addresses immediate needs of the community.

Acer House will provide 107 residential units and 7 retail units, a restaurant and a childcare space, a
community courtyard and porch, bringing ‘eyes’ to 23 and Cherry and a rooftop food garden.

Acer House demonstrates that truly equitable, community focused development is possible. To this end,
Acer House has made the following commitments:

o Affordability: All units affordable below 100% AMI, and participation in MFTE and MHA

e Zero displacement: All existing on-site retail and residential tenants offered affordable spaces
e Anti-racist vendor selection: supporting minority and women-owned businesses

o ‘Afro-futurist’ design theme: celebrating Black excellence in a way that is inclusive for all

e Local wealth creation: equity partnerships with land-owners and local neighbors

e SEED certification: Ensuring sustainability on social and environmental impacts

Achieving these goals requires more scale than the current zoning offers. We are requesting a height
increase from NC1-40 to NC1-55. We are aware that a taller building will have impacts on shadows in
the area, but we feel these are far outweighed by the positive benefits we bring.

Acer is in an inequitably zoned commercial “node” that runs along E Cherry from 22" to 28™. The East
portion, largely White-owned, was up-zoned to 55’ in 2019. The Western portion, largely Black-owned
was not up-zoned in 2019. Similarly, the parcels at 23 and Union and 23™ and Jackson, which have
parcels owned by large White-led developers, were up-zoned to 75’. None of the land-owners
immediately around Acer were consulted about the 2019 rezone.

This is an opportunity to right this inequity in a way that will make a meaningful positive impact.

Sincerely,

J\/\/

Benjamin Maritz Kateesha Atterberry
Arboreal Urban Black
Co-developer, Acer House Co-developer, Acer House
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Rezone Application Submittal Information per TIP #228

This property consists of 7 parcels to be redeveloped into one multifamily mixed-use project located at
23rd and East Cherry Street Seattle, WA 98122, together called 2210 E Cherry.

1. Project number.
3037717-EG; 3037185-LU

2. Subject property address(es).
704 22nd Avenue, 708 22nd Avenue, 700 22nd Avenue, 2210 East Cherry Street, 701-705 23rd
Avenue, 707 23rd Avenue, 711 23rd Avenue -- Seattle, WA 98122

3. Existing zoning classification(s) and proposed change(s).
The 7 parcels called 2210 E Cherry are currently zoned NC1-40. This proposal is to rezone all 7
parcels to NC1-55, with the appropriate M suffixes.

4. Approximate size of property/area to be rezoned.
19,343 square feet

5. If the site contains or is within 25 feet of an environmentally critical area, provide information if
required pursuant to SMC 25.09.330 and CAM 103B, Environmentally Critical Area Site Plan
Requirements.

Site is not within 25 ft of an ECA per SDCI GIS map.

6. Applicant information:
Sarah M. Haase
Schemata Workshop
1720 12th Ave
Seattle, WA 98122

a. Property owner or owner’s representative:
Acer House LLC
Attn: Benjamin Maritz
1112 Federal Ave E
Seattle, WA 98102

7. Legal description of property(s) to be rezoned (also include on plans — see #16, below).

Address Parcel #

704 22™ Avenue 9126101681
708 22" Avenue 9126101685
700 22™ Avenue 9126101695
2210 East Cherry Street 9126101706
701-705 23" Avenue 9126101705
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707 23 Avenue 9126101725
711 23" Avenue 9126101730

PARCELS #912610--1695, 912610--1685 & 912610--1681
(PER STEWART TITLE INSURANCE COMPANY ORDER NO. 820537, DATED JUNE 30, 2020)

PARCELS A, C, AND C, CITY OF SEATTLE LOT BOUNDARY ADJUSTMENT NO. 3032095-LU, RECORDED
UNDER RECORDING NO. 20181024900003, RECORDS OF KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON. SITUATE IN
THE COUNTY OF KING STATE OF WASHINGTON.

PARCEL #912610--1705
(PER FIRST AMERICAN TITLE INSURANCE COMPANY ORDER NO. 4201--3523432, DATED JULY 15,
2020)

THE EASTERLY 2/3 OF LOTS 11 AND 12, BLOCK 17, WALLA WALLA ADDITION TO THE CITY OF
SEATTLE, ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF RECORDED IN VOLUME 5 OF PLATS, PAGE 81, IN KING
COUNTY, WASHINGTON.

PARCEL #912610--1725
(PER FIRST AMERICAN TITLE INSURANCE COMPANY ORDER NO. 4201--3547292, DATED AUGUST 07,
2020)

LOT 13, BLOCK 17 WALLA WALLA ADDITION TO THE CITY OF SEATTLE, ACCORDING TO THE PLAT
THEREOF RECORDED IN VOLUME 5 OF PLATS, PAGE 81, IN KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON.

PARCEL #912610--1730
(PER FIRST AMERICAN TITLE INSURANCE COMPANY ORDER NO. 4201--3547283, DATED AUGUST 07,
2020)

LOT 14, BLOCK 17 WALLA WALLA ADDITION TO THE CITY OF SEATTLE, ACCORDING TO THE PLAT
THEREOF RECORDED IN VOLUME 5 OF PLATS, PAGE 81, IN KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON.

PARCEL #912610--1706
(PER FIRST AMERICAN TITLE INSURANCE COMPANY ORDER NO. 4201--3523524, DATED JULY 15,
2020)

THE WEST ONE-THIRD OF LOTS 11 AND 12, BLOCK 17, WALLA WALLA ADDITION TO THE CITY OF
SEATTLE, ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF RECORDED IN VOLUME 5 OF PLATS, PAGE 81, IN KING
COUNTY, WASHINGTON.

8. Present use(s) of property.
The project site is comprised of 7 parcels along East Cherry Street flanked by 22" and 23" streets.
The site consists of 3 vacant lots which include 2 residential buildings, and 2 commercial buildings.
Current tenants of the property include a barber shop and two residential units on Parcel D; a flower
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shop and two vacant commercial spaces on Parcel E; and single-family residences on Parcel F and
Parcel G. Exterior areas of the Property include landscaping on Parcels F and G, and overgrown
vegetation and trash on the vacant Parcels A, B, and C.

Vacant Parcels A, B, and C previously were the site of the Cherry Hill Baptist Church, the structure of
which was demolished by a different developer who had proposed a townhouse project on the site
and then sold it to Acer House LLC.

9. What structures will be demolished or removed?
4 existing structures are proposed to be demolished. The first located, on parcel D, is a 2 story,
mixed use retail space with shop fronts along East Cherry Street and a residential unit upstairs. The
second located, on parcel E, is a single-story retail building with a shop on the corner of 23™ Street
and E Cherry Street, and 2 vacant spaces along E Cherry Street. Two single family residences on
parcels F and G are also proposed to be demolished.

As discussed elsewhere, Acer House is committed to a policy of no displacement. All residential and
commercial tenants on the property will be offered affordable rentals in the new building.
Temporary accommodation will be arranged by Acer House, and relocation assistance, if applicable,
will be provided through the city TRAO program.

10. What are the planned uses for the property if a rezone is approved?
A multifamily building of 107 units which will provide more affordable housing options in this
neighborhood. 20% of units will be affordable at levels prescribed by the MFTE program ranging
from 40%-85% AMI*. Acer House will provide “on site performance” under MHA, meaning an
additional 11% of the units will be affordable to 40-60% AMI. 6,254 square feet of retail space
including a childcare, an all-day restaurant, and at least 4 units for local, community-based small
businesses with priority access given to the current tenants to avoid displacement. 1,932 square feet
of publicly accessible open courtyard space, which will provide an accessible route and useable
outdoor space for the retail spaces.

The requested rezone would provide the underlying zoning needed to complete the development
proposal that advances the neighborhood goals and the City’s focus on creating more housing and
on equity. Not only has the Acer House project undergone extensive review through the Early
Design Guidance process, Acer House has also voluntarily reached out to the community outside of
the EDG process, including three community meetings, door knocking in the neighborhood, and
regular consultation with the Central Area LURC. Through this extensive outreach, the applicant has
identified potential negative impacts and mitigated the same, as identified in item 14 below.

1 Under SMC 5.74, MFTE compliant SEDUs are 40% AMII, studios are 60%, one bedrooms are 70% and two
bedrooms are 85%. The specific mix of units in the program at Acer is not yet known.

2 Under SMC 23.58C, following the rezone the Acer site will be in the “M2” category. Since it is in an MHA “High
Zone” the required ratio of affordable units is 11%. Most Acer units are over 400sf and will be 60% AMI under
MHA. Some units are below 400sf and will be 40% AMI. The specific mix of units in the program at Acer is not yet
known.
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11. Does a specific development proposal accompany the rezone application? If yes, please provide
plans.
Yes, we have a Master Use Permit 3037185 and Construction Permit 6804313 in review with SDCI.

12. Reason for the requested change in zoning classification and/or new use.
The rezone would provide enough scale for the Acer project to execute its stated mission of
equitable development and would make meaningful progress towards meeting the goals of the
Central Area neighborhood plan.

55’ height allows for a five-story wood-frame construction building, which has significantly lower
per-unit costs than a four story, 40’ version. These lower unit costs permit an ambitious program of
equitable development, detailed below, which we believe will both provide benefit to the local
community but also set an example for other developers in the City of Seattle and beyond.

The rezone will also correct a historical inequity under which portions of the 23™ and Cherry “node”
had their height increased to 55’ but others did not. The 23™ and Cherry node runs along E Cherry
from 22nd to 28th. The East portion, with many White-owned parcels, was up-zoned to 55’ in 2019.
The Western portion, largely Black-owned, was not up-zoned in 2019.

This inequity has strong echoes of previous policies of redlining which intentionally excluded Black
families and investors from the most lucrative areas for real estate investment. None of the land
owners immediately around Acer were consulted about the 2019 rezone, and all were surprised to
learn the eastern portion of the street had higher zoning.

Similarly, while 23" and Cherry is a “node” given the same importance in the Central Area planning
documents, the nodes at 23rd and Union and 23rd and Jackson, which are owned by large White-led
developers, were up-zoned to 75’. Unsurprisingly, the Union and Jackson nodes today are hotbeds
of development.
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Figure 1. Map of 23rd and Cherry "commercial node", with West (40" height limit) and East (55" height limit) areas shown

Parcels by Race of Owner in 23rd and Cherry Commercial Note

100%
90%
80%
70%
M Public/FBO/Nonprofit
60%
= Mixed/other/unknown
50% .
® White
40% M Black
30% M Asian
20%
10%

0%

()

West East

Figure 2. Chart of parcels in the 23" and Cherry node, by race of owner, West vs. East3

13. Anticipated benefits the proposal will provide.

3 Based on parcel-by-parcel analysis by applicant. Source file available at this link: https://netorgft6278573-
my.sharepoint.com/:x:/g/personal/ben_grtexp_co/EQAjvWIaCDpPjtnHgspAQJEBBOOdxKEzdMnRVN-
75iwMsQ?e=eQ6qo3
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The rezone to 55’ height will have the immediate impact of adding 24 more residential units, of
which 8-9 will deeply affordable under MHA and MFTE. Units on the additional floor will be offered
first on an affordable basis to the 10-15 current residential tenants on the Acer site, most of whom
are Black, and many of whom are immigrants®.

In addition to these additional units, the scale will allow Acer to implement our strategy of equitable

development, including many items that are simply not possible in a smaller building. These benefits

include:

¢ Maximum affordability: All units affordable below AMI, and participation in MFTE and MHA.
While MFTE is likely viable without the rezone, MHA on site performance is likely not.

e Zero displacement: all retail and residential tenants offered spaces at affordable rents.

0 The units in the top floor which the rezone is adding will be offered first to residents on
the current site at affordable rents, which in many cases may be lower than their
current rent. The developers of Acer House will secure temporary housing during
construction and pay all moving costs to and from the site.

0 The retail units will also be offered to current businesses first, also at affordable rents.
Acer House is exploring private and public sector partnerships to make these
commercial units permanently affordable through condominiumization and commercial
ownership.

¢ Anti-racist vendor selection: supporting minority and women-owned businesses. Acer has
committed to including at least one minority or woman-owned firm (MWBE) in the final round
of procurement for each of our 30+ vendor categories. So far, MWBE business represent over
80% of all procurement at Acer.

¢ ‘Afro-futurist’ design theme: celebrating Black excellence in a way that is inclusive for all. Acer
has partnered with Donald King, a celebrated local Black architect to develop a design theme for
Acer which celebrates the Black heritage of the Central Area and highlights the potential of its
Black neighbors. Afro-futurism is an emerging design trend which has not been widely applied to
architecture, making Acer House a leader nationally. The early designs for Acer House, which
will go through Seattle’s design review process, are attractive and fit well within the local design
vernacular.

¢ Local wealth creation: equity partnerships with land-owners and local neighbors. Historically,
Real Estate has produced tremendous wealth but has excluded many disadvantaged people,
including the traditionally Black residents of the Central Area who were victims of redlining and
other injustice. Acer House is building wealth in the community in multiple ways:

0 Allland owners on the site are equity partners in the project. A portion of the income
from the sale of their land will be reinvested back into the project, keeping them tied to
the neighborhood and allowing them to profit from the project long after they sell their
house or building. They have joined our weekly project calls and have made many
valuable contributions.

0 We will be opening up a crowd-funded co-investment vehicle to allow all community
members including immediate neighbors to invest in Acer House, support our mission,

4 Acer House will be in compliance with the City’s First-in-Time ordinance
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and earn a financial return as a real estate investor. This fund will be regulated by the

SEC and will be affirmatively marketed to people of color with roots in the Central Area.
SEED certification to ensure our sustainability on social and environmental impacts. Acer
House will be the first privately funded SEED development in Seattle. SEED stands for “Social
Economic Environmental Design,” and represents an approach which prioritizes environmental
sustainability, affordability, and community benefit.

14. Summary of potential negative impacts of the proposal on the surrounding area.
The potential negative impacts of going from 40’ to 55’ are limited. In our extensive conversations

with neighbors, community groups, the Central Area LURC and the Central Area Design Review
Board we heard three concerns:

Shadow impacts. The incremental shadow impact from an additional 15’ of building height is very

small. There are two single family houses immediately to the north which will have sun partially
blocked by sun even by a 40’ building.

e The 40’ building also allows a 8-10" mechanical penthouse, so the total height increase from the
rezone is only 5-7’

e The house most affected, to the northwest, is already largely covered in shade by large street
trees, as can be seen in Figure X

Figure 3. Shadows cast on darkest day of the year in a 40' height model (left) vs. a 50’ height model (right)*

5 Full shadow study on page G130 of the MUP packet. 55’ model will have no penthouse in the western roof
section
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Figure 4. Photo of house to the northwest of the Acer site, showing the shade provided by an existing tree. Photo taken June
2021

Parking Impacts. The project proposes zero parking stalls; if it were proposed at a 40-foot height, it

would also propose zero parking stalls. The potential impact due to parking from the small number

of additional units in the fifth floor is very small, and will be further studied through a traffic impact

analysis. Parking is not required by code at the Acer site, given it is in an Urban Village with frequent

transit. Car free living supports many of the City’s goals, not least reducing carbon emissions

e Based on other similar projects, we anticipate about 25% of tenants will have cars.

e Seattle has passed “peak car” and as such the overall number of cars in the city will be declining
as people move to a car free lifestyle, freeing up parking in the neighborhood

e Most of the houses in the immediate area have off-street parking and/or garages

e A reduction of built parking reduces project costs and therefore reduces rents/makes the
project more affordable. The connection between parking requirements and affordability of
multifamily units is well-documented.

Height, bulk, and scale impacts; aesthetics, “neighborhood character” impacts. This claim made by
some neighbors is highly subjective, and is consistent with objections to development that have
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historically excluded People of Color and led to rapid escalation in housing costs, to the benefit of

homeowners and the detriment of renters.

e The “bulk and scale” of the Acer project is identical to that which is allowed by right on the
eastern side of the 23 and Cherry node, in a NC1-55 zone that also abuts an RSL zoned area of
houses

e The Acer project is across the street from two privately held parcels which are NC1-40, and
which can support buildings that are four stories in height, very similar to what we propose (the
current Coyote Central facility and the AM/PM gas station)

e The design guidelines for 23 and Cherry do call for “smaller scale” relative to the larger nodes
at 23/ Union and 23™ / Jackson, but those nodes are zoned for 75’, meaning the requested 55’
zoning is still going to be smaller scale

e The project design team is committed to taking many actions to moderate the visual impact of
the size of the building, including pulling the mass back from the street, changing building
materials at upper levels, and generally ensuring high quality attractive design

o Acer will go through the full Design Review process, intended to mitigate height bulk and scale,
and aesthetic impacts.

Renters in the area have noted that all of the homeowners in the immediate vicinity have seen
increases in property values of 200% or more in the past decade due to underproduction of housing
in the area.

15. List other permits or approvals being requested in conjunction with this proposal (e.g., street
vacation, design review).
No special permits or approvals are necessary other than code-required processes for a project this
scale. Those processes include: SEPA determination, design review approval, and zoning approval. A
Building Permit, as well as various other civil permits, will be required to construct the proposal.

16. Submit a written analysis of rezone criteria (see SMC 23.34.008 and applicable sections of
23.34.009-128). Include applicable analysis locational criteria of 23.60.220 if a shoreline environment
redesignation is proposed.

Please see Appendix A

17. Provide six copies of scale drawings with all dimensions shown that include, at a minimum,
existing site conditions, right- of-way information, easements, vicinity map, and legal description. See
SMC 23.76.040.D, Application for Council Land Use Decisions for other application materials that may
be pertinent. Plans must be accompanied by DPD plans coversheet.

Please see MUP packet
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Appendix A — Response to Rezone Criteria

Response to Tip Question #16: Submit a written analysis of rezone criteria (see SMC 23.34.008 and
applicable sections of 23.34.009-128). Include applicable analysis locational criteria of 23.60.220 if a
shoreline environment redesignation is proposed.

Applicable SMC sections include

e 23.34.008 - General rezone criteria
e 23.34.009 - Height limits of the proposed rezone

Code citations are printed below in bold italics

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 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
Growth Strategy Element of the Comprehensive Plan.

Analysis

» Acer House is in the 23rd and Union-Jackson Residential Urban Village (RUV)

» Zoned capacity for the Urban Village is 4,295 dwelling units®, and the growth estimate in the 2035
comprehensive plan, adopted in 2016 and amended in 2020 is 1,600 units’. Therefore, the zoned
capacity is not less than 125 percent of the growth estimates. The proposal meets this criterion.

» The densities established for a RUV in the Growth Strategy Element of the 2035 Comprehensive Plan
is 12 dwelling units per gross acre®. The 23" and Union-Jackson RUV is 516 gross acres® and has
zoned capacity of 9,746 dwelling units (5,451 existing and 4,295 capacity)??, or 18.9 dwelling units
per acre. Therefore, the zoned capacity for the Residential Urban Village is not less than this density
established in the 2035 Comprehensive Plan. The proposal meets this criterion.

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

6 Page 424 of the Council Adoped Comprehensive Plan dated November 2020
7 Page 417 of same

8 page 25 of same

9 Page 422 of same

10 page 424 of same
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Analysis

» Our requested zoning is NC1-55, which is a change only in height from the current NC1-40 zoning.

» NC1, as defined by SMC 23.34.074, is well suited to the Acer House objectives due to the desired
function of providing a small shopping / retail area on the ground floor that serves the local
neighborhood and the locational criteria of being in an urban village but adjacent to low density
residential areas. The Proposal Meets this criterion.

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

Analysis

» The current zoning of the Acer House parcels is NC1-40. The parcels were up-zoned in 2017 by CB
118981 as part of the 23" Avenue Action Plan, itself part of HALA process. The specific motivation
cited at the time was to address residential, commercial, and cultural displacement!!

0 Priorto 2017, the Western parcels (Parcels A, B and C on the site plan) were SF 5000, and were
home to the Cherry Hill Baptist Church.

O Priorto 2017, the Eastern parcels (Parcels D, E, F and G on the site plan) were NC1-30

0 Atthe time of the 2017 rezone, the Acer parcels were brought to 40’ to match the zoning along
Cherry Street directly to the east.

> The entire stretch of E Cherry from 22" to 28" was then NC1-40, until the 2019 MHA rezone (CB
119444) up-zoned only the eastern portion of this segment to 55’. It is unclear why the western part
of this area was excluded.

0 During the 2019 re-zone, the single family homes to the north of the Acer site were changed to
RSL.

> Upzoning the Acer Site will form a near-continuous stretch of NC1-55 along Cherry from 22" to 28,
creating significant capacity for affordable housing and community focused retail spaces.

> As noted in the main portion of this attachment, there is a clear racial disparity between the 55’
eastern portion of the node and the 40’ western position. The 40’ western portion is majority
Black-owned where as the eastern portion is mixed. Up-zoning the Acer site will begin to correct
this disparity.

11 pages 7-10 of the presentation to council at the time of the rezone
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/

|
Up-zoned

Figure 5 Map of 2019 rezone from CB 119444. Only the area to the east of 25t was increased from 40’ to 55’

D. Neighborhood Plans.

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

2. Council adopted neighborhood plans that apply to the area proposed for 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 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.

Analysis

» The 2020 update of the 2035 Comprehensive Plan has an extensive section on the Central Area
neighborhood plan, including notes about the 23™ and Cherry intersection, which we discuss in
detail in Appendix A. Our conclusion is:

0 This community-informed project embodies the goals of the Central Area Neighborhood Plan,
especially in the Community Identity & Character and Land Use, Transportation and
Infrastructure, Housing, and Economic Development sections. Our proposal improves pedestrian
infrastructure and access, creates pockets of culture for community-building, provides retail
spaces designed for small businesses, and adds 107 units of affordable housing, 30% of which
are income regulated, to the Central Area. The design intentionally expresses the African and
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Black American presence within the neighborhood, while our anti-displacement approach seeks
to preserve and elevate the already thriving Black, immigrant and refugee owned businesses at
23" and Cherry, as well as foster the growth of new community-based small businesses.

» The applicable neighborhood plans do not include rezone policies.

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

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

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

a. Natural features such as topographic breaks, lakes, rivers, streams, ravines and shorelines;
b. Freeways, expressways, other major traffic arterials, and railroad tracks;

c. Distinct change 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 23.34.008.E.2; and
2) Platted Iot lines.

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

4. In general, height limits greater than 55 feet should be limited to urban villages. Height limits
greater than 55 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.

Analysis

» The zoning directly to the north of Acer House is RSL and contains a mix of owner occupied and

>

rental houses, both single family and duplex / triplex units. The houses immediately to the north of

Acer House are representative in how they have increased in value due to lack of housing supply in

the area:

0 The house immediately adjacent on the northwest, 712 22" Ave, is a duplex with an owner
occupant and a renter. It was acquired in 2015 for $350,000 and is valued by Zillow at
$1,083,600 in July 2021

0 The house immediately adjacent on the northeast, 713 23™ Ave, is a rental owned by a large
investor. It was acquired in 2017 for $387,500 and is valued by Zillow at $707,500 in July 2021

The transition between the Acer House project and the RSL zone to the north will be managed

through:
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0 Maintaining residential units on 22" Ave, which is clearly a largely residential street. This will
require an administrative exception from standard land use policies for the NC zone

0 Maintaining a 15’ setback from the Acer House building to the property line to the north for the
majority of the building. This setback is not required by code. The setback will be used for
private, screened play area for the day care and as private patios for certain units. This is an
open space and green space as described in 23.34.008.E.2

0 Upper level setback of 3’ on the fifth floor on the north, which will hide the mass of the building
from the most immediate neighbors to the north

» The height difference relative to other structures will not be as abrupt given the local zoning and
topography.

0 From the East and North: The Acer House site is located at a low point in the grade, significantly
lower than the RSL zone to the north. Therefore, the increase in height of Acer House will not be
as noticeable since the base of the building is lower.

0 From the West: The height of the zone to the west is 55’ already, so when developed Acer
House will be consistent here

0 From the South: The Garfield block contains several large structures, the most prominent of
which is Garfield High School. The High School is a large building which is situated on grade
much higher than Acer House.

» Acer House seeks to rezone to 55, and the area is within an Urban Village.

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

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

a. Housing, particularly low-income housing;

b. Public services;

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

d. Pedestrian safety;

e. Manufacturing activity;

f. Employment activity;

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

h. Shoreline view, public access, and recreation.

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

a. Street access to the area;
b. Street capacity in the area;
c. Transit service;

d. Parking capacity;

e. Utility and sewer capacity;
f. Shoreline navigation.
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Analysis

» The specific impact of the rezone is to add an additional floor and 24 more residential units. This
additional scale will have a significant positive impact on the project and allow us to achieve our
goals for equity and community benefit. It will have a moderate impact on the neighborhood and
infrastructure.

» A specific analysis on the factors in 23.34.008.F.1 follows:

(0}
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a. Housing: The additional scale will add 2 additional MHA unit at 40+% AMI and 5 additional
MFTE units at 60+% AMI. But more importantly, the addition of the 5™ floor makes possible on-
site performance for MHA for the entire building. MHA on-site performance is very challenging
for a building, especially one that is sub scale at only four floors.

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 one story of housing made possible by the zone change. The project has obtained
confirmation that adequate water, sewer, transit, storm water, and electrical services exist to
serve the proposed project. The Preliminary Assessment Report is part of the MUP record
reflecting these adequacies.

¢. Environmental factors: No adverse impacts are expected from the change in zone or the
additional 24 units. However, the increase in scale for the project permits investments such as
constructing an entirely fossil fuel-free building. Acer House will be vested under the 2018
Seattle Energy Code, but before the requirement for heat pump hot water heaters was added.
The Acer House team has opted to use heat pump hot water heaters anyway at substantial
incremental cost, and this cost can only be recovered through the additional units.

d. Pedestrian safety: The project is improving sidewalks and landscaping on all three street-
facing facades, which will have the impact of encouraging more pedestrian activity and calming
traffic including on both the E Cherry and 23™ arterials and the 22" Ave residential street.

e. Manufacturing activity: Not applicable

f. Employment activity: The residential building, pre-school, restaurant and retail spaces will all
be a driver of employment in the neighborhood. Because of Acer House’s commitment to
equity, anti-racism, and no displacement, the primary beneficiaries of this employment will be
BIPOC and minority owned businesses, especially the BIPOC owned businesses currently on site.
These BIPOC businesses would otherwise be at significant risk of displacement, a fate too many
other BIPOC owned businesses in the Central Area have suffered. The childcare space will bring
much needed childcare service to working families in the area, further supporting employment.
g. Character of areas recognized for architectural or historic value: 23" and Cherry is the heart
of the Central Area, a diverse neighborhood that is currently undergoing a renaissance. Acer
House is within site of important cultural landmarks such as the Garfield High School and the
Quincy Jones Performing Arts Center. The Central Area and the Cherry Hill sub-area was
traditionally the heart of Seattle’s African American community but has suffered from significant
gentrification due to real estate speculation and many other developments that did not have
equity as a primary focus. The addition of Acer House as a celebration of anti-racism, afro-
futurism and inclusion at this prominent intersection will reinforce the message of the historic
monuments in the neighborhood and accelerate the renaissance of the Central Area. The rezone
of Acer House and the additional scale it will bring is critical for achieving this goal.
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h. Shoreline view, public access, and recreation. Acer House is located directly across the street
from the Garfield Playfields, the largest park in the area. Traditionally low-income families and
people of color have been excluded from park infrastructure in Seattle and nationwide. Acer
House, with its 107 affordable units, of which 33 are deeply affordable through MHA and MFTE,
will improve access to the City’s recreation for the community that needs it most.

» Service capacities: A specific analysis on the factors in 23.34.008.F.2 follows:

(0]
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a. Street access to the area: the impact of the additional XX units on street access will be
minimal. 23" Avenue was recently improved by the city to accommodate growth in the region.
b. Street capacity in the area: the impact of the additional XX units on street capacity will be
minimal. 23" Avenue was recently improved by the city to accommodate growth in the region.
Given that the project does not provide parking, we anticipate that the vast majority of our
residents will be car free, further limiting impact on street capacity.

c. Transit service: 23™ and Cherry is well served by transit, and the Acer House project will
provide additional ridership to these services. The 3, 4 and 48 stop directly in front of the
project. Express routes to destinations outside the city such as the 63, 64X, 193X, 303X are
within a few blocks. The Judkins Park light rail station is within walking distance or can be
reached by bus on the 3, 4 route which has 6 minute peak head times.

d. Parking capacity; Acer House is encouraging a car-free lifestyle for residents and will not be
providing parking. No parking is required by code given the location in an Urban Village with
frequent transit Based on surveys done in other parking-free buildings, less than 25% of
residents will have cars. Most of the neighborhood is single family housing with off-street
parking.

e. Utility and sewer capacity; There is adequate utility and sewer capacity in the area and the
additional height and units will not meaningfully affect capacity.

f. Shoreline navigation. 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 designations in this Chapter 23.34.

Analysis

» Since the 2017 re-zone, a process that was started as early as 2012, much has changed in the Central
Area. The area has continued to gentrify with the Black population continuing to drop. Rents for
both residential and retail units have increased significantly. Overall, the need for equitable and
affordable developments such as Acer has grown.

» Changes in factors related to the criteria in Chapter 23.34 include

(0}
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Housing: the rents for an apartment in Seattle and the central area continues to outpace income
growth, leading to a greater need for affordable housing (regulated and unregulated)

Public services: The improvements to 23 Avenue including construction of new sewer
infrastructure have been completed
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0 Environmental factors: The pressure for action on climate change has increased significantly, as
has the stringency of building standards. Acer will be in full compliance with the nation-leading
2018 Seattle Energy Code, even before such compliance is required

0 Pedestrian safety: Violent crime at 23™ and Cherry has worsened, with two shootings at the
intersection in the past year. The addition of the Acer project and its “eyes on the street” will
have a significant positive impact on safety

0 Employment activity: Minority owned small businesses have been particularly hard hit by

COVID-19, especially as real estate values have risen accelerating displacement. The need for

affordable commercial spaces that prioritize no displacement is higher than ever.

Street capacity: 23 Ave has been fully upgraded

0 Parking capacity: Since the last rezone, Seattle has passed “peak cars”, meaning that the
number of cars in the has remained stable. This suggests that demographic trends against car
ownership have lessened the need for parking.

0 Utility and sewer capacity: The improvements to 23 Avenue including construction of new
sewer infrastructure have been completed

o

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

Analysis

» Not applicable

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

Analysis

» Not applicable

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.
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Analysis

>

Acer House’s mission is to provide an equitable development that provides housing, commercial
spaces, childcare and open space for the local community — all “permitted goods and services” that
the community demands. These are being provided with a lens of equity and inclusion, addressing
past injustices and displacement in the area.

The current zoning of 40’ allows for only a four-story building. Four stories is simply not sufficient
scale to provide the Acer House program. A four story building would have 24 less units, but more
importantly it would have significantly higher per-unit construction costs given it has less unit area
across which to amortize the fixed costs of the development.

So, not only does the additional height add more units, it also enables the mission of the
development.

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.

Analysis

>

The incremental height from the rezone from 40’ to 55’ will not block any views. The houses that are
directly across the street from Acer to the 22" have views that are already severely limited by the
large trees on 22", and what partial views they have will already be completely obscured by a 40’
structure. Going to 55’ has no further effect.

Acer House is at a natural low point in the topography of the region, and the end of a gentle slope
that runs down E Cherry St from the West and 23™ Ave from the North.

As such the residential houses in the neighborhoods to the North and West are situated higher than
Acer House, and view blockages are kept to a minimum
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Figure 6. View from the upper floor of the house immediately opposite across 22nd. Code compliant 40" height is shown vs the
proposed 55' design

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.

Analysis

> Acer is on the western edge of a commercial stretch on East Cherry Street that contains both 40’
zoning and 55’ zoning. We are asking for a rezone so that our site can have the same zoning as the
55’ areas immediately to the East.

» The eastern portion of commercial area was up-zoned to 55’ in 2019. Our conversations with the
(mostly Black, mostly immigrant) land owners in the eastern area suggest that they were not aware
of the up-zone process in 2019 and were excluded from it.
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/ Nova School

Figure 7. Acer site shown relative to the commercial node that runs along E Cherry from 22nd to 28th

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.D.2, are present.

Editor's note— Subsection 23.34.009.D.2 refers to 23.34.008.D.2. The correct reference is
subsection 23.34.008.E.2.

Analysis

>

>

>

There is existing major development a few blocks to the north at 23rd and Union and a few blocks to
the south at 23rd and Jackson that is 75’ in height. The zoning at these intersections has led to
significant development, but the lower zoning currently at 23rd and Cherry has made it
uneconomical to develop so far.

As discussed elsewhere in this application, Acer House will have a transition to the RSL zones to the
north in the form of an optional ground level setback.

This transition is consistent with other transitions in the area, as the eastern part of the node has a
transition from NC1-55 to SF5000
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Figure 8. Zoning map of the 23rd and Cherry area. Note the transition from NC1-55 to SF500 in the east

E. Neighborhood plans
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.

Analysis

> Neither of the neighborhood plans directly address height recommendations or limits, and both
plans were adopted after 1995. The Central Area neighborhood plan, the 23™ Avenue Action Plan,
and the Central Area Design Guidelines are all council-approved documents which have a similar set
of goals: creating more equitable development in the Central Area in a way that “celebrates its
culture, heritage and diversity” and promotes affordability for residents and businesses alike. The
attachments to this document detail the way in which Acer House’s vision is fully consistent with
this goal.

» The Neighborhood Plan specifically addresses 23rd and Cherry with the following statements:
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23rd and Cherry goals (CA-G18): “This is a smaller-scaled community-serving node with finer
grained mixed-use developments. This node has an abundance of community assets including
parks/open space, Garfield High School and Community Center, teen center, arts programs, and
small businesses, in particular ethnic restaurants, that create a unique identity for this node. It
draws a broad mix of people, especially youth.”

23" Ave policies related to 23™ and Cherry: (CA-P66): “Preserve small-scale neighborhood
character, immigrant- and refugee-owned businesses while providing a greater variety of shops
and services at 23rd and Cherry and an activated street frontage.”

» Acer House address these elements of the plan in multiple ways:

(0]

Maintaining a “smaller scaled” node by keeping the height limit at 55’, instead of 75" as is the
limit at the other two main nodes (23/Union and 23/Jackson). 55’ is already the height of much
of the commercial node along E Cherry near 23",

Providing a “finer grade mixed use development” by prioritizing smaller retail spaces around our
community courtyard, allowing diverse small businesses to thrive

Adding to the “community assets” in the form of a low income childcare and a restaurant that
will benefit from the rooftop garden on Acer House

Committing to no displacement of the small business on site, including five Black-owned
business, two of which are Black immigrant owned

Adding 107 housing units, which will be natural customers for the businesses and cultural assets
at the node
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Appendix B — Response to Neighborhood Plan

Conclusion

This community-informed project embodies the goals of the Central Area Neighborhood Plan, especially
in the Community Identity & Character and Land Use, Transportation and Infrastructure, Housing, and
Economic Development sections. Our proposal improves pedestrian infrastructure and access, creates
pockets of culture for community-building, provides retail spaces designed for small businesses, and
adds 107 units of affordable housing, 30% of which are income regulated, to the Central Area. The
design intentionally expresses the African and Black American presence within the neighborhood, while
our anti-displacement approach seeks to preserve and elevate the already thriving Black, immigrant and
refugee owned businesses at 23™ and Cherry, as well as foster the growth of new community-based
small businesses.

Detailed responses
OVERALL CENTRAL AREA COMMUNITY IDENTITY & CHARACTER AND LAND USE GOALS & POLICIES

Goal / policy

Acer House response

The Central Area is a community proud of its
culture, heritage, and diversity of people and
places. This richness derives from the fact that
this neighborhood has always been a place of
welcome and it has been, and continues to be
the center of the African American community.

This project’s Afrofuturist design
intentionally expresses the African and
Black American presence within the
neighborhood and in a future where
Black people gain true equity in the
global community. Our project creates
a pocket of culture to represent the
Black American identity within the
Central Area. Beyond the design, we
are working with Black/Immigrant
small business owners currently
operating on the site as well as current
residential tenants to avoid
displacement and smoothly transition
to the new building.

The Central Area is a community that provides
inclusive opportunities for everyone to
participate in community projects.

We have gone beyond the procedural
avenues to reach community members
and include them in every step of this
project. We are also creating a crowd-
funded community co-investment
fund which allows people with roots in
the Central Area to share in the
financial value created by the project--
a process that Central Area residents,
especially Black folks, have historically
been excluded from.

Strengthen a unique identity for the Central
Area that celebrates its culture, heritage, and
diversity; enhance the sense of community;

The Cultural Placemaker map in the
Central Area Design Guidelines
identifies 23rd and Cherry as a key
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and increase the feeling of pride among Central
Area residents, business owners, employees,
and visitors through excellent physical and
social environments.

intersection in the Central Area that
serve as cultural and social anchors for
their surrounding areas. The project,
located at this corner, will stimulate
activity and create visual interest to
enhance the Central Area’s identity
through design elements like street
furniture, public art, landscape
elements, pedestrian lighting, and
mosaics, as well as by providing
affordable housing and commercial
space for community members.

Recognize the historical importance and
significance of the Central Area’s existing
housing stock, institutional buildings (old
schools, etc.), and commercial structures as
community resources. Incorporate their
elements into building design and possible
designation of historic and cultural resources.

Our site is at the heart of some of the
Central Area’s most important
community resources—Garfield
Community Center and High School for
example. The building form divides
massing so that it does not appear as
one, monolithic structure and
smoothly transitions to other nearby
structures. Modulated facades keep
the building inviting and consistent
with the finer-grain fabric found in the
Central Area neighborhood. Our
proposal also includes visual art,
signage and markers that tell the story
of the neighborhood'’s history in
engaging ways.

Seek opportunities for community-based public
improvements that would create a sense of
identity, establish pride of place, and enhance
the overall image of the Central Area.

As a community-focused design, the
project will provide cultural and place-
specific open spaces that can be used
for a variety of uses including social
gathering and other cultural
celebrations.

Create opportunities for public spaces, public
art, and gateways that engage and express the
Central Area’s unique heritage and identity.

This project includes 1,932 square feet
of publicly accessible open courtyard
space, with artwork incorporated into
the metal railing, pavement, and
siding. The proposal also features a
community porch with overhead
coverage and a rooftop gathering area
for building residents.

Identify activities and spaces for people with
diverse cultures, ages, and background to
meet, share, learn, and strengthen community
ties.

Our public courtyard will be a
community hub connecting 23 and
Cherry to a childcare, community-
based retail spaces, and 107 affordable
housing units, 33 of which are income
regulated
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CA-P6 Create an appealing environment that See CA-G1
enhances the historic character while providing
opportunities for existing and new
development to grow, and serve the emerging
needs of the diverse community.

CA-P7 Create a vibrant commercial district, In the project’s pedestrian-oriented
encouraging dense urban development in the commercial areas, entrances are
commercial areas and encouraging housing provided at regular intervals to
supportive of the community through land use | ;ccommodate and encourage smaller
jcools, §uch as rezones, design guidelines, and retailers and community-oriented
Incentives. businesses. A rezone from NC-40 to

NC-55 would allow for a small
shopping / retail area on the ground
floor that serves the local
neighborhood and the locational
criteria of being in an urban village but
adjacent to low density residential
areas.

CA-P8 Support existing and new Central Area N/A
community programs and expand on existing
partnerships so these programs prioritize
services to those who consider the Central
Area to be central to their identity, such as the
African American community.

CA-P9 Support a network of community-based Our project team consists of
organizations that can coordinate diverse community members who are part of
volunteers to implement community building various CBOs in the Central Area. We
programs and projects that serve to anchor the | are also partnering with CBOs to apply
cultural diversity of the Central Area. for the city’s Strategic Investment

Fund to promote BIPOC ownership of
retail spaces. Additionally, Acer
House’s public spaces can serve as a
gathering place for community
organizing and building.

Tad

TRANSPORTATION & INFRASTRUCTURE GOALS & POLICIES

Goal / policy

Acer House response

CA-G3

A community where residents, workers, students, and | This project will provide 107

visitors can choose from a variety of comfortable and

convenient modes of transportation including

walking, bicycling, and transit and where our reliance

units of affordable housing
along a main artery of the
Central District, with bus,
bicycle, and walking access to
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on cars for basic transportation needs is minimized or
eliminated.

Downtown Seattle--a major
employment center. Affordable
housing in this area allows
people to live closer to their
work, minimizing transit needs.

CA-G4 The neighborhood has an efficient and effective There are 2 different bus lines
network of transit including linkages to the proposed | connecting Acer House to the
East Link light rail station that supports land use goals | proposed East Link station at
and adequately serves the community. Judkins Park with a travel time
of about 12 minutes.
CA-P10 Facilitate movement of residents, workers, visitors, This project will result in
and goods within the Central Area with a particular increased eyes on the street
focus on increasing safety. (many unit windows facing
south), as well as a safe,
comfortable environment for
pedestrians with components of
planter zones, wide sidewalks,
and building setbacks to allow
for usable porches, stoops, and
courtyard outdoor seating. The
community members identified
concerns for public safety and
crime at this intersection.
CA-P11 Support a multimodal transportation network that In addition to the above
connects community destinations such as economic highlighted linkages with
centers, schools, recreational facilities, shopping current transit modes and the
nodes, and social gathering places and that links the proposed East Link and
Central Area to other neighborhoods. RapidRide line, this project adds
bike infrastructure (bicycle
room and exterior racks) and
increases pedestrian safety.
CA-P12 Consider traffic-calming measures on Central Area The design has created
arterial streets. pedestrian-friendly sidewalks by
utilizing planter strips with lush
landscaping to help create a
protective space from vehicular
traffic.
CA-P13 Work with institutions/businesses to develop creative | Adding affordable housing near
solutions for minimizing single-occupant auto usage schools (Garfield, NOVA,
by employees and students. childcare) will help reduce auto
usage for students.
CA-P14 Maintain and improve pedestrian infrastructure To protect pedestrians along

including sidewalks, stairways, pedestrian
underpasses, and planting strips and medians on
arterial streets to enhance pedestrian safety,
mobility, and access.

the sidewalk, the project
provides overhead weather
protection at all non-residential
frontages. The design
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encourages a quality pedestrian
environment to provide safe,
comfortable routes for
pedestrians that improve the
existing character of the
neighborhood fabric. A safe,
comfortable environment for
pedestrians with components of
planter zones, wide sidewalks,
and building setbacks to allow
for usable porches, stoops, and
courtyard outdoor seating is
incorporated in the design.

CA-P15 Consider improvements to unimproved rights-of-way | See CA-P14
such as street ends or alleys to foster pedestrian
access and mobility.

CA-P16 Coordinate transportation and infrastructure project N/A
planning with adjacent neighborhoods if they are
affected by these projects.

CA-P17 Facilitate convenient transit access to local and See GA-C3
regional employment centers for Central Area
residents.

CA-P18 Encourage shared parking at business nodes in order | The proposal does not include
to meet parking demand while minimizing the size of | parking.
surface parking lots and maximizing space for other
uses.

CA-P19 Encourage coordination of construction work within We will coordinate with SDOT
the street right-of-way in order to maximize the and any other neighborhood
public benefit and minimize the disruption of the construction projects.
street surface.

CA-P20 Improve road safety through public education, In addition to eyes on the street
targeted enforcement, and engineering measures. & plantings, road safety will be

improved by 400 square feet of
stormwater planting on the

north side of the site, which will
aid in stormwater management.

CA-P21 Develop a multimodal access plan for proposed and Our site on 23™ Avenue is near
future high-capacity transit stations (Bus Rapid the route of the proposed
Transit, light rail) that serve or are near to the Central | RapidRide G Madison bus line.
Area.

CA-P22 Create safe pedestrian and bicycle access to bus and See CA-P14
light rail service and to the business districts.

CA-P23 Encourage King County Metro to provide effective bus | A thriving commercial and

service through the neighborhood to the light rail
stations and surrounding community facilities.

residential hub at 23" and
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Cherry would increase Metro
ridership.

CA-P24

Improve the visual quality of the neighborhoods by
encouraging undergrounding of utilities including
service lines for all new construction and remodel
projects and minimizing the impact of new
telecommunication facilities such as towers.

The project will be relocating
an existing power line to be
closer to the intersection of
22nd of Cherry, clearing a visual
obstruction from the center of
the block

HOUSING GOALS & POLICIES

Goal / policy Acer House response
CA-G6 The Central Area is a stable community that provides | Acer House will offer a range of
a range of housing types and affordable options to affordable housing, all for
support the sociodemographic diversity of this residents 80% AMI and below.
neighborhood. 20% of units will be affordable
at levels prescribe by the MFTE
program ranging from 40%-80%
AMI. Acer House will provide
“on site performance” under
MHA, meaning an additional
10% of the units will be
affordable to 40-60% AMI.
CA-P25 Advocate for more flexible options for mortgage N/A
financing, and strive to remove barriers to
homeownership and renovation loans for local
residents.
CA-P26 Support sweat-equity housing programs. N/A
CA-P27 Support housing services that encourage age Having a childcare facility on-
integration. site will promote age
integration.
CA-P28 Ameliorate the potential impacts of gentrification and | This project will replace 4

displacement of existing residents through a variety
of affordable housing programs including preserving
existing multifamily affordable housing and producing
new affordable housing.

current units of housing with
107 affordable units. Existing
tenants have an apartment
reserved for them in Acer
House should they choose. For
existing retail tenants, we have
procured micro units nearby to
minimize disturbance to their
business during construction. All
commercial tenants have a spot
in the new building should they
choose.
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CA-P29 Maintain and create affordable housing to keep a Acer House units range from
range of housing prices and unit sizes including studios to 2 bedrooms.
affordable family-sized units with amenities for Amenities for families include
families, and a balance of rental and owner-occupied | on-site childcare facility, nearby
housing. Garfield Community Center, and

access to bus lines.

CA-P30 Assist low-income, senior, and disabled renters and We work with tenants to
homeowners by encouraging supportive services that | procure vouchers and rental
will allow them to continue to live in the assistance when necessary, as
neighborhood. well as other wrap around

services. Acer House is located
near several services and
amenities including Garfield
Community Center, Byrd Barr
Food Bank, Swedish Medical
Center, mini parks, and several
houses of faith.

CA-P31 Encourage affordable housing in close proximity or See CA-P30
with easy access to community assets and amenities

CA-P32 Target affordable housing investments near Acer House is located along
investments in high-frequency transit to reduce the more than 5 bus lines and is 12
transportation costs of low-income households. minutes by bus from the

proposed East Link station at
Judkins Park.

CA-P33 Leverage publicly owned properties to produce N/A
affordable housing.

CA-P34 Provide development incentives or requirements for | All housing in Acer House will be

the provision of affordable housing units within
market-rate housing projects.

affordable, and we are utilizing
the MHA and MFTE programs to
provide regulated affordable
housing.

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT GOALS & POLICIES

Goal / policy Acer House response
CA-G7 The Central Area is a culturally and ethnically diverse | There are community-based,
and economically strong community. Its business Black and Immigrant owned
districts provide the goods and services needed for small businesses at 23" and
the multicultural community who live, work, worship, Cherry such as Update Barber
and shop there. and Flowers Just 4 U. This
project features retail spaces
designed with them, and other
local small businesses in mind.
CA-GS8 The Central Area has vibrant commercial districts with | The childcare facility and other

diverse economic opportunities for area residents,

businesses will provide jobs.
Acer House will also provide
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including career-path family-wage jobs for its
residents.

necessary affordable housing
for Central Area residents who
work or hope to work in the
Downtown Seattle employment
center.

The Central Area has strong entrepreneurship that
creates jobs and grows the local economy for the
benefit of its residents.

Our retail spaces will be
commercially affordable. We
are partnering with CBOs to
apply for a grant through the
Strategic Investment Fund (SIF)
with the goal of supporting
Central Area entrepreneurs to
build their business with a path
to ownership in our space.

This neighborhood is, and feels, safe and inviting for
people and businesses.

The design promotes
transparency and “eyes on the
street." No reflective or obscure
glass will be used. Commercial
tenants will be encouraged to
refrain from putting display
cases or window film up against
windows to maintain
transparency into commercial
spaces.

Support efforts to encourage existing and new
minority and locally owned businesses in the Central
Area to grow and expand.

We are supporting current
business tenants with anti-
displacement efforts and hope
to support new tenants through
commercial affordability and
the SIF grant.

Support implementation of coordinated long-term
strategies to improve commercial districts including
support for existing or expanding small businesses
and ethnically based businesses in order to maintain
the multicultural character.

This project includes a strategy
for relocation of existing
businesses to a space less than
a block away on East Cherry
during construction to minimize
disruption should they choose.

Support strong, culturally inclusive business
associations that support the vitality of business
districts serving the entire community.

The addition of 7 affordable
commercial spaces will help the
strengthening of local business
associations.

Support vibrant, diverse, and distinct commercial
districts that provide a range of goods and services for
the entire community.

The design consolidates this
segment of 23 and Cherry into
a community-focused cultural
site for small businesses to
thrive.
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CA-P39 Support projects that increase affordable, culturally Our all-day restaurant or café

appropriate and healthy food. will reflect the cultural diversity
of the Central Area and 23" and
Cherry more specifically. Our
rooftop garden will provide
residents with fresh produce
and connect them to the
production of their own food.

CA-P40 Create strong linkages to tie job and vocational N/A
training, apprenticeship programs, and jobs to
members of the community in need of such services,
especially youth.

CA-P41 Build strong partnerships and support projects that Commercial affordability will
provide opportunities for local jobs for Central Area allow small businesses at Acer
residents and pathways to living wage jobs in the House to provide good jobs.
region’s employment centers.

CA-P42 Strive to develop healthy workplaces where By providing retail space
employees are treated with respect, and have a voice | designed for and affordable to
in decisions that impact their jobs, lives, and small, community-based
community. businesses, we hope to foster

the growth of healthy
workplaces.

CA-P43 Provide opportunities and support to facilitate start- See CA-G9
up small businesses.

CA-P44 Encourage partnerships among businesses to create a | We are actively facilitating
safe and active commercial district. group meetings with business

owners at 23 and Cherry

CA-P45 Seek opportunities to strengthen partnerships N/A
between the community and the Seattle Police
Department.

CA-P46 Support crime prevention programs that create Our community outreach has

partnerships between the broad diversity of the
community, the businesses, and the City to decrease
crime and to address underlying conditions that may
encourage crime.

shown that residents and
neighbors support "eyes on the
street” as a crime prevention
measure. The design
incorporates transparent and
open outdoor community
gathering spaces at the ground
level. The project will avoid
having any window coverings or
window film that permanently
obscure views into or out of the
interior space. The proposed
building relates to the earth,
using building forms and
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massing that engage the ground
plane, rather than floating
above it. Ground level
transparency occurs on major
pedestrian and commercial

streets.
Support efforts to improve the appearance and This project proposes major
cleanliness of business districts. aesthetic improvements for the

23" and Cherry urban village.
The design proposes special
treatment through pavement
and building materials to
highlight each business’s
presence along the street.
There will be no blank facades
at the sidewalk edge and the
only barriers to the sidewalk will
be fall protection at the grade
change between the sidewalk
and the Courtyard. The project
will provide celebrated business
entries to encourage a slower
pedestrian pace where people
have inviting space to stop and

gather.
HUMAN SERVICE AND COMMUNITY BUILDING GOALS & POLICIES
Goal / policy Acer House response
The Central Area is a connected and caring Acer House creates space for
community that nurtures and supports all its community-building. The
members especially the children, youth, and the project designs of the Stoop,
elderly, and provides programs and services needed Community Porch and

by its diverse community. Courtyard encourage human

activity by providing
opportunities for neighbors to
connect, walk, and talk together
with those on the sidewalk.

The Central Area has strong schools with excellent N/A
programs and strong enrollment with no achievement
gap, providing opportunities for all students to
succeed and have bright futures.

The Central Area is a neighborhood in which the N/A
community, community-based organizations, service
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organizations, education/training institutions, and the
City work together to create pathways to meaningful
employment for all its youth.

CA-G14 | To support cultural diversity, there is improved access | N/A
to education and employment training opportunities
for all, especially for its diverse youth.

CA-G15 | All Central Area youth are empowered and have N/A
strong leadership skills.

CA-G16 | The Central Area has strong organizations and local N/A
leaders who work to anchor the cultural diversity of
this neighborhood.

CA-P48 Encourage local institutions, community-based N/A
organizations, and other agencies to provide lifelong
learning opportunities needed by the Central Area’s
diverse community.

CA-P49 Provide all Central Area youth with required skills and | N/A
experience needed for future careers. Maximize the
capability of local institutions and program providers
such as Seattle Vocational Institute to serve such
needs.

CA-P50 In the Central Area, support the growth of jobs for See CA-P41
teenagers, especially those most in need of a path to
a successful future.

CA-P51 Provide the Central Area youth with cultural The design includes interpretive
education and recreational opportunities that opportunities through visual art,
embrace its diversity. signage and markers that tell

the story of the neighborhood’s
history in engaging ways.

CA-P52 Enhance community pride through multicultural N/A
activities such as community festivals, youth
mentoring, and other youth programs.

CA-P53 Support innovative and effective youth services. N/A

CA-P54 Encourage Central Area youth to actively engage in See CA-G11
community activities and develop leadership skills,
especially those most in need of such support.

CA-P55 Provide seniors with needed resources and assistance | Acer House will house people of
and opportunities to engage with the community. all ages--small business

customers, the childcare, and
ample community spaces will
allow opportunities for
intergenerational community
building.

CA-P56 Provide supportive services for the N/A
immigrant/refugee and African American
communities.

CA-P57 Support programs and organizations that nurture See CA-G9

local leadership within the Central Area.
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PARKS AND OPEN SPACES GOALS & POLICIES

Goal / policy Acer House response

CA-G17 A community with functional, well-maintained and See CA-G-11
connected parks, open space, and recreational
facilities to serve the Central Area’s diverse
population.

CA-P58 Facilitate community involvement such that park This project will bring hundreds
facilities, improvements, and programming better more residents and small
reflect the needs of the neighborhood. business customers steps from

Garfield Playfield and other
nearby mini parks, increasing
the pool for community
involvement.

CA-P59 Seek opportunities within the commercial districts to | See CA-G11
create open spaces for community gathering.

CA-P60 Seek opportunities for public open space on unused We are in the process of
or unimproved properties. transforming the vacant lots on

the property into a dog park for
public use before construction
begins. This was the result of
extensive community outreach
and ongoing conversations with
neighbors.

CA-P61 Promote greening and beautification of the This proposal provides
neighborhood through local citizen participation. opportunities for resident and

small business stewardship of
parks, especially programs
through the childcare.

CA-P62 Work with community members, organizations, See CA-P61

schools, and institutions to provide park stewardship.

23R AVENUE CORRIDOR GOALS & POLICIES

Goal / policy

Acer House response

CA-G18

23rd and Cherry—This is a smaller-scaled [compared
to Jackson-larger, and Union-medium] community-
serving node with finer grained mixed-use
developments. This node has an abundance of
community assets including parks/open space,
Garfield High School and Community Center, teen
center, arts programs, and small businesses, in
particular ethnic restaurants, that create a unique
identity for this node. It draws a broad mix of people,
especially youth.

NC-55 zoning would render 23™
and Cherry the desired scale
along the 23" avenue corridor,
with 23 and Union and 23"
and Jackson Zoned for NC-75.
Smaller and varied building
forms are utilized. The building
form divides massing so that it
does not appear as one,
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monolithic structure. Vertical
and horizontal patterns provide
articulation and break down the
overall massing. Modulated
facades keep the building
inviting and consistent with the
finer-grain fabric found in the
Central Area neighborhood. The
design features public art and
setbacks to provide open
spaces. Wide sidewalks and new
plantings provide a safe and
comfortable path for
pedestrians to access
community assets.
Commercially affordable retail
for community-based small
businesses with priority to
existing tenants.

Preserve small-scale neighborhood character,
immigrant- and refugee-owned businesses while
providing a greater variety of shops and services at
23rd and Cherry and an activated street frontage.

Acer House proposes to
accomplish exactly this vision.
Our design includes existing
businesses and transforms the
street frontage into a lush
community corridor.

Improve access and connectivity to community assets
at 23rd and Cherry and activate space around Garfield
High School, Garfield Community Center, and Medgar
Evers Pool.

Our design improves the street
frontage and facilitates safe and
comfortable pedestrian passage
with wider sidewalks, overhead
coverage, and building setbacks.
This will activate routes to
community amenities and
transit modes.

Consider rezoning single-family zoned parcels to
neighborhood commercial to support continuation
and expansion of services provided by local
institutions as the Cherry Hill Baptist Church.

N/A
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Type of Action

* Type IV - Quasi-judicial decision

* Quasi-judicial rezones are subject to the Appearance of
Fairness Doctrine prohibiting ex-parte communication

e Council decisions must be made on the record established
by the Hearing Examiner




Application Summary

* Proposed rezone of a split-zoned site:
* Eastern portion zoned NC1-40 (M) to NC1-65 (M1)

* Western portion zoned NC1-40 (M2) to NC1 65 (M2)

* Overall project site area is approximately 19,000 square
feet

* Rezone would facilitate the development of a mixed-use
building designed in an Afro-futurist style with 114
apartments and ground floor commercial space




zoning

Site Context and Zoning

From SDCI
Presentation —
Hearing Examiner
Exhibit 65

 East Cherry Street




Project Rendering

Hearing Examiner's Exhibit 65




Process

* SDCI recommendation to conditionally approve, June 8
* Hearing Examiner open record hearing, July 19

* Hearing Examiner recommendation, August 17

* No appeals therefore Council should act no later than
November 7




Hearing Examiner Recommended PUDA
Conditions

Prior to Issuance of a Building Permit

1. Plans for development of the rezoned property shall be in substantial conformance, as determined by the Director, with
the approved plans for Master Use Permit (MUP) Number 3037185-LU.

Prior to Issuance of Demolition, Excavation/Shoring, or Construction Permit

1. Provide a Construction Management Plan that has been approved by the Seattle Department of Transportation

(SDOT). The submittal information and review process for Construction Management Plans are described on the

SDOT website.

2. Provide an archaeological monitoring and inadvertent discovery plan prepared by a qualified professional and include

statement that the Duwamish Tribe shall be notified in the event of archaeological work.




Hearing Examiner Recommended PUDA
Conditions, contd.

For the Life of the Project

1. The building and landscape design shall be substantially consistent with the materials presented at
the Design Review Board 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 a Land Use Planner at the Seattle Department of

Construction and Inspections.




Actions if Committee approves rezone

Amend Clerk File title to reflect recommended rezone

Add Findings, Conclusion and Decision to Clerk File

Vote to recommend approval of the Clerk File
Introduce Council Bill with signed PUDA on October 24

Council vote on October 31 or November 7




Questions?




\ \ SEATTLE CITY COUNCIL
QL‘ CENTRAL STAFF
October 17, 2023

MEMORANDUM

To: Land Use Committee
From: Ketil Freeman, Analyst
Subject: Clerk File 314474 — Contract Rezone, 2210 East Cherry Street

On October 20, the Land Use Committee (Committee) will have a briefing and may make a
recommendation to City Council on Clerk File (CF) 314474, which is an application by Acer
House, LLC, for a contract rezone of a site located in the 23™ & Union-Jackson urban village and
addressed as 2210 East Cherry Street. If the Committee recommends approval of the rezone, a
Council Bill (Exhibit 1) to effectuate the rezone will be introduced for action at the City Council
alongside CF 314474.

This memorandum: (1) provides an overview of the rezone application contained in CF 314474;
(2) describes the contents of Council decision documents, which would grant the rezone
application, including a summary of the draft Council Bill, which would amend the Official Land
Use Map, also known as the zoning map, to effectuate the rezone, and accept a Property Use
and Development Agreement (PUDA) limiting future development; and (3) describes next steps.

Overview of Rezone Application

Acer House, LLC (Applicant) has applied for a contract rezone of an approximately 19,000
square foot site located at the northwest corner of the intersection of East Cherry Street and
23" Avenue. The site is split-zoned with the eastern portion zoned Neighborhood Commercial
1 with a 40-foot height limit and M Mandatory Housing Affordability (MHA) suffix (NC1-40 (M))
and the western portion zoned Neighborhood Commercial 1 with a 40-foot height limit and M2
MHA suffix (NC1 40 (M2)). The proposed rezone would be to a Neighborhood Commercial 1
zone with a 65-foot height limit. The MHA suffix for the eastern portion of the site would
increase to M1 and stay at M2 for the western portion.

The application includes a Master Use Permit to redevelop the site with a mixed-use building
developed in an Afro-futurist style and palette with 114 apartment units and street-level
commercial uses. The Applicant intends to satisfy MHA program requirements through on-site
performance and participate in the Multi-family Tax Exemption Program.

OnJune 8, 2023, the Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections (SDCI) issued an
affirmative recommendation to conditionally approve the application. On July 19, 2023, the
Hearing Examiner held an open-record public hearing on the proposed rezone. On August 17,
2023, the Hearing Examiner recommended conditional approval.

The Hearing Examiner’s recommended conditions are included in his Findings and
Recommendation (Exhibit 2) at page 11.

Type of Action

Page 1 of 3
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https://seattle.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=4923514&GUID=43842267-3FC3-44AA-B96C-1B3A423730EF&Options=Advanced&Search=

A Council decision on the rezone application is quasi-judicial.! Quasi-judicial decisions are
subject to the Appearance of Fairness Doctrine prohibiting ex-parte communication and are
governed by the Council’s Quasi-judicial Rules.?

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.

Audio recordings of the approximately hour-long hearing can be accessed through the Hearing
Examiner’s website.3 Excerpts from the record, the SDCI recommendation, public comments
letters, and an analysis by the Applicant of how the proposed rezone meets the rezone criteria
in SMC Chapter 23.34 are contained in the Legistar record for CF 314474.

Committee Decision Documents

To approve a contract rezone the Committee must make recommendations to the City Council
on two pieces of legislation: (1) a Council Findings, Conclusions and Decision that grants the
rezone application and (2) a bill amending the zoning map and approving a PUDA.

CF 314474 - Findings, Conclusions and Decision

Council staff has drafted a proposed Council Findings, Conclusions and Decision (Exhibit 3),
which:

e Adopts the Hearing Examiner’s findings and conclusions and

e Adopts the rezone conditions recommended by the Hearing Examiner.

Since CF 314474 was created, the Applicant has revised their application to seek a taller height
limit. To accurately reflect the rezone recommended by SDCI and the Hearing Examiner the
title to the CF should be amended as follows:

Application of Acer House, LLC for a contract rezone of a 19,343 square foot site located
at 701237 Avenue 2210 East Cherry Street from Neighborhood Commercial 1-40 with
an M MHA suffix (NC1-40 (M)) to Neighborhood Commercial 1 with a 65 foot height
limit and M1 Mandatory Housing Affordability suffix (NC1-65 (M1)) and from
Neighborhood Commercial 1 with a 40 foot height limit and M2 Mandatory Housing
Affordability suffix (NC1 40 (M2)) to Neighborhood Commercial 1 with a 65 foot height
limit and M2 Mandatory Housing Affordability suffix (NC1-65 (M2)) and-partiaty-with-an

1 Seattle Municipal Code (SMC) Section 23.76.036.
2 Adopted by Resolution 31602 (2015).
3 Case Details for CF-314474 (seattle.gov).

Page 2 of 3
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M21-(Project No. 30377247-EG 3037185-LU; Type IV).

Rezone Bill

A Council Bill to amend the Official Land Use Map to rezone the site and approve and accept an
executed PUDA included with Exhibit 1 should be introduced and passed alongside the Clerk
File. This bill would effectuate the rezone.

Next Steps

The rezone application will be considered by the Committee for a potential recommendation to
City Council on October 20. If the Committee recommends approval of the rezone, the Council
Bill included as Exhibit 1 to this memo will be introduced at the City Council meeting on
Tuesday, October 24. Depending on Committee action, a City Council vote on the bill would
occur at the November 7 City Council meeting.

cc: Esther Handy, Executive Director
Aly Pennucci, Deputy Director
Yolanda Ho, Supervising Analyst

Exhibits:
1. Draft Council Bill

2. Findings and Recommendation of the Hearing Examiner
3. Draft Findings, Conclusions and Decision
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Exhibit 1 - Draft Council Bill

Ketil Freeman
LEG 2210 E Cherry Rezone ORD

Dla

title

CITY OF SEATTLE

ORDINANCE

COUNCIL BILL

AN ORDINANCE relating to land use and zoning; amending Chapter 23.32 of the Seattle

..body

Municipal Code at page 112 of the Official Land Use Map to rezone parcels located at
2210 East Cherry Street from Neighborhood Commercial 1 with a 40 foot height limit
and M Mandatory Housing Affordability suffix (NC1-40 (M)) to Neighborhood
Commercial 1 with a 65 foot height limit and M1 Mandatory Housing Affordability
suffix (NC1-65 (M1)) and from Neighborhood Commercial 1 with a 40 foot height limit
and M2 Mandatory Housing Affordability Suffix (NC1 40 (M2)) to Neighborhood
Commercial 1 with a 65 foot height limit and M2 Mandatory Housing Affordability
suffix (NC1-65 (M2)) and accepting a Property Use and Development Agreements as a
condition of rezone approval. (Application of Acer House, LLC, C.F. 314474, SDCI
Project 3037185-LU)

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY OF SEATTLE AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. This ordinance rezones the following legally described property commonly

known as 2210 East Cherry Street:

PARCELS #912610--1695, 912610--1685 & 912610--1681

(PER STEWART TITLE INSURANCE COMPANY ORDER NO. 820537, DATED
JUNE 30, 2020)

PARCELS A, C, AND C, CITY OF SEATTLE LOT BOUNDARY ADJUSTMENT NO.
3032095-LU, RECORDED UNDER RECORDING NO. 20181024900003, RECORDS
OF KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON. SITUATE IN THE COUNTY OF KING STATE
OF WASHINGTON.

PARCEL #912610--1705

(PER FIRST AMERICAN TITLE INSURANCE COMPANY ORDER NO. 4201--

3523432, DATED JULY 15, 2020)

Template last revised August 7, 2022 1
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Ketil Freeman
LEG 2210 E Cherry Rezone ORD

Dla

THE EASTERLY 2/3 OF LOTS 11 AND 12, BLOCK 17, WALLA WALLA
ADDITION TO THE CITY OF SEATTLE, ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF
RECORDED IN VOLUME 5 OF PLATS, PAGE 81, IN KING COUNTY,
WASHINGTON.

PARCEL #912610--1725

(PER FIRST AMERICAN TITLE INSURANCE COMPANY ORDER NO. 4201--
3547292, DATED AUGUST 07, 2020)

LOT 13, BLOCK 17 WALLA WALLA ADDITION TO THE CITY OF SEATTLE,
ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF RECORDED IN VOLUME 5 OF PLATS,
PAGE 81, IN KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON.

PARCEL #912610--1730

(PER FIRST AMERICAN TITLE INSURANCE COMPANY ORDER NO. 4201--
3547283, DATED AUGUST 07, 2020)

LOT 14, BLOCK 17 WALLA WALLA ADDITION TO THE CITY OF SEATTLE,
ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF RECORDED IN VOLUME 5 OF PLATS,
PAGE 81, IN KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON.

PARCEL #912610--1706

(PER FIRST AMERICAN TITLE INSURANCE COMPANY ORDER NO. 4201--
3523524, DATED JULY 15, 2020)

THE WEST ONE-THIRD OF LOTS 11 AND 12, BLOCK 17, WALLA WALLA
ADDITION TO THE CITY OF SEATTLE, ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF
RECORDED IN VOLUME 5 OF PLATS, PAGE 81, IN KING COUNTY,

WASHINGTON.

Template last revised August 7, 2022 2

365



-

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

Ketil Freeman
LEG 2210 E Cherry Rezone ORD
Dla

Section 2. Page 112 of the Official Land Use Map, Seattle Municipal Code Section
23.32.016, is amended to rezone parcels 912610-1705, 912610-1725, 912610-1730, and 912610-
1706 of the Property described in Section 1 of this ordinance from Neighborhood Commercial 1
with a 40 foot height limit and M Mandatory Housing Affordability suffix (NC1-40 (M)) to
Neighborhood Commercial 1 with a 65 foot height limit and M1 Mandatory Housing
Affordability suffix (NC1-65 (M1)) and to rezone parcels 912610-1695, 912610-1685, and
912610-1681 of the Property from Neighborhood Commercial 1 with a 40 foot height limit and
M2 Mandatory Housing Affordability Suffix (NC1 40 (M2)) to Neighborhood Commercial 1
with a 65 foot height limit and M2 Mandatory Housing Affordability suffix (NC1-65 (M2)), all
as shown in Exhibit A to this ordinance. Approval of this rezone is conditioned upon complying
with the Property Use and Development Agreement (PUDA) approved in Section 3 of this
ordinance.

Section 3. The PUDA attached to this ordinance as Exhibit B is approved and accepted.

Section 4. The City Clerk is authorized and directed to file the PUDA with the King
County Recorder’s Office; to file the original PUDA along with this ordinance at the City
Clerk’s Office upon return of the recorded PUDA from the King County Recorder’s Office; and
to deliver copies of the PUDA and this ordinance to the Director of the Seattle Department of

Construction and Inspections and to the King County Assessor’s Office.

Template last revised August 7, 2022 3
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Ketil Freeman
LEG 2210 E Cherry Rezone ORD
Dla

Section 5. This ordinance, effectuating a quasi-judicial decision of the City Council and
not subject to Mayoral approval or disapproval, shall take effect and be in force 30 days from

and after its passage and approval by the City Council.

Passed by the City Council the day of , 2023,
and signed by me in open session in authentication of its passage this day of
, 2023.
President of the City Council
Filed by me this day of , 2023.

Scheereen Dedman, City Clerk

(Seal)
Exhibits:

Exhibit A — Rezone Map
Exhibit B — Property Use and Development Agreement for 2210 East Cherry Street
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Exhibit A — Rezone Map
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Exhibit B - Property Use and Development Agreement

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): Acer House, LLC

Grantee: The City of Seattle

Legal Description See Attachment B

(abbreviated if necessary):

Assessor’s Tax Parcel ID #: Parcels: 912610-1695, 912610-1685, 912610-1681,
912610-1705, 912610-1725, 912610-1730, and 912610-
1706
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Reference Nos. of Documents n/a
Released or Assigned:

THIS PROPERTY USE AND DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT (the “Agreement”) is executed
this  day of , 2023, in favor of the CITY OF SEATTLE (the “City”), a Washington
municipal corporation, by ACER HOUSE, LLC, a Washington Limited Liability Company
(“Owner”).

RECITALS

A. ACER HOUSE, LLC, is the owner of that certain real property, addressed as 2210 East
Cherry Street, consisting of seven parcels (collectively “Property”) in the City of Seattle
currently zoned Neighborhood Commercial 1 with a 40 foot height limit and M Mandatory Housing
Affordability suffix (NC1-40 (M)) and Neighborhood Commercial 1 with a 40 foot height limit and M2
Mandatory Housing Affordability Suffix (NC1 40 (M2)), shown in Attachment A and legally
described in Attachment B.

B. In July 2021, the Owner submitted to the City an application under Project No. 3037185-
LU to rezone parcels 912610-1705, 912610-1725, 912610-1730, and 912610-1706 of the
Property from NC1-40 (M) to Neighborhood Commercial 1 with a 65 foot height limit and M1
Mandatory Housing Affordability suffix (NC1-65 (M1)) and parcels 912610-1695, 912610-
1685, and 912610-16810f the Property from NC1 40 (M2) to Neighborhood Commercial 1 with
a 65 foot height limit and M2 Mandatory Housing Affordability suffix (NC1-65 (M2)) (the
“Rezone”), shown in Attachment A.

C. Seattle Municipal Code Section 23.34.004 allows the City to approve a rezone subject to
“self-imposed restrictions” upon the development of 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 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:

Prior to Issuance of a Building Permit

1. Plans for development of the rezoned property shall be in substantial conformance, as
determined by the Director, with the approved plans for Master Use Permit (MUP)
Number 3037185-LU.

Prior to Issuance of Demolition, Excavation/Shoring, or Construction Permit

2
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1. Provide a Construction Management Plan that has been approved by the Seattle
Department of Transportation (SDOT). The submittal information and review process for
Construction Management Plans are described on the SDOT website.

2. Provide an archaeological monitoring and inadvertent discovery plan prepared by a
qualified professional and include statement that the Duwamish Tribe shall be notified in
the event of archaeological work.

For the Life of the Project

1. The building and landscape design shall be substantially consistent with the materials
presented at the Design Review Board 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 a Land
Use Planner at the Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections.

Section 2. Agreement Runs With the Land. This Agreement shall be recorded in the records of
King County by the City Clerk. The covenants contained in this Agreement shall attach to and
run with the land and be binding upon the Owners, their heirs, successors and assigns, and shall
apply to after-acquired title of the Owner.

Section 3. Amendment. This Agreement may be amended or modified by agreement between
the Owner and the City; provided any amendments are approved by the City Council by
ordinance.

Section 4. Exercise of Police Power. Nothing in this Agreement shall prevent the City Council
from making further amendments to the Seattle Municipal Code or Land Use Code as it may
deem necessary in the public interest.

Section 5. No Precedent. The conditions contained in this Agreement are based on the unique
circumstances applicable to the Property and this Agreement is not intended to establish
precedent for other rezones in the surrounding area.

Section 6. 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 Property to conform to the
requirements of the previous zoning designation or some other zoning designation
imposed by the City Council; and
b. Pursue specific performance of this Agreement.

[signature and acknowledgment on following pages]
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SIGNED this day of ,2023.
ACER HOUSE, LLC, a Washington Limited Liability Company

By:

On this day personally appeared before me , to me known to be the , of ,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 ,2023.

Printed Name

NOTARY PUBLIC in and for the State of
Washington, residing at

My Commission Expires

STATE OF
WASHINGTON } SS.

COUNTY OF KING
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ATTACHMENT B

PARCELS #912610--1695,912610--1685 & 912610--1681

(PER STEWART TITLE INSURANCE COMPANY ORDER NO. 820537, DATED JUNE 30,
2020)

PARCELS A, C, AND C, CITY OF SEATTLE LOT BOUNDARY ADJUSTMENT NO.
3032095-LU, RECORDED UNDER RECORDING NO. 20181024900003, RECORDS OF
KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON. SITUATE IN THE COUNTY OF KING STATE OF
WASHINGTON.

PARCEL #912610--1705

(PER FIRST AMERICAN TITLE INSURANCE COMPANY ORDER NO. 4201--3523432,
DATED JULY 15, 2020)

THE EASTERLY 2/3 OF LOTS 11 AND 12, BLOCK 17, WALLA WALLA ADDITION TO
THE CITY OF SEATTLE, ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF RECORDED IN
VOLUME 5 OF PLATS, PAGE 81, IN KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON.

PARCEL #912610--1725

(PER FIRST AMERICAN TITLE INSURANCE COMPANY ORDER NO. 4201--3547292,
DATED AUGUST 07, 2020)

LOT 13, BLOCK 17 WALLA WALLA ADDITION TO THE CITY OF SEATTLE,
ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF RECORDED IN VOLUME 5 OF PLATS, PAGE 81,
IN KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON.

PARCEL #912610--1730

(PER FIRST AMERICAN TITLE INSURANCE COMPANY ORDER NO. 4201--3547283,
DATED AUGUST 07, 2020)

LOT 14, BLOCK 17 WALLA WALLA ADDITION TO THE CITY OF SEATTLE,
ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF RECORDED IN VOLUME 5 OF PLATS, PAGE 81,
IN KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON.

PARCEL #912610--1706

(PER FIRST AMERICAN TITLE INSURANCE COMPANY ORDER NO. 4201--3523524,
DATED JULY 15, 2020)

THE WEST ONE-THIRD OF LOTS 11 AND 12, BLOCK 17, WALLA WALLA ADDITION
TO THE CITY OF SEATTLE, ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF RECORDED IN
VOLUME 5 OF PLATS, PAGE 81, IN KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON.
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FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATION
OF THE HEARING EXAMINER FOR THE CITY OF SEATTLE

In the Matter of the Application of CF-314474
BENJAMIN MARITZ Department Reference:
3037185-LU

for a contract rezone for property located
at 2210 E Cherry St

Introduction

Benjamin Maritz, (“Applicant”) applied for a rezone of 7 parcels of land located at 2210 E Cherry
St. The Director of the Department of Construction and Inspections (“SDCI” or "Director")
submitted a report recommending that the rezone be approved. The Director's report included a
SEPA Determination of Non-significance (“DNS”’), which was not appealed.

A hearing on the rezone application was held before the Hearing Examiner on July 19, 2023. The
Applicant was represented by Kateesha Atterberry and Benjamin Maritz, and the Director was
represented by David Sachs. The Hearing Examiner visited the site following the hearing on
August 1, 2023, and the record closed on that date.

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 record and
reviewed the site, the Hearing Examiner enters the following findings of fact, conclusions and
recommendation on the rezone application.

Findings of Fact

Site and Vicinity

1. The development site consists of 7 tax parcels located on the northwest corner of 23rd Ave and E
Cherry St in the 23rd and Union-Jackson Residential Urban Village.

2. The approximate eastern half of the site is zoned Neighborhood Commercial 1-40 with an “M”
suffix (“NC1-40 (M)”) and the approximate western half of the site is zoned NC 1-40 with an
“M2” suffix (“NC1-40 (M2)”).

3. Properties to the north and west are zoned Residential Small Lot (M) (“RSL (M)”). Properties to
the east are zoned NC1-40 (M). Properties to the south are zoned NC1-40 (M) and NC1-40 (M1).

4. The entire subject site is located within the 23rd and Union-Jackson Residential Urban Village
with boundaries as established in the Comprehensive Plan.
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Two commercial structures built in 1907 and 1914 and two single-family residences built in 1900
are located on the eastern portion of the site; the western portion is vacant.

The site slopes downward northwest to southeast approximately 16 feet.

Single-family residences are located on adjacent properties to the north and west; and commercial
structures are adjacent to the east and south. The immediate vicinity is largely comprised of single-
family residences. Small-scale commercial uses and lowrise multifamily developments front 23rd
Ave and E Cherry St in the proximate blocks.

Community facilities, including Garfield Community Center, Medgar Evers Pool, Garfield High
School, and the Quincy Jones Performing Arts Center, occupy the block to the southeast.

23rd Ave is a principal arterial providing north-south circulation through the Central Area. E
Cherry St is a minor arterial providing east-west circulation.

The neighborhood is characterized by a variety of building scales and uses, with many of the older
commercial and residential structures dating from the early 1900s. Smaller scale structures front
E Cherry St, comprising a mix of older multistory apartment buildings and small, single story
businesses. In the blocks to the northwest, existing small-scale residential structures exhibit similar
massing and siting patterns, and generally traditional architectural styles with some recent
contemporary developments throughout. Large, mature street trees enhance the pedestrian
environment.

There are no mapped environmentally critical areas on the subject site.

Proposal

The proposal is to rezone 7 parcels of land:

= 3 parcels from NC1-40 (M2) (Neighborhood Commercial 1 with a 40’ height
limit and an MHA suffix of (M2)) to NC1-65 (M2) (Neighborhood Commercial 1
with a 65° height limit and a MHA suffix of (M2)); and

= 4 parcels from NC1-40 (M) (Neighborhood Commercial 1 with a 40’ height
limit and an MHA suffix of (M)) to NC1-65 (M1) (Neighborhood Commercial 1
with a 65” height limit and a MHA suffix of (M1)).

The proposed contract rezone is limited to an increase in height and resulting change in MHA
suffix for a portion of the site.

The proposed project includes a 6-story, 114-unit apartment building with retail and restaurant
elements. No parking is proposed.
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Vehicular access is proposed from 22nd Ave. Pedestrian access is proposed from 23rd Ave and E
Cherry St.

Existing structures are planned for demolition.

Zoning History and Potential Zoning Changes

The site is situated on a zone boundary: the western half of the site was rezoned from Single-family
5,000 to Neighborhood Commercial 1-40 (M2) on August 25, 2017, and the eastern half was
rezoned from Neighborhood Commercial 1-30 to Neighborhood Commercial 1-40 (M) on that
same date.

The zoning history (prior to 2017) for the western half of the property seeking a rezone (PIN
912610-1685, 1681, and —1695) is as follows:

* 1947 Zoning Map: The zoning classification is identified as B.

* 1973 Zoning Map (Ordinance 102076): The zoning classification is identified as RD5000.

* 1995 Zoning Map (Ordinance 117434): The zoning classification is identified as Single Family
5000 (SF 5000).

The zoning history (prior to 2017) for the eastern half of the property seeking a rezone (PIN
912610-1730, 1725, and —1706) is as follows:

* 1947 Zoning Map: The zoning classification is identified as B.

* 1973 Zoning Map (Ordinance 102076): The zoning classification is identified as BN.

* 1995 Zoning Map (Ordinance 117434): The zoning classification is identified as Neighborhood
Commercial 1 with height limit 30’ (NC1-30'v).

The 23rd and Union-Jackson Residential Urban Village was established through ordinance 117221
in 1994 and was zoned to its current zoning (NC1-40 (M2) and NC1 40 (M)) in 2017.

. On November 9, 2017, the City issued the MHA SEPA Final Environmental Impact Statement

(FEIS). The citywide rezone was adopted, effective April 19, 2019, changing the zoning
designation of the eastern portions of the parcel subject to the proposed rezone from NC1-30 to its
current designation of NC1-40 (M). The western portions of the parcel were rezoned from SF 5000
to NC1-40 (M2). The MHA zoning changes generally rezoned large areas and did not examine the
site-specific issue of this split-zoned parcel.

Urban Center Plan and Neighborhood Plan

The subject site is located within the area of the Central Area Neighborhood Plan. The original
Central Area Neighborhood Plan was adopted on July 25, 1994 through Ordinance 117221 with
additional portions adopted by City Council in 1998 (Ordinance #119216). The adopted Seattle
2035 Comprehensive Plan contains goals and policies specific to the Central Area Neighborhood.
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Applicable sections of the Comprehensive Plan contain goals and policies specific to the Central
Area Neighborhood. The following policies apply to the proposed rezone:

Policy CA-P1 Strengthen a unique identity for the Central Area that celebrates its culture, heritage,
and diversity; enhance the sense of community; and increase the feeling of pride among Central
Area residents, business owners, employees, and visitors through excellent physical and social
environments.

Policy CA-P31 Encourage affordable housing in close proximity or with easy access to community
assets and amenities.

Policy CA-P39 Support vibrant, diverse, and distinct commercial districts that provide a range of
goods and services for the entire community.

Policy CA-P59 Seek opportunities within the commercial districts to create open spaces for
community gathering. Policy

CA-P66 Preserve small-scale neighborhood character, immigrant- and refugee-owned businesses
while providing a greater variety of shops and services at 23rd and Cherry and an activated street
frontage.

The adopted portions of the Central Area Neighborhood Plan located within the Seattle 2035
Comprehensive Plan include the following policy (CA-P7) that specifically refers to rezones:

Policy CA-P7 Create a vibrant commercial district, encouraging dense urban development in the
commercial areas and encouraging housing supportive of the community through land use tools,

such as rezones, design guidelines, and incentives.

Public Comment

The original notice of application public comment period ended on August 23, 2021; the project
was subsequently re-noticed with a public comment period that ended on March 29, 2023. 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 the proposed rezone, density, cultural resources,
transportation/traffic, noise, and construction impacts.

At the July 19, 2023 public hearing on the rezone before the Hearing Examiner, public comment
was received from several members of the neighborhood expressing concern. Yana Morgulis,
owner of a home north of the proposal, expressed concern about solar impacts to neighborhood
and incompatibility of project with the neighborhood. Tyler Gibson supports the proposal, but
believes that it is out of scale with the neighborhood.

Kateesha Atterberry spoke to details of the proposal, and equity issues the proposal seeks to
address.
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Donald King, architect spoke to various elements of the proposal.

Director's Review

The Director analyzed the proposal's potential long-term and short-term environmental impacts
and found that there would be no need to recommend conditions to mitigate proposal-related
impacts, as there were no significant impacts identified or any impacts would be addressed by the
requirements of the Code.

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

Applicable Law

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 changed circumstances; the presence of overlay districts or critical
areas; and, whether the area is within an incentive zoning suffix.

When, as in this case, a rezone includes consideration of height limits in commercial or industrial
zones, SMC 23.34.009 prescribes additional criteria to be considered, including the function of the
zone, topography of the area and surroundings, height and scale of the area, compatibility with the
surrounding area, and neighborhood plans.

SMC 23.34.007.C provides that compliance with the requirements of Chapter 23.34 SMC
constitutes consistency with the Comprehensive Plan for purposes of reviewing proposed rezones,
but the Comprehensive Plan may be considered where appropriate.

Conclusions

The Hearing Examiner has jurisdiction over this matter pursuant to SMC 23.76.052, and makes a
recommendation on the proposed rezone to the City Council.

SMC 23.34.007 provides that the applicable sections of Chapter 23.34 SMC on rezones are to be
weighed and balanced together to determine the most appropriate zone and height designation. In
addition, the zone function statements are to be used "to assess the likelihood that the area proposed
to be rezoned would function as intended." SMC 23.34.007.A. "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 23.34.007.B.

The most appropriate zone designation is the one "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." SMC 23.34.008.B.
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Effect On Zoned Capacity

SMC 23.34.008 requires that, within an urban center or urban village, the zoned capacity, taken as
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 site is located within the 23rd and Union-Jackson Residential Urban Village. The Growth
Strategy Appendix of the 2035 Comprehensive Plan estimated 2015-2035 housing unit growth of
1,600 units in addition to the 5,451 existing units (2015 year-end total housing units); 7,051 total
units. In 2022, there was an estimated 8,334 existing units with an additional capacity of 3,928-
4,765 units under existing zoning. The proposed rezone would further increase existing zoned
capacity.

The densities established for a Residential Urban Village in the Growth Strategy Element of the
2035 Comprehensive Plan is 12 dwelling units per gross acre. The boundary of the 23rd and Union-
Jackson Residential Urban Village was expanded in 2019 to encompass 625 gross acres (Ord.
125790) and has an existing zoned capacity of 12,262-13,099 housing units as of 2022 (8,334
existing units with an additional capacity of 3,928-4,765 units), or 19.6-21.0 housing units per
acre. The proposed rezone will increase zoned capacity and zoned density by allowing for
additional building height of 25-feet and approximately 41 additional units. Therefore, the zoned
capacity for the Residential Urban Village is not less than this density established in the 2035
Comprehensive Plan.

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.

The proposal 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 Growth Strategy Element of

the Comprehensive Plan.

Match Between Zone Criteria and Area Characteristics

The most appropriate zone designation is the one "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." SMC 23.34.008.B.

No change to the existing NC1 zone designation is proposed, and the criteria for designation of
commercial zones in SMC 23.34.072 are not part of this proposal. The NC1 zone criteria in SMC
23.34.074 continue to match the characteristics of the area. NC1 is the predominant commercial
zone designation at the intersection of E Cherry St and 23rd Ave.

Neighborhood Plan/Precedential Effect

The proposed rezone is in conformance with the applicable policies of the Central Area
Neighborhood Plan.
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The site is located in the 23rd Ave and Union-Jackson Residential Urban Village. The development
proposal associated with this rezone includes 9 non-residential spaces and 112 multi-family
residential units, which is consistent with this policy to encourage vibrant commercial uses that
activate the street frontage and affordable housing supportive of the community. The outdoor
public amenity space flanked by small-scale community based retail will promote social gathering
and express the Central Area’s unique and diverse heritage and identity. Finally, the proposed
rezone would provide more housing and retail at the 23rd Avenue and East Cherry Street
intersection, increasing the number of people who will benefit from community assets including
parks/open space, Garfield High School and Community Center, teen center, arts programs, and
small businesses, in particular ethnic restaurants, that create a unique identity for this community-
serving node.

Considering the denser development patterns and taller height limits found at the intersection of
23rd and Jackson (75’ height) and 23rd and Union (75’ height), along the 23rd Avenue corridor,
the proposed rezone (65° height) allows for needed affordable housing, additional community-
based retail, and community gathering spaces while maintaining the smaller-scaled node intent
laid out in the 2035 Comprehensive plan.

The proposal is unlikely to have a precedential effect. This proposed rezone does not preclude
other properties in the area from requesting a contract rezone, and as each proposal is evaluated

individually in the context of the existing conditions, this rezone is not expected to be precedential.

Zoning Principles

. 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 within the immediate context is 30° height residential small lot to
the north and west, 40’ height lowrise residential and neighborhood commercial to the south,
southwest and east, and 55’ height neighborhood commercial further down East Cherry Street to
the east. Although there are no examples of 65 height zones in the immediate context, there are
locations within the 23rd and Union-Jackson Residential Urban Village, such as the context around
the intersection of South Jackson Street and 23rd Avenue South a half mile to the south, and East
Union Street and 23rd Ave a third of a mile to the north, where higher zoning (75’ in height) exists
with similar adjacent transitions to 30’ height neighborhood residential and residential small lot
zones. In some instances, the transition includes buffers, such as a right-of-way street/alley, but in
other instances the transition occurs along shared property lines.

The development proposal utilizes top level setbacks along each of the 23rd Avenue and East
Cherry Street frontages, larger than required setbacks on the top two floors along the north property
line, and the large carve out that is the central public courtyard along East Cherry Street to help
minimize the overall impact of the height, bulk, and scale on the adjacent properties and gradually
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transition onsite to the lower zoning heights surrounding the development site and the 23rd and
Union-Jackson Residential Urban Village.

Within the immediate vicinity, there is evidence of more intense commercial zones located
adjacent to less intense neighborhood residential zones and many examples of transitions in zoning
intensity at similar key intersections in the 23rd and Union Jackson Residential Urban Village.

The proposed rezone is limited to an increase in the height limit from 40’ to 65’ and change in
MHA suffix for a portion of the site. Since the existing NC1 zoning designation is not proposed to
change, the uses associated with the proposed development would be allowed under existing
zoning and do not represent a change in the intensity of use than could otherwise occur.

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 proposed rezone would maintain the existing pattern of commercially-zoned properties facing
commercially-zoned properties across the street on both 23rd Avenue and East Cherry Street and
commercially-zoned properties facing residential small lot properties across the street on 22nd
Avenue. The proposed rezone will not create a new boundary between commercial and residential
areas.

The proposed NC1-65 (M1/M2) zone would permit building heights greater than 55 feet. The site
is located within the 23rd and Union-Jackson Residential Urban Village, thereby satisfying the
rezone criteria in SMC 23.34.008.E.4.

Impact Evaluation

The proposed rezone would positively impact the housing supply, as it would increase residential
unit supply.

Although the proposal would increase the demand for public services, the increase would be
minimal. There is no evidence in the record that the demand would exceed service capacities. In
particular, street access, street capacity, transit service, and parking capacity were shown to be
sufficient to serve the additional units that would be allowed by the rezone.

The Director evaluated impacts on public services and service capacities, as well as noise, air
quality, water quality, flora and fauna, glare, odor, shadows, energy, and other environmental
impacts, pursuant to SEPA, and indicated that no additional conditions were required to mitigate
impacts that are not otherwise adequately addressed through existing regulations. Height, bulk
and scale impacts, including shadow impacts, will be reviewed and addressed through the design
review process.
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Changed Circumstances

Changed circumstances are to be considered, but are not required to demonstrate the
appropriateness of a proposed rezone. The City has continued to emphasize growth in urban
centers and villages in its Comprehensive Plan as the areas that are most appropriate for
accommodating higher density development. The MHA upzone is a changed circumstance in the
area effecting area zoning.

Height Limits

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 view blockage; height and scale of the area; compatibility with the surrounding area;
and neighborhood plans.

Function of the zone. The proposed rezone lies within the boundaries of the 23rd and Union-
Jackson Residential Urban Village and would allow increased density in this urban village. The
existing NC1-40 zoning allows a combination of multifamily and commercial uses. 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
will be no displacement of preferred uses.

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.

The height increase associated with the rezone proposal combined with the nature of existing
zoning heights and topography surrounding the site make significant impacts to views surrounding
the site unlikely. The site sits at the northwest corner of the intersection of E Cherry St and 23rd
Ave at a low point with topography generally increasing to the north and south along 23rd Avenue,
and to the west along E Cherry Street. Topography remains relatively flat along E Cherry Street
and then increases 6 blocks to the east.

The proposed rezone would result in a 25-foot increase in permitted height from the 40 foot limit
in the current NC1-40 (M/M2) zone to a 65-foot limit in the proposed NC1-65 (M1/M2) zone. The
additional 25-feet of permitted height is unlikely to impact views from adjacent sites as the site is
surrounded by streets on three sides, is downslope from shorter permitted heights within the
neighborhood to the west, and abuts existing two story residences along the north property line.

Although the placement of the proposed development may inhibit existing views from the two-
story residences along the north property line, these views would also be inhibited by development
reaching the currently permitted 40-foot height limit. Due to the relatively tall height allowed under
current zoning and topography of the surrounding area, the additional 25 feet of height is unlikely
to block views from surrounding or uphill vantage points.
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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. Further, height limits are to be
compatible with actual and zoned heights in surrounding areas, and a gradual transition in height
and scale and level of activity between zones is to be provided unless major physical buffers are
present.

The existing zoning of this site is NC1-40 (M/M2). The proposed zoning is NC1 65(M1/M2). In
the NC1-40 zone, an additional 4’ of building height may be obtained through the requirements in
SMC 23.47A.012.A. 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.

The current height limit at this site is 40°. Nearby zones include height limits of 30, 40°, 55° and
75°. The proposed development would be compatible with the predominant height and scale of
nearby newer development elsewhere in the 23rd and Union-Jackson Residential Urban Village,
which is representative of the area’s anticipated overall development potential.

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.

Compatibility with Surrounding Area.

The proposed development is 65° in height (not inclusive of allowable rooftop features per SMC
23.47A.012.C), 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 within the
23rd and Union-Jackson Residential Urban Village, such as the context around the intersection of
South Jackson Street and 23rd Avenue South a half mile to the south, and East Union Street and
23rd Ave a third of a mile to the north, where higher zoning (75 in height) exists with similar
adjacent transitions to lower height neighborhood residential (30’ in height) and residential small
lot zones.

The proposed development associated with the rezone has gone through the design review process
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 upper-level
massing setbacks along each frontage of the site. These upper-level massing setbacks were
proposed through the design review process to allow the proposed mixed-use development to
appropriately address the shorter building heights surrounding the development site and help
mitigate the impact of the proposed 65-foot height limit.

Neighborhood Plans. The Central Area Neighborhood Plan policies included in the Seattle 2035
Comprehensive Plan do not explicitly address building heights. The proposed development has
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gone through the Design Review process, which considered aspects of scale and context in the
design recommendation.

Weighing and balancing the applicable sections of Chapter 23.34 SMC together, the most
appropriate zone designation for the subject site is NC1-65 (M2) for three parcels and NC1-65
(M1) for four parcels 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, and

the following conditions:

Prior to Issuance of a Building Permit

1. Plans for development of the rezoned property shall be in substantial conformance, as
determined by the Director, with the approved plans for Master Use Permit number
3037185 LU.

The Director has recommended the following SEPA conditions:

Prior to Issuance of Demolition, 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.

2. Provide an archaeological monitoring and inadvertent discovery plan prepared by a
qualified professional and include statement that the Duwamish Tribe shall be notified in
the event of archaeological work.

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

For the Life of the Project

1. The building and landscape design shall be substantially consistent with the materials
presented 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.

Entered August 17, 2022.

/s/Ryan P. Vancil
Ryan P. Vancil
Hearing Examiner
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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 Sustainability Committee
c/o Seattle City Clerk

600 Fourth Avenue, Floor 3 (physical address)
P.O. 94728 (mailing address)

Seattle, WA 98124-4728

The appeal shall clearly identify specific objections to the Hearing Examiner's recommendation
and specify the relief sought. Consult the City Council committee named above for further
information on the Council review process.
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Dated: August 18, 2023.
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Exhibit 3 - Draft Findings, Conclusions and Decision

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

In the matter of the Petition: Clerk File 314474

FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS,
AND DECISION

Application of Acer House, LLC, for a
contract rezone of a site located at
2210 East Cherry Street from
Neighborhood Commercial 1 with a
40 foot height limit and M Mandatory
Housing Affordability suffix (NC1-40
(M)) to Neighborhood Commercial 1
with a 65 foot height limit and M1
Mandatory Housing Affordability
suffix (NC1-65 (M1)) and from
Neighborhood Commercial 1 with a
40 foot height limit and M2
Mandatory Housing Affordability
suffix (NC1 40 (M2)) to
Neighborhood Commercial 1 with a
65 foot height limit and M2
Mandatory Housing Affordability
suffix (NC1-65 (M2)) and accepting a
Property Use and Development
Agreements as a condition of rezone
approval. (Application of Acer House,
LLC, C.F. 314474, SDCI Project
3037185-LU).

N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N

Introduction
This matter involves a petition by Acer House, LLC (“Applicant”), for a contract
rezone of an approximately 19,000 square foot site located at the northwest corner of the
intersection of East Cherry Street and 23rd Avenue.
The site is split-zoned with the eastern portion zoned Neighborhood Commercial 1 with
a 40-foot height limit and M Mandatory Housing Affordability (MHA) suffix (NC1-40 (M))
and the western portion zoned Neighborhood Commercial 1 with a 40-foot height limit and M2

Mandatory Housing Affordability suffix (NC1 40 (M2)). The proposed rezone would be to a
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Neighborhood Commercial 1 zone with a 65-foot height limit. The Mandatory Housing
Affordability suffix for the eastern portion of the site would increase to M1 and stay at M2 for
the western portion. Attachment A shows the area to be rezoned. Attachment B provides a
legal description of the site.

The Applicant has applied for a permit to redevelop the site with a mixed-use
building developed in an Afro-futurist style and palette with 114 apartment units and
street-level commercial uses. The Applicant intends to satisfy MHA program
requirements through on-site performance and participate in the Multi-family Tax

Exemption Program.

On June 8, 2023, the Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections (SDCI) issued
an affirmative recommendation to conditionally approve the application. On July 19, 2023, the
Hearing Examiner held an open-record public hearing on the proposed rezone. On August 17,
2023, the Hearing Examiner recommended conditional approval. On October 20, 2023, the
Land Use Committee of the Council reviewed the record and the recommendations by SDCI and

the Hearing Examiner and recommended approval of the contract rezone to the City Council.

Findings of Fact

The Council hereby adopts the Hearing Examiner's Findings of Fact as stated
in the Clarified Findings and Recommendation of the Hearing Examiner dated
August 17, 2023.
Conclusions
The Council hereby adopts the Hearing Examiner's Conclusions as stated in the

Clarified Findings and Recommendation of the Hearing Examiner dated August 17, 2023.
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Decision

The Council hereby GRANTS a rezone parcels 912610-1705, 912610-1725, 912610-
1730, and 912610-1706 of the property from NC1-40 (M) to Neighborhood Commercial 1 with
a 65 foot height limit and M1 Mandatory Housing Affordability suffix (NC1-65 (M1)) and
parcels 912610-1695, 912610-1685, and 912610-16810f the property from NC1 40 (M2) to
Neighborhood Commercial 1 with a 65 foot height limit and M2 Mandatory Housing
Affordability suffix (NC1-65 (M2)) of the property from, as shown in Attachment A.

The rezone is subject to the execution of a Property Use and Development Agreement
(PUDA) requiring the owners to comply with certain conditions for the life of the project.
Those conditions are adopted by the Council as follows:

Prior to Issuance of a Building Permit

1. Plans for development of the rezoned property shall be in substantial
conformance, as determined by the Director, with the approved plans for Master
Use Permit (MUP) Number 3037185-LU.

Prior to Issuance of Demolition, Excavation/Shoring, or Construction Permit

1. Provide a Construction Management Plan that has been approved by the Seattle
Department of Transportation (SDOT). The submittal information and review
process for Construction Management Plans are described on the SDOT website.

2. Provide an archaeological monitoring and inadvertent discovery plan prepared by
a qualified professional and include statement that the Duwamish Tribe shall be

notified in the event of archaeological work.
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For the Life of the Project

1. The building and landscape design shall be substantially consistent with the
materials presented at the Design Review Board 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 a Land Use Planner at the Seattle Department of

Construction and Inspections.

Dated this day of , 2023.

City Council President
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ATTACHMENT B

PARCELS #912610--1695, 912610--1685 & 912610--1681

(PER STEWART TITLE INSURANCE COMPANY ORDER NO. 820537, DATED JUNE 30,
2020)

PARCELS A, C, AND C, CITY OF SEATTLE LOT BOUNDARY ADJUSTMENT NO.
3032095-LU, RECORDED UNDER RECORDING NO. 20181024900003, RECORDS OF
KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON. SITUATE IN THE COUNTY OF KING STATE OF
WASHINGTON.

PARCEL #912610--1705

(PER FIRST AMERICAN TITLE INSURANCE COMPANY ORDER NO. 4201--3523432,
DATED JULY 15, 2020)

THE EASTERLY 2/3 OF LOTS 11 AND 12, BLOCK 17, WALLA WALLA ADDITION TO
THE CITY OF SEATTLE, ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF RECORDED IN
VOLUME 5 OF PLATS, PAGE 81, IN KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON.

PARCEL #912610--1725

(PER FIRST AMERICAN TITLE INSURANCE COMPANY ORDER NO. 4201--3547292,
DATED AUGUST 07, 2020)

LOT 13, BLOCK 17 WALLA WALLA ADDITION TO THE CITY OF SEATTLE,
ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF RECORDED IN VOLUME 5 OF PLATS, PAGE 81,
IN KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON.

PARCEL #912610--1730

(PER FIRST AMERICAN TITLE INSURANCE COMPANY ORDER NO. 4201--3547283,
DATED AUGUST 07, 2020)

LOT 14, BLOCK 17 WALLA WALLA ADDITION TO THE CITY OF SEATTLE,
ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF RECORDED IN VOLUME 5 OF PLATS, PAGE 81,
IN KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON.

PARCEL #912610--1706

(PER FIRST AMERICAN TITLE INSURANCE COMPANY ORDER NO. 4201--3523524,
DATED JULY 15, 2020)

THE WEST ONE-THIRD OF LOTS 11 AND 12, BLOCK 17, WALLA WALLA ADDITION
TO THE CITY OF SEATTLE, ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF RECORDED IN
VOLUME 5 OF PLATS, PAGE 81, IN KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON.
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City’s Construction Permitting Needs More Customer Focus and Consistency

City's Construction Permitting Needs

More Customer Focus and Consistency

Report Highlights

Background

In this audit, we reviewed the City of Seattle’s (City) construction permitting
process from the intake stage through corrections. The Seattle Department
of Construction and Inspections (SDCI) is responsible for reviewing and
issuing construction permits, though other City departments are often
involved as well. In 2022, SDCI issued about 8,800 construction permits.

What We Found

We identified issues in the following areas:

¢ Reinforce a customer focus: SDCI does not actively track total
permit review time, which is an important metric to customers. The
City also lacks a process to routinely collect customer feedback.

¢ Promote transparency and fairness: We found inconsistencies and
opaqueness in how construction permit applications are prioritized.
Some SDCI employees shared concerns about fairness and ethics.

e Strengthen a Citywide approach: The City has engaged in
permitting improvement efforts, but not all identified changes have
been made. Additionally, there is not a unified approach to funding
staff, nor an effective strategy for supporting permitting software.

e Standardize review comments: We found inconsistencies in how
corrections are issued and evaluated for quality.

Recommendations

We make 11 recommendations to address the issues above. We
recommend that SDCI improve permit timeliness tracking and use
customer feedback to make process improvements. SDCI should also
improve the permit prioritization process and evaluate its internal ethical
culture. The City should act on permitting recommendations from past
improvement efforts, re-evaluate department funding structures for permit
staff, and develop a strategy for supporting permitting software. Finally, we
recommend SDCI develop a standard process for performing and
evaluating permit corrections.

Department Response

SDCI generally concurred with the findings and recommendations (see
Appendix A).

i

WHY WE DID

THIS AUDIT
This audit was conducted in
response to Seattle City
Councilmember Dan Strauss’
request for our office to
review the construction
permitting process.
Specifically, we reviewed:

e Process clarity,
consistency, and
timeliness

e The use of information
technology tools

e Race and Social Justice
Initiative impacts

HOW WE DID

THIS AUDIT
To accomplish the audit’s
objectives, we:

e Analyzed construction
permit application data

e Interviewed City officials
who are involved in the
permitting process

e Surveyed and interviewed
permit applicants

e Researched construction
permitting best practices

Seattle Office of City Auditor
David G. Jones, City Auditor
www.seattle.gov/cityauditor
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Audit Overview

Background

City’s Construction Permitting Needs More Customer Focus and Consistency

INTRODUCTION

Seattle City Councilmember Dan Strauss requested that we examine
the City of Seattle’s (City) process for reviewing construction permits.
Our objectives were to answer the following questions:

e Are there opportunities to improve the clarity, consistency, and
timeliness of the permitting process?

e Is the City using the full potential of its permitting information
technology tools?

e Is the City's permitting process contributing to its Race and Social
Justice Initiative (RSJI) goals?

The scope for this audit included construction permit applications that
were under review in 2021 and 2022. The Seattle Department of
Construction and Inspections generally concurred with the report’s
findings and recommendations (see Appendix A). The audit team for
this project included Melissa Alderson and Andrew Scoggin, with
contributions from Miroslava Meza.

The Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections (SDCI)
reviews and approves construction permits for the City of Seattle.
SDCl is responsible for regulating and ensuring compliance with
building and land use codes and policies. Construction permits are
one type of permit that SDCI issues. Construction permits can be for
new buildings or additions and alterations and can require a detailed
plan review or a more abbreviated subject-to-field-inspection review.
SDCI has issued about 8,800 construction permits in 2022.

The permitting process takes multiple steps and can involve other
City departments. Customers first apply to SDCI for a pre-application
and request an online intake appointment, during which the
application is reviewed for overall completeness. Once the intake is
completed and approved, SDCI assigns the application to the relevant
review teams, which provide corrections to the applicant as needed to
ensure compliance with building code and all other applicable codes
and ordinances. Other City departments that can review and approve
aspects of construction permits include Seattle City Light, Seattle
Public Utilities, and the Transportation, Fire, Neighborhoods, Housing,
and Parks and Recreation departments. SDCI issues the permit once
the applicant has addressed all corrections and paid the final fees. Our
audit focuses on the construction permitting process from the intake
stage through corrections (see Exhibit 1).

Page 1
403



City’s Construction Permitting Needs More Customer Focus and Consistency

Exhibit 1: We examined the construction permitting process from intake through corrections
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Section Summary

SDCI should
reevaluate its
construction permit
tracking metrics and
reporting

methods to reduce
review times

“Gaining
transparency into
each reviewer’s
queue would be a
huge help, allowing
design teams to
better plan
workflow/next
steps.”

- frequent permit applicant

REINFORCE A CUSTOMER FOCUS

In this section, we identify ways the Seattle Department of
Construction and Inspections (SDCI) can improve customers'
experience with the construction permitting process. We found that
SDCI does not actively track total permit review time, which is an
important metric to customers. We also found that the City lacks a
process to routinely collect customer feedback on the permitting
process. This means that the full extent of permitting barriers is
unknown and cannot be addressed. We make recommendations to
improve timeliness tracking and use customer feedback to make
process improvements.

SDCI's current tracking metrics focus heavily on one part of the
construction permit review process. SDCI's department-level target
goals are only for applications’ first-round review. The length of
subsequent rounds is not tracked at the department level. As a result,
SDCI focuses mostly on how long this first review takes instead of
overall review time. We observed it was difficult to get accurate, up-
to-date publicly available information on how long construction
permits take to review and approve. Customers also pointed to this as
an issue and requested more transparency on permit review times.

There is a lack of incentive for reviewers to consider the overall
timeliness of permit applications. Reviewers are assigned due dates
that dictate each round of review should take a certain number of
days. However, SDCI does not actively track total review time for a
permit while it is under review. Reviewers are held accountable for the
length of individual review rounds but not overall permit application
timeliness.

There are other challenges related to assigning and tracking work
that may impact timeliness. After SDCI approves the intake of a
permit application, supervisors assign the relevant staff to review the
project. Once assigned, reviewers have access to the project in their
online dashboard. However, SDCI does not consistently assign all
reviewers to a project at the same time. We observed and SDCI
employees said that sometimes staff are not assigned to review a
permit application until near or past the target review date. SDCI
supervisors also told us that they lack effective technology tools to
track what reviewers are working on and monitor progress.

The City is not consistently meeting targets for the time it takes to
review permits. We analyzed how long the City spent reviewing
construction permit applications in 2021 and 2022. Among
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applications with at least one review round completed, the median
application spent 50 days in City review. But at least 10 percent of
applications took at least 145 days, which is beyond the standard 120-
day deadline specified by state law. Also, subsequent rounds of review
beyond the first round do not appear to meet internal targets that the
City sets for reviewers. For example, the median for a second-round
review is nearly double the target (14-day target versus 27-day
median). See Exhibit 2 for a comparison of internal review targets and
actual review time by round.

Exhibit 2: City reviews beyond Round 1 do not meet internal targets

Although the Round 1 goal
49 days was met, the 14-day target
for Rounds 2-5 was not

36
v
>
a 27
25
22 21
14 days
Round 1 Round 2 Round 3 Round 4 Round 5
Median Actual Review Time Target

Source: Office of City Auditor analysis of Seattle construction permit data, 2021-2022

Due to the complexity of and exemptions within state law, we could
not determine how often the City is out of compliance with required
timelines. According to SDCI management, a new state law taking
effect in 2025 will exempt construction permits from existing law,
including required timelines.

Some applicants say adding time to the review process has
negative impacts on their projects. We conducted a targeted survey
of applicants with a high number of correction rounds to get their
feedback. Out of 117 applicants we attempted to contact, 38
responded—=82 percent said the timeline to get their permit was not
reasonable. They said the timing of their applications had the
following impacts:

e Increased costs or lost revenue
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e Higher rents
e Difficulty working with lenders and raising money
e Abandoned projects

e Contractors losing or abandoning work or being motivated to
"proceed with unauthorized work"

Recommendation 1

The Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections (SDCI) should develop metrics by
construction permit type for total review time and a tracking process to support meeting those
metrics. The metrics and SDCI’s progress on meeting those metrics, along with the methodology
and notices of any data limitations, should be displayed on SDCI's website and updated regularly.
The data should meet the needs and expectations of customers and include other City
departments’ review times. SDCI should also consider whether to publish its review queue on its
website.

SDCI lacks a The City lacks a method to routinely collect customer feedback on
the permitting process. SDCI's vision from their strategic plan is "to

matic pr :
systematic process to set the standard for awesome local government service.” However,

get customer they do not have performance measures to evaluate how well they are
feedback, which achieving this goal and meeting customers’ expectations over time.
means that

Customers are frustrated with aspects of the permitting process.
In our targeted survey of applicants, 66 percent (25 of 38) said they
may not be met were dissatisfied with the process. Also, 61 percent said it was not
clear who to contact in the City if they had a question, and 42 percent
said reviewers did not answer their questions timely when they did
contact them (Exhibit 3). See Appendix C for the full summary results
of the survey.

customers’ needs

Exhibit 3: Respondents to targeted survey were unhappy with process and communication

66% 61% 42%

I A @

L -2 a

Dissatisfied with the Not Clear Who to Contact Reviewers Did Not Answer
Process with Questions Questions Timely

Source: Seattle Office of City Auditor analysis of applicant survey results.
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“We had to involve
an attorney, which
helped as they had
contacts to straight
sources and were
able to get
answers”

- survey respondent

I cannot imagine
what it would be
like for someone
who is new to the
system or doesn't
know technology or
possibly has English
as a second or third
language.
Impossible to
navigate.”

- frequent permit applicant

City’s Construction Permitting Needs More Customer Focus and Consistency

A 2020 study on the City’'s public permitting portal showed
several areas for improvement. Customers use the City's online
Seattle Services Portal to apply for construction permits. The study
evaluated how easy the portal is to use by asking participants to
complete tasks and rate their experience. Their satisfaction with the
portal averaged 5.5 out of 10. Participants said the portal was
confusing and lacked user guidance.

Customer service, review inconsistencies, and permit timeliness
are common issues for applicants. We interviewed frequent permit
applicants and asked about their experience with the construction
permitting process. Many cited poor customer service as a common
issue and noted it was difficult to reach permit reviewers by phone.
Another applicant concern was permit reviewers being inconsistent in
how they reviewed applications, both within SDCI and across City
departments. Applicants said that it appeared that not all departments
were following the same process. Permit timeliness was also a
frustration, and applicants expressed desire for more transparency and
consistency around SDCI's review timelines.

The City’s Racial Equity Toolkit can uncover equity impacts. The
City’'s Race and Social Justice Initiative (RSJI) Racial Equity Toolkit (RET)
process requires that departments involve stakeholders in their
development, implementation, and evaluation of programs. The RET
directs departments to, “Gather information from community and staff
on how the issue benefits or burdens the community in terms of racial
equity.”

A RET is one of the primary ways the City identifies and examines
potential equity issues of its programs. Ideally, City departments should
complete the RET before they implement a new program, so that staff can
be aware of and mitigate any unintended impacts. The City did not
complete a RET for the implementation of their permitting software
system, Accela. Further, we could not find evidence that SDCI has
completed a RET related to reviewing construction permits or identified
racial equity actions that are specific to the permitting process.
Representatives from SDCI and the Seattle Office for Civil Rights told us
there is value in completing a RET because process barriers likely exist,
and improvements to the permitting process are still possible.

The full extent of permitting barriers is unknown and therefore
cannot be addressed. The permitting process is complex and favors
experienced customers and large developers. This is because
experienced customers have familiarity and in-depth knowledge of the
process, and large developers have specialized expertise and resources
to support their projects. First-time applicants, homeowners, and small
businesses may have more difficulty navigating the process and
getting their permit approved when they need it. In our review of
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construction permit application guidance, we found some potential
barriers that some customers may face:

e Customers must create and submit construction permit
applications online using software that may be difficult for some
users to learn and navigate.

e The City does not offer in-person appointments for permit
customers to meet with City staff. This limits customers’ options to
communicate with City permit reviewers to methods that require a
computer and internet connection, which may create accessibility
issues.

¢ Some of SDCI's online resources, including their “Tips” sheets, are
only in English.

Without direct feedback from customers on the challenges they face,
the City cannot evaluate the performance of the permitting process
from the customers’ perspective and make improvements to address
equity issues.

Recommendation 2

The Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections (SDCI) should address potential
permitting barriers and equity concerns by incorporating the City’'s Race and Social Justice
Initiative (RSJI) values into the permitting process. This should involve completing a Racial Equity
Toolkit (RET) for the entire permitting process or several RETs for specific parts of the process.
SDCI should consult with the Seattle Office for Civil Rights for RET guidance and support and with
other City departments that are involved in permitting or have a stakeholder interest.

In the RET, SDCI should evaluate the accessibility of their current process and tools, including
considering the needs of customers who lack computer skills, people with disabilities, and people
with limited English proficiency, among others. The RET should also include a stakeholder analysis
to determine who is impacted by the permitting process and from whom SDCI should get regular
feedback. The City should implement the recommendations that result from this effort.

Recommendation 3

The Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections (SDCI) should develop a strategic
customer engagement program for their construction permitting process, which could include:

¢ Establishing customer service and satisfaction baseline data.
¢ Defining performance measures that relate to SDCI's strategic goals.
e A process to routinely monitor performance measures.

¢ Defined roles for SDCI employees who are responsible for implementing process
improvements.
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Section Summary

The City is
inconsistent and
opaque in how it
prioritizes permit
applications, which
may result in unfair
treatment of
customers

City’s Construction Permitting Needs More Customer Focus and Consistency

PROMOTE TRANSPARENCY AND
FAIRNESS

In this section, we discuss how the City can improve the transparency
and fairness of the construction permitting process. We found
inconsistencies in how construction permit applications are prioritized.
Permit prioritization criteria are not made public, which means not all
customers have knowledge of how their project should be prioritized.
Some employees within the Seattle Department of Construction and
Inspections (SDCI) expressed concerns and confusion about the ethical
culture surrounding the construction permitting process. We make
recommendations to improve the permit prioritization process and for
SDCI to evaluate its ethical culture.

SDCI has internal guidelines for how it prioritizes construction
permit applications. SDCI's Plan Review Priorities Guideline is an
internal document that SDCI intake staff use to assign permit
applications a priority ranking. The stated intent is to prioritize certain
permit applications “to promote the health, safety, and welfare and to
serve special needs.” Examples of projects that are supposed to be
prioritized include:

e Life safety emergencies

e Projects with serious anomalous issues
e Affordable housing

¢ Emergency housing shelters

e Projects identified by the SDCI director

Some of these priority rankings have specified review timelines and
some do not. We noted that the Plan Review Priorities Guideline does
not give priority to projects relating to medical or disability
accommodations. SDCI may want to consider reviewing the
prioritization criteria to ensure it is meeting the department'’s intent of
serving special needs.

The City does not prioritize construction permit applications in a
consistent and transparent way. We found that not all City
departments were aware of SDCI's prioritization criteria for permit
applications. This means that the permit reviewers across the City may
be prioritizing permit applications differently. Frequent permit
applicants we spoke with also communicated this concern. For
example, the Housing Development Consortium, an organization that
advocates for affordable housing in King County, told us that some
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"[SDCI Manager]
/s great because
we can call them,
and they can
push things
through.”

- frequent permit applicant

/”

ow would you
know if you haven't
done it before?”

- frequent permit applicant

City’s Construction Permitting Needs More Customer Focus and Consistency

City departments do not appear to prioritize affordable housing
project permits. Because of how the City reviews and approves permit
applications, the prioritization (or lack thereof) of just one City
employee can impact the timeliness of when the permit is issued.
Consistent prioritization across all City departments is needed for
customers to experience the benefit of the prioritization.

Beyond the initial project prioritization, we found inconsistencies
in how SDCI staff prioritize the permit applications assigned to
them. In interviews, staff noted using different criteria to decide which
projects to work on. For example, some reviewers prioritize permit
applications for which they are the last reviewer before the permit can
be issued. Other reviewers work on projects strictly in priority order.

Some reviewers told us that they will prioritize a project if a
supervisor directs them to or when a customer proactively
contacts them to ask about status. In acknowledgment of potential
fairness concerns raised by such communications from permit
applicants, some SDCI employees told us they would like to have more
department guidance on how to prioritize their work. Some SDCI
employees also expressed concern about certain groups and people in
positions of power appearing to have unfair access to SDCI staff to
advocate for their projects.

The City’s permitting software was not designed to support
efficient prioritization of permit applications. SDCI supervisors
manually assign permit applications to reviewers, and these
assignments show up in the reviewer's workflow screen in the City's
permitting software system. The workflow screen lacks important fields
that reviewers need to decide what to work on, such as priority
number and how long a permit application has been on their
dashboard. As a workaround, employees can run a business report
showing more detailed information. However, this is a static, point-in-
time report and was not designed to be a long-term solution.

SDCI does not share their priority criteria with the public. SDCI
intake staff decide the priority level based on how projects

appear. This means that it is up to the customer to include enough
information in their permit application so that SDCI staff can decide
what priority a project should receive. Because SDCI does not make
their Plan Review Priorities Guideline public, not all customers have
knowledge of the prioritization criteria. Thus, some customers may not
get their project prioritized when it should be.

The City’s current permit review process allows prioritization of
permit applications in a way that favors experienced customers.
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Frequent customers we spoke with said they were somewhat aware of
SDCI's prioritization criteria, and some said they used that to their
“The squea/(y advantage, though others said they saw no value. Frequent customers
wheel gets the aI'so noted th.ey will cohtact perrmt reviewers or SPCI management
directly to bring attention to their permit application and get it
Glr=le _‘,f‘[am processed faster. SDCI facilitates a monthly meeting with select
complaining to members of the Master Builders Association of Snohomish and King
[SDCT Manager], / Counties, giving their members direct access to City permitting staff to
discuss and advocate for their projects and specific interests. The
absence of transparent and consistently applied prioritization criteria
creates accountability concerns and gives an advantage to applicants
- frequent permit applicant with more experience and resources.

can get mine
faster.”

Recommendation 4

The Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections (SDCI) should solidify and make more
transparent how it prioritizes construction permit applications for review. This could include:

e Creating a policy and providing training on how permit reviewers should prioritize projects
assigned to them

¢ Improving the workflow screen in Accela to make the priority of projects clearer

¢ Reviewing and making updates to the Plan Review Priorities Guideline document (for
example, considering the priority of medical or disability accommodations) and making it
publicly available

e Creating a method to document when and why the prioritization process is circumvented

SDCI should coordinate with other City departments as needed to implement this
recommendation.

SDCI could do Some SDCI employees expressed concerns and confusion about
the ethical culture surrounding the construction permitting
more to ensure a process. We interviewed employees involved in reviewing permit
positive ethical applications to learn how they approach their work. About 30 percent
culture of the SDCI employees we interviewed commented on the ethical
environment of the department, with several themes emerging:

e The City being influenced to make permit process changes by
and for big developers, in particular the Master Builders
Association of King and Snohomish Counties, which some
interviewed employees believed might not be in the best
interest of all customers

e SDCI managers and directors with secondary employment in
the construction or development industry and having this, in
the opinion of some interviewed employees, possibly be a
conflict of interest for their City employment
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“City employees
should recognize
that public service

/s a sacred trust and
should strive to live
up to the highest
ethical standards.”

Seattle Municipal Code Chapter
4.16 — Code of Ethics

City’s Construction Permitting Needs More Customer Focus and Consistency

e Supervisors or managers directing staff to prioritize some
projects over others, which led some interviewed staff to
question the rationale for the change in priorities

e Employees having close relatives within the department, which
led some interviewed employees to question whether those
relationships helped those employees advance in their careers

As part of our audit, we did not investigate these concerns to the
extent necessary to substantiate them. We met with the Director of the
Ethics and Elections Commission, who told us that they had not
received any complaints about the permitting process in the past three
years.

The City's Code of Ethics sets the “minimum standard” for
employees to follow. One of the purposes of the Code of Ethics is to
strengthen public confidence in the integrity of City government. The
Code of Ethics emphasizes that employees should do their work
impartially, without conflict between their duties to the public and
their personal interests. The Code provides general guidance
applicable to all City employees and does not go into detail about all
potential ethical scenarios that could arise. Thus, the Seattle Ethics and
Elections Commission (SEEC) refers to the Code as the "minimum
standard” and recommends consulting with them on specific
situations.

The City can provide transparency to the public by disclosing the
appearance of conflicts of interest. This allows City leaders and the
public to weigh in on the appropriateness of a situation and avoid
potentially unethical situations. The SEEC provides two forms to assist
with such disclosure. Seattle Municipal Code 4.16.080 requires certain
City employees to disclose their financial interests annually through
the Financial Interest Statement process. The Code mentions several
City positions by name and leaves it up to department heads to
identify additional employees who should complete the form.

We asked the SEEC to verify which SDCI managers and directors in
their permitting divisions completed a Financial Interest Statement
form for 2022. SEEC reported to us that over half of the managers and
one director had not completed the form. SDCI should examine who
completes Financial Interest Statement forms to determine if there is a
reason for this inconsistency.

The SEEC also has a form for employees to disclose the appearance of
conflict or impaired judgment for non-financial matters. Department
management review the form, determine what action to take, and
send a copy to the SEEC. SDCI could consider using this form and
process or adopting their own that is specific to their department.
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“The oversight
body and
management
reinforce the
commitment to
doing what is right,
not just
maintaining a
minimum level of
performance
necessary.”

- United States Government
Accountability Office’s
Standards for Internal
Control, standard 1.04

Recommendation 5

City’s Construction Permitting Needs More Customer Focus and Consistency

SDCI could improve internal guidance and training on the
department’s expectations related to ethics. We reviewed SDCI's
Workplace Expectations for Employees document and found that it
refers to the City's Code of Ethics but does not offer ethics guidance
that is specific to SDCI employees and the kind of work they do. SDCI's
Workplace Expectations for Supervisors document does not mention
ethics. We also asked SDCI about the ethics training they provided to
employees. SDCI told us that, before 2020, the SEEC provided general
ethics training to SDCI employees, but training was paused during the
COVID-19 pandemic. However, neither SDCI nor the SEEC were able to
give us details, such as who attended the training, when it last
occurred, and the specific content of the training.

Management has a responsibility to create, communicate, and
model a positive ethical environment. A positive ethical
environment contributes to a positive workplace culture, which in turn
impacts all aspects of an organization. Best practices state that
management should establish clear expectations on appropriate
ethical behavior, model that behavior to staff, and hold employees
accountable. Effective and periodic training that is scenario-based and
specific to employees’ work environment should also be regularly
provided.

The Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections (SDCI) should evaluate its ethical culture
and make any needed improvements. SDCI should consider the following:

e Periodic evaluations of the workplace culture and ethical environment through anonymous

employee surveys
An internal ethics policy to address situations that are unique to SDCI's work environment

Ongoing ethics training that is tailored to SDCI's work environment and potential ethical
scenarios employees may encounter

A clear process for employees to anonymously report ethical concerns

Leadership’s demonstrated commitment to strong ethical values through their directives,
attitudes, and behavior (also known as “tone at the top”)

Reviewing and determining which employees should complete the City’s Financial Interest
Statement form based on their responsibilities
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Section Summary

The City has not
followed through
on all construction
permitting
improvement
efforts,
diminishing their
impact

City’s Construction Permitting Needs More Customer Focus and Consistency

STRENGTHEN CITYWIDE APPROACH

In this section, we discuss challenges related to having multiple
departments involved in permit review and make recommendations
for improving collaboration. We found that while the City has engaged
in many permitting improvement efforts, not all the identified changes
have been made. This is in part because the City lacks a way to
manage and follow through on improvements, especially when they
span departments. Additionally, there is not a unified Citywide
approach to funding staff who review permits. This means that some
departments occasionally experience staffing challenges as permit
demand fluctuates. Finally, we found that the City does not have an
effective strategy for how to support technology essential to the
permitting process.

The City has engaged in multiple efforts to improve the construction
permitting process over the years. Some of these efforts resulted in
completed reports with recommendations. We reviewed seven consultant
reports, published between 2012 and 2022, that the City paid for to
recommend improvements to various parts of the construction
permitting process. We also identified six active internal City-led projects
and workgroups, including this audit, that seek to improve permitting.

The City has not implemented many of the recommendations
from past consultant reports. This means that the City is not
realizing the full benefit from past work and may be missing
opportunities to make meaningful improvements for permit
applicants. Below are some examples of outstanding
recommendations:

e A 2020 consultant report on the usability of the Seattle Services
Portal had several recommendations to improve system use.
However, the City deprioritized those improvement efforts, citing
lack of resources.

e A 2015 consultant report on SDCI's quality management system
recommended they conduct audits on the permit corrections that
reviewers issue to ensure quality and adherence to department
standards; however, these correction letter audits are not
consistently performed.

e A 2013 consultant report on Seattle City Light's permit review
functions recommended four full-time employees to do plan
review. However, they have just one.
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The City lacks a system to manage and follow through on
construction permitting improvement efforts. Because permit
review involves many City departments, recommendations for
improvement should be compiled and evaluated at the Citywide level.
We found that this is not occurring. In addition, there is not an owner
who is responsible for and empowered to implement the
recommendations when they fall across department lines. This means
there is no accountability system to ensure recommendations are
implemented and improvements are made.

Customers frequently note City coordination as a major
permitting issue. Many construction permits require multiple City
departments to review and approve certain aspects of the application.
For example, Seattle City Light is involved in reviewing requests for
new electrical service, and the Seattle Fire Department reviews a
building’s fire alarm system. We interviewed and surveyed permit
applicants about their experience with City permitting; a common
complaint was the siloed nature of the process and inconsistencies
across City departments. Customers told us that departments follow
different processes and do not appear to communicate with one
another. The design of the City's permit review process puts
responsibility on SDCI as the process owner, without full control of the
other City departments involved. This structure has, in part, created a
disjointed and frustrating experience for customers. One active
improvement effort, the Mayor's Housing Subcabinet Permitting
Workgroup, has representatives from all City departments involved in
permitting and can be a great opportunity to resolve some of these
coordination issues.

Recommendation 6

The Mayor’s Office should lead a coordinated effort to document all recommendations related to
the construction permitting process from consultant reports and internal improvement efforts.
City departments should then evaluate each recommendation to determine whether they intend
to implement it and why. The City should prioritize, assign an owner, and estimate a due date for
each recommendation that is selected for implementation. Recommendations should be tracked
in a central, publicly accessible location such as a dashboard to promote accountability.

Page 14
416



City’s Construction Permitting Needs More Customer Focus and Consistency

SDCI owns the permitting process, but other City departments are
critical to the timeliness of permit reviews. Different departments

Different funding

mechanisms have different staffing models and varying resource levels assigned to
hinder the City’s construction permit review. For example, Seattle City Light has one
ability to respond reviewer dedicated to permit review. Permit applicants have

communicated concern with the timeliness of reviews completed by
other departments. As part of an ongoing internal improvement effort
coordinated by the Mayor’s Office, the City is building a data tool that
may make it easier to track which departments are taking longer to
complete their reviews.

to changes in
permit demand

The City’s permitting process operates at the department level,
meaning there is not a unified Citywide approach to funding staff.
This leaves each department to assign resources and make process
changes in a vacuum that does not center the overall customer
experience. SDCI uses permit fees to keep a certain number of core
permit reviewers on staff to pivot quickly to changes in permit
demand. They also have contingent budget authority to add
temporary staff when demand is high.

Other City departments, such as the Seattle Fire Department, use the
City’'s general fund and are limited in their response to fluctuations in
demand. Fire Department review staff dwindled from eight to four
employees after budget cuts in 2020. SDCI management said the Fire
Department was a recent bottleneck holding up the permit review
process. State law limits the ways the City can spend the revenue it
earns from fees. The Fire Department is exploring how it can set aside
extra funds to cope with budget reductions, similar to SDCL

Recommendation 7

The City Budget Office, in collaboration with other City departments, should evaluate the
governance and funding structures of departments that review construction permit applications
and determine if changes can be made to better position the City to quickly respond to
fluctuations in permit demand while meeting customer expectations.

The City’'s permitting portal has experienced issues since its
launch in 2018, weighing down the process for customers and
staff. SDCI implemented the portal, also called Accela, in 2018. Now,

The City needs a
better strategy to

address IT needs in customers must submit all permit applications online using this
construction system. SDCI issued an apology to the public shortly after
permitting implementing Accela, acknowledging it was a “rocky rollout.”

Accela has fallen short of stability targets. Accela was up and
running 91.3 percent of August 2022 and 90.4 percent of December
2022. The internal goal is 99.5 percent. Accela’s stability appears to
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have improved in 2023—Accela was online 99.1 percent of the first five
months of the year. Some City staff attributed performance struggles
to internal servers, an issue that dates to Accela’s launch. The City
plans to move to a cloud-based version of Accela. City staff said that
the move would take about a year. A consultant report notes that
making the switch “doesn’'t represent a cure for all that ails” the City's
permitting portal, but it would likely make it more reliable.

The City does not have an effective strategy for how to support
technology essential to the permitting process. The City has made
efforts to improve the permitting portal. However, during our audit,
City staff and applicants reported performance issues with Accela, such
as slowness or not saving information. They said this can delay work or
require submitting information multiple times. In our survey of
applicants, 42 percent (16 of 38) said they were satisfied with their
experience using the City's website to apply for a permit, while 39
percent were dissatisfied.

Staff in SDCI and the Seattle Information Technology Department (ITD)
work together to make improvements to Accela. SDCI permitting staff
and management cited difficulty getting changes made to make their

work easier, including requests dating back to its launch in 2018.

The City also appears to lack a plan to ensure its recently implemented
electronic tool to review plans, called Bluebeam, remains viable long
term. Most staff that we interviewed had a positive impression of
using this tool, as did applicants we surveyed who reported using it.
However, the tool recently experienced what staff called a “very
catastrophic” error that made it harder for reviewers to do their work.
SDCI's ability to maintain Bluebeam’s stability is made more
challenging because they have just one employee supporting
Bluebeam, and they are serving in the role temporarily.

Acknowledging these issues, SDCI leadership identified the need for
an IT governance strategy in their most recent strategic plan.

Other departments involved in the permitting process are not
fully integrated into Accela, which may confuse customers. For
example, customers must manually request a water meter, rather than
this happening automatically as part of their permit application.
Seattle Public Utilities staff said there have been times that homes
were sold without having running water because there’'s no way for the
department to flag this issue in the permitting process.

When first implemented at the City, only SDCI used Accela. City staff
said there was not a focus at the time on how to coordinate using
Accela with other departments. This continues to impact the
permitting process. Seattle Fire Department staff said Accela is not
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customized for its needs—instead, they have a separate supplemental
database used for inspections, requiring staff to enter information
twice.

The Seattle IT Department (ITD) has not always been able to get
funding for positions to support the permitting portal. Other City
departments now also use Accela for other types of permits, such as
taxis and short-term rentals. ITD staff that support Accela are paid
through the City’'s general fund and permitting fees. All departments
who use the portal chip in funding—however, this can be challenging
for general fund departments. ITD staff who manage Accela say this is
not a good funding model and that they need far more staff than what
the City approved in recent years. SDCI leadership said it's hard to get
support for IT resources, including to keep current systems stable.

Recommendation 8

The Mayor’s Office should develop and implement a strategy, including the required resources,
for providing ongoing support for the Seattle Services Portal (Accela) and other software used in
the construction permitting process. The Mayor’s Office should collaborate with the Seattle
Information Technology Department and other departments involved in construction permitting.

Recommendation 9

The Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections (SDCI) should evaluate which
departments are using Accela for construction permit review and determine how to improve their
integration and use of the portal. SDCI should coordinate with other City departments involved in
the construction permitting process.
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Section Summary

SDCI lacks a
consistent process
for handling
construction
permit corrections

“Nobody will take
phone calls.”

- frequent permit applicant

“Reviewers
reqularly ignore
requests for status
or info.”

- frequent permit applicant

City’s Construction Permitting Needs More Customer Focus and Consistency

STANDARDIZE CONSTRUCTION
PERMIT REVIEW COMMENTS

In this section, we focus on the corrections process and how to
improve consistency among permit reviewers. We found there is not
enough employee guidance that is specific to corrections, such as
which application issues warranted an official correction. Further, there
is no point of intervention for when employees should contact an
applicant rather than continuing to issue corrections. We also found
that the City does not have a policy to routinely evaluate the quality
and necessity of permit application corrections.

Permit reviewers are inconsistent in how they approach the
corrections process. During plan review, permit reviewers issue
corrections for customers to fix issues with their application. We noted
inconsistencies in how staff decide:

e Which permit application to work on

e What feedback constituted an official correction

¢ How to notify a customer when a correction is needed

¢ What was an acceptable correction response from the
customer

SDCI does not provide enough employee guidance that is specific to
corrections. This includes what warrants an official correction versus an
informal call or email.

In our survey, some respondents reported a positive experience
working with staff, but others said reviewers were inconsistent in the
amount of time they took to complete reviews and what they required
of an application. Also, respondents requested to be able to address
simple, minor corrections without going through a formal review cycle.
One respondent said that in the issue they ran into, "a simple phone
call could have cleared up the process."

SDCI's review process lacks a stated point of intervention for
when to contact an applicant rather than continuing to issue
corrections. SDCI management told us that they informally encourage
reviewers to contact applicants after multiple correction rounds.
However, SDCI staff and leadership acknowledged that some reviewers
would rather issue a correction than call an applicant. This slows down
the process for an applicant. Also, applicants do not always
understand reviewers’ written comments. In our survey, 34 percent of
respondents said feedback from reviewers was not clear, while 32
percent said it was (34 percent were neutral).
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Some review teams go through more rounds of review than others. For
example, at the time of our audit, SDCI's Geotechnical team took an
average of three rounds on lower-complexity permits, while the
Energy/Mechanical team averaged one-and-a-half rounds. While SDCI
management said some teams get more complicated projects, having
a point of intervention may still reduce their number of review rounds.

The Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections (SDCI) should develop a department
policy for how construction permit corrections should be handled, including:

¢ What rises to the level of needing an official correction

e What is required back from the applicant to resolve the correction, including in what

format

e At what point to contact the applicant to discuss the issues, such as after a certain number

of correction cycles

¢ How this policy will be enforced

SDCI should coordinate with other City departments involved in the construction permitting
process in developing and implementing this policy. SDCI should also put relevant information
about the policy on their website.

The City does not
have a policy to
routinely evaluate
the quality and
necessity of permit
application
corrections

SDCI has evaluation criteria for permit application corrections. In
response to quality concerns raised in a 2015 consultant report, SDCI
created quality standards for corrections on construction permit
applications. Corrections must be:

e Clear and understandable

e Based in the building, energy, and land use codes, and cite
code section

¢ Note location in plan set

e Directive (identifies action needed)

e Necessary

This consultant report recommended that SDCI perform periodic
correction letter audits so that supervisors could evaluate corrections
against these standards.

SDCI does not have a policy to evaluate permit correction quality.
SDCI attempted to perform regular correction letter audits but
determined it took too much time for the value provided. In our
interviews with SDCI staff, supervisors told us they found value in the
audits and completed some when time allowed. Supervisors described

Page 19
421



“More consistency
with permit
reviewers would
improve the
process so there is
more
predictability.”

- frequent permit applicant

Recommendation 11

City’s Construction Permitting Needs More Customer Focus and Consistency

inconsistent levels of thoroughness and frequency in the audits they
did perform.

The variance in permit corrections among City staff warrants
ongoing evaluation. We interviewed SDCI employees and found that
they consistently described their general approach to permit
application corrections, or in other words, their plan review
philosophy. Employees described their review as focusing on the big,
important issues that would impact building performance and a need
to balance review thoroughness with timeliness. Our review of SDCI
training confirmed this plan review philosophy at the department
level.

However, at the more granular correction item level, SDCI is not
consistently meeting their quality standards. For example, a correction
letter audit SDCI performed in 2020 found that only 29 percent of
corrections were “necessary” for the project type reviewed. In addition,
some permit customers we spoke with complained about the quality
of permit corrections and about new corrections being added during
subsequent reviews. If correction comments do not meet SDCI's
quality standards, the City could be missing code requirements,
confusing customers, or delaying the permit from being issued.

The Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections (SDCI) should develop a process to
monitor and evaluate permit application corrections. This process should be sustainable given
current resource levels and provide reasonable assurance that permit corrections are meeting
SDCI's standards of being necessary, understandable, code-based, directive, and specific. SDCI
should track this information so that correction quality can be evaluated over time. To ensure the
consistency of permit corrections, SDCI should involve and coordinate with other City
departments that issue permits.
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Objectives

Scope

Methodology

City’s Construction Permitting Needs More Customer Focus and Consistency

OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND
METHODOLOGY

Seattle City Councilmember Dan Strauss requested that we examine the
City of Seattle’s (City) process for reviewing construction permits. Our
objectives were to answer the following questions:

Are there opportunities to improve the clarity, consistency, and
timeliness of the permitting process?

Is the City using the full potential of its permitting information
technology tools?

Is the City's permitting process contributing to its Race and Social
Justice Initiative (RSJI) goals?

The scope for this audit included construction permit applications
under review in 2021 and 2022.

To accomplish the audit’s objectives, we performed the following:

Reviewed internal controls related to the construction
permitting process, such as relevant SDCI policies, procedures,
and training documents

Interviewed officials from the Seattle Department of
Construction and Inspections (SDCI), including permit
reviewers from the Engineering Services Division and Land Use
Division; supervisors and managers of permit review teams;
and employees from the Organizational Strategy and Support
Division

Observed City permit review staff performing construction
permit reviews

Observed an SDCI training session for new permit reviewers

Interviewed officials from City departments that are involved in
the permitting process, including: Seattle City Light, Seattle
Public Utilities, the Seattle Fire Department, and Seattle
Department of Transportation

Interviewed officials from the Seattle Information Technology
Department who are involved in supporting the City's
permitting information technology tools

Interviewed officials from the Mayor’s Office and the Seattle
Office for Civil Rights
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e Analyzed SDCI's construction permit data for City review
timeliness in 2021 and 2022 and compared to state timelines
and internal targets

e Surveyed customers whose permit applications had gone
through five correction rounds, with 38 of 117 contacted
responding

e Interviewed customers who have submitted a high number of
permit applications with the City to learn about their
experiences

e Attended a monthly meeting between City officials and the
Master Builders Association of King and Snohomish Counties

e Researched relevant construction permitting best practices

We conducted this performance audit in accordance with generally
accepted government auditing standards. Those standards require that
we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate
evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and
conclusions based on our audit objectives. We believe that the
evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and
conclusions based on our audit objectives.
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APPENDIX A

Department Response

G

S

Seattle Department of
Construction & Inspections

August 30, 2023

David G. Jones, CGFM, CIA, CISA
Seattle City Auditor
Office of City Auditor

David Jones, and Office of City Auditor staff,

Thank you for sending the final draft audit report on construction permitting: “City’s Construction
Permitting Needs More Customer Focus and Consistency.” SDCl appreciates having been included as an
active participant in this lengthy and thorough process. In general, SDCI concurs with all of the
findings/recommendations in the final draft report. We appreciate the inclusion of our consolidated
comments from the SDCI Executive Team and we also appreciate the need to have further discussion
regarding a number of the recommendations, particularly for those recommendations that have already had
significant investments/progress made this calendar year (2023), together with those that clearly extend
beyond SDCI's area of authority and may have broader impacts to other departments across the city. There
are many nuances to the complex system of permitting and we are committed to the core philosophy of
Continuous Improvement in line with the audit’s general theme of consistency and adding value to all our
customers (including permit applicants and others who interact with the city).

Thank you for allowing us to participate in this audit process. We look forward to continuing to partner in
the final outcomes and the ongoing work to address these findings/recommendations.

Please let us know if there is anything further needed from SDCI at this time.

Sincerely,

e

(On Behalf of Nathan Torgelson, SDCI Department Director and the SDCI Executive Team)

‘ C. Andrew (“Andy”) Higgins, MBA, CBO/MCP (he/him/his)
\ Engineering Services Director
I ‘\ Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections

0:206-615-0568 | andy.higgins@seattle.gov
Facebook | Twitter | Blog

700 Fifth Avenue, Suite 2000 | PO Box 34019 | Seattle, WA 98124-4019 | 206-684-8600 | seattle.gov/sdci
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APPENDIX B

List of Recommendations and Department Response

Recommendation 1:

The Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections (SDCI) should develop metrics by construction
permit type for total review time and a tracking process to support meeting those metrics. The metrics and
SDCI's progress on meeting those metrics, along with the methodology and notices of any data limitations,
should be displayed on SDCI's website and updated regularly. The data should meet the needs and
expectations of customers and include other City departments’ review times. SDCI should also consider
whether to publish its review queue on its website.

Department Concurrence: SDCI generally concurs with this finding.

Estimated Date of Completion (Qtr./Yr.): Pilot completion by end of Q4 2024 and ongoing improvements.
Department Response: SDCI is working on a list of known enhancements and improvements to its permit
tracking system. Items already on this list are inclusive of tracking performance against correction cycles and
total throughput time, including the goal of reducing average correction cycles through utilization of
enhanced collaboration tools such as Bluebeam Revu and future SaaS solutions. Improvements are already
underway on these metrics and our commitment is that these improvements will continue, including a
focused realignment effort keying in on an improved end-to-end customer service experience throughout
the entire permitting process.

Recommendation 2:

The Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections (SDCI) should address potential permitting barriers
and equity concerns by incorporating the City’s Race and Social Justice Initiative (RSJI) values into the
permitting process. This should involve completing a Racial Equity Toolkit (RET) for the entire permitting
process or several RETs for specific parts of the process. SDCI should consult with the Seattle Office for Civil
Rights for RET guidance and support and with other City departments that are involved in permitting or have
a stakeholder interest. In the RET, SDCI should evaluate the accessibility of their current process and tools,
including considering the needs of customers who lack computer skills, people with disabilities, and people
with limited English proficiency, among others. The RET should also include a stakeholder analysis to
determine who is impacted by the permitting process and from whom SDCI should get regular feedback. The
City should implement the recommendations that result from this effort.

Department Concurrence: SDCI generally concurs with this finding.

Estimated Date of Completion (Qtr./Yr.): Ongoing/TBD

Department Response: Historically, SDCI has run several Racial Equity Toolkits (RETs) for various portions of
the permitting process and is committed to eliminating potential permitting barriers and equity concerns.
These efforts will continue and SDCI will work with the Seattle Office for Civil Rights and other City
departments to assess the racial equity impacts of specific parts of the process identified by our customer
engagement efforts in the future. SDCI is already actively working on updating and publicly publishing our
Plan Review Priority Guidelines on our website in an effort to increase transparency.

Recommendation 3:
The Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections (SDCI) should develop a strategic customer
engagement program for their construction permitting process, which could include:

e Establishing customer service and satisfaction baseline data.

e Defining performance measures that relate to SDCI's strategic goals.
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e A process to routinely monitor performance measures.

e Defined roles for SDCI employees who are responsible for implementing process improvements.
Department Concurrence: SDCI generally concurs with this finding.
Estimated Date of Completion (Qtr./Yr.): Pilot completion by end of Q4 2024 and ongoing improvements.
Department Response: SDCI is pursuing a potential mechanism for continuously gathering customer
experience feedback across the entire process in order to be able to use that information in its efforts
towards continuous improvement. SDCI is already collecting customer satisfaction scores in our Virtual
Applicant Services Center environment, and we hope to expand that to our overall permitting process going
forward. In addition, SDCI is considering a customer experience team that will service permit applicants from
pre-intake to final inspection, to ensure a seamless customer service experience.

Recommendation 4:
The Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections (SDCI) should solidify and make more transparent
how it prioritizes construction permit applications for review. This could include:
e Creating a policy and providing training on how permit reviewers should prioritize projects assigned
to them
e Improving the workflow screen in Accela to make the priority of projects clearer
e Reviewing and making updates to the Plan Review Priorities Guideline document (for example,
considering the priority of medical or disability accommodations) and making it publicly available
e Creating a method to document when and why the prioritization process is circumvented

SDCI should coordinate with other City departments as needed to implement this recommendation.
Department Concurrence: SDCI generally concurs with this finding.

Estimated Date of Completion (Qtr./Yr.): Q4 2023 with ongoing training/transparency efforts to continue.
Department Response: SDCI currently has policies and procedures related to application prioritization,
though historically these documents have been internal to the department and SDCI is committed to making
these documents public facing and more transparent. SDCI has edited the Plan Review Priority Guidelines to
give priority to projects relating to medical or disability accommodations, as suggested in the Audit and has
placed this document on our publicly facing website, as well as on our internal website. SDCl is also
committed to improving the tools supervisors and staff have to be more consistent in prioritizing work across
the department and city.

Recommendation 5:
The Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections (SDCI) should evaluate its ethical culture and make
any needed improvements. SDCI should consider the following:
e Periodic evaluations of the workplace culture and ethical environment through anonymous employee
surveys
e Aninternal ethics policy to address situations that are unique to SDCI's work environment
e Ongoing ethics training that is tailored to SDCI's work environment and potential ethical scenarios
employees may encounter
e A clear process for employees to anonymously report ethical concerns
e Leadership's demonstrated commitment to strong ethical values through their directives, attitudes,
and behavior (also known as “tone at the top”)
e Reviewing and determining which employees should complete the City's Financial Interest Statement
form based on their responsibilities
Department Concurrence: SDCI generally concurs with this finding.
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Estimated Date of Completion (Qtr./Yr.): Q4 2024 and ongoing.

Department Response: SDCI is pursuing a potential mechanism for continuously gathering employee
experience feedback across the entire department to be able to use that information in its efforts towards
continuous improvement. This mechanism may include a way for employees to anonymously report ethical
concerns. SDCI hopes to partner with other city departments (including Ethics & Elections and Seattle IT) to
be able to create a more standardized ethics training program, like the annual privacy and security training
that exists for all city staff. It is important to point out that there were no specific findings of any unethical
issues or situations as part of this audit report. SDCI will work with Ethics and Elections to develop more
guidelines surrounding SDCI staff with secondary employment in the construction and development industry.
The Department nor the Office of Ethics and Elections have a mechanism to track who is filling out the
Financial Interest Statement, but SDCI will also send out reminders to staff more frequently to complete the
form. This finding is a good reminder that the department is responsible for ongoing/routine foundational
training regarding its strong ethical values and the department is committed to more consistency and rigor
around providing ongoing training and gathering feedback.

Recommendation 6:

The Mayor's Office should lead a coordinated effort to document all recommendations related to the
construction permitting process from consultant reports and internal improvement efforts. City departments
should then evaluate each recommendation to determine whether they intend to implement it and why. The
City should prioritize, assign an owner, and estimate a due date for each recommendation that is selected for
implementation. Recommendations should be tracked in a central, publicly accessible location such as a
dashboard to promote accountability.

Department Concurrence: SDCI generally concurs with this finding.

Estimated Date of Completion (Qtr./Yr.): TBD

Department Response: SDCI will need to collaborate with the Mayor's Office regarding this
recommendation and will continue to share all the historical documentation and recommendations
previously related to the construction permitting process from years of consultant reports and internal
improvement efforts.

Recommendation 7:

The City Budget Office, in collaboration with other City departments, should evaluate the governance and
funding structures of departments that review construction permit applications and determine if changes can
be made to better position the City to quickly respond to fluctuations in permit demand while meeting
customer expectations.

Department Concurrence: SDCI generally concurs with this finding.

Estimated Date of Completion (Qtr./Yr.): TBD

Department Response: SDCI will need to collaborate with the City Budget Office and other City departments
regarding this recommendation and will continue to share all the historical documentation and
recommendations related to enterprise funding, operational reserves and set asides, contingent budget
authority, demand/capacity planning, etc. in order to assist other departments involved in the permitting
process in their efforts to be more nimble/responsive.

Recommendation 8:
The Mayor's Office should develop and implement a strategy, including the required resources, for providing
ongoing support for the Seattle Services Portal (Accela) and other software used in the construction
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permitting process. The Mayor's Office should collaborate with the Seattle Information Technology
Department and other departments involved in construction permitting.

Department Concurrence: SDCI generally concurs with this finding.

Estimated Date of Completion (Qtr./Yr.): TBD

Department Response: SDCI will need to collaborate with the Mayor’s Office, Seattle IT, and other City
departments regarding this recommendation. Work is already underway to realign the governance structure
for the Enterprise, Permitting, Inspection, & Compliance (EPIC) Program as well as to shift to Software as a
Service (SaaS) and to begin using Managed Accela Services (MAS) to increase internal IT capacity. Creating
feedback mechanisms for continuously gathering customer experience feedback across the entire platform to
be able to use that information in our collective efforts towards continuous improvement will be a critical
component of continuing to address the impacts of future changes to our technology.

Recommendation 9:

The Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections (SDCI) should evaluate which departments are using
Accela for construction permit review and determine how to improve their integration and use of the

portal. SDCI should coordinate with other City departments involved in the construction permitting process.
Department Concurrence: SDCI generally concurs with this finding.

Estimated Date of Completion (Qtr./Yr.): TBD

Department Response: SDCI will need to collaborate with the Mayor’s Office, Seattle IT, and other City
departments regarding this recommendation. Work is already underway to incorporate a number of
processes and departments into Accela that have not yet fully implemented the tool. The timing of these
implementations is related to the backlog of known improvements/enhancements that have been limited by
IT capacity issues. SDCI and other City departments are also currently working with the Mayor's Office of
Innovation and Performance to evaluate the entire permitting process and will collaborate on areas of
additional system integration, process improvements, and workflow enhancements identified through that
effort.

Recommendation 10:
The Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections (SDCI) should develop a department policy for how
construction permit corrections should be handled, including:

e What rises to the level of needing an official correction

e What is required back from the applicant to resolve the correction, including in what format

e At what point to contact the applicant to discuss the issues, such as after a certain number of

correction cycles
e How this policy will be enforced

SDCI should coordinate with other City departments involved in the construction permitting process in
developing and implementing this policy. SDCI should also put relevant information about the policy on their
website.

Department Concurrence: SDCI generally concurs with this finding.

Estimated Date of Completion (Qtr./Yr.): Pilot completion by end of Q4 2024 and ongoing improvements.
Department Response: SDCI acknowledges that these policies do exist within the department, but that they
are inconsistently applied across all teams/divisions, as well as across all city departments involved in
reviewing construction permit applications. SDCI is committed to working on consolidating these policies
into a more comprehensive and consistent department-wide (and potentially city-wide) policy. (Note: SDCI
will need to collaborate with the Mayor’s Office and other City departments involved in order to be able to
encourage implementation of something citywide.)
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Recommendation 11:

The Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections (SDCI) should develop a process to monitor and
evaluate permit application corrections. This process should be sustainable given current resource levels and
provide reasonable assurance that permit corrections are meeting SDCI's standards of being necessary,
understandable, code-based, directive, and specific. SDCI should track this information so that correction
quality can be evaluated over time. To ensure the consistency of permit corrections, SDCI should involve and
coordinate with other City departments that issue permits.

Department Concurrence: SDCI generally concurs with this finding.

Estimated Date of Completion (Qtr./Yr.): Pilot completion by end of Q4 2024 and ongoing improvements.
Department Response: SDCI acknowledges that correction monitoring processes do exist within the
department, but that they are inconsistently applied across all teams/divisions, as well as across all city
departments involved in reviewing construction permit applications. SDCI is committed to working on
consolidating these practices into a more comprehensive and consistent department-wide (and potentially
city-wide) process. Implementation of a mechanism for continuously gathering customer experience
feedback and employee experience feedback across the entire process will be critical in maximizing our
efforts to measure whether permit corrections are meeting SDCI's standards of being necessary,
understandable, code-based, directive, and specific. (Note: SDCI will need to collaborate with the Mayor's
Office and other City departments involved in order to be able to encourage implementation of something
citywide.)

Page 28

430



City’s Construction Permitting Needs More Customer Focus and Consistency

APPENDIX C

Results of Audit’s Construction Permit Applicant Survey

We conducted a survey of applicants with a high number of review rounds to gain an understanding of
their experiences and impressions of the construction permitting process. We sent our survey in May
2023 to 117 applicants with at least five rounds of review. Of those, 38 responded. The graphs below
contain summary data for questions where we asked applicants to rate their experiences.

How would you rate your overall experience getting

() ()
a permit with the City of Seattle? 18% 16%

If applicable, how would you rate your experience
using Bluebeam to review and respond to reviewers’ 52% 33%
feedback and corrections?*
How would you rate your experience using the City e 18%
of Seattle’s website to apply for a permit? ° ° °
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Satisfied Neutral M Dissatisfied

Reviewers answered my questions in a timely manner

0, 0, o,
whenever I contacted them 39% 18% 42%

It was clear to me who to contact in the City if I had

[+) 0 O,
questions about my permit application(s) ) Lk Sl

3%

The timeline to get my permit(s) was reasonable 16% 82%

City reviewers provided feedback and corrections on

() () ()
my permit application(s) that made sense to me 00 L R

The information provided by the City (such as online
tip sheets) helped me better understand the 47% 29% 24%
permitting process

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Agree Neutral H Disagree

*This figure is among the 21 of 38 (55 percent) survey respondents who reported using Bluebeam.
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APPENDIX D

Seattle Office of City Auditor Mission, Background, and Quality
Assurance

Our Mission:

To help the City of Seattle achieve honest, efficient management and full accountability throughout City
government. We serve the public interest by providing the City Council, Mayor and City department
heads with accurate information, unbiased analysis, and objective recommendations on how best to use
public resources in support of the well-being of Seattle residents.

Background:

Seattle voters established our office by a 1991 amendment to the City Charter. The office is an
independent department within the legislative branch of City government. The City Auditor reports to
the City Council and has a four-year term to ensure their independence in deciding what work the office
should perform and reporting the results of this work. The Office of City Auditor conducts performance
audits and non-audit projects covering City of Seattle programs, departments, grants, and contracts. The
City Auditor’s goal is to ensure that the City of Seattle is run as effectively, efficiently, and equitably as
possible in compliance with applicable laws and regulations.

How We Ensure Quality:

The office’s work is performed in accordance with the Government Auditing Standards issued by the
Comptroller General of the United States. These standards provide guidelines for audit planning,
fieldwork, quality control systems, staff training, and reporting of results. In addition, the standards
require that external auditors periodically review our office’s policies, procedures, and activities to
ensure that we adhere to these professional standards.

Seattle Office of City Auditor
700 Fifth Avenue, Suite 2410
Seattle WA 98124-4729
Ph: 206-233-3801
www.seattle.gov/cityauditor
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City’s Construction Permitting Needs
More Customer Focus and Consistency

PRESENTATION TO THE SEATTLE CITY COUNCIL LAND USE COMMITTEE
OCTOBER 20, 2023

"WV City of Seattle - Office of City Auditor
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What we did

Construction permitting process
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AUDIT SCOPE
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Reinforce a customer focus

FINDING RECOMMENDATION

Seattle Department of Construction Track by total review time
and Inspections should reevaluate its

tracking metrics and reporting

methods to reduce review times.

The City lacks a process to routinely X Complete Racial Equity Toolkit
collect customer feedback.

'- Engage customers strategically

’ City of Seattle - Office of City Auditor
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Promote transparency and fairness

FINDING RECOMMENDATION
The City is inconsistent and leél Review and formalize
opague in how it prioritizes — prioritization process

permit applications.

SDCI could do more to ensure a E=3 tvaluate SDCI ethical

positive ethical culture. 282 culture

’ City of Seattle - Office of City Auditor
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Strengthen a Citywide approach

FINDING RECOMMENDATION

The City has engaged in permitting Evaluate and prioritize past
improvement efforts, but not all recommendations
identified changes have been made.

==_ Evaluate governance and
There is not a unified approach to E funding structures

funding staff nor an effective strategy Create a strategy to support
for supporting permitting software. software and better integrate
other departments

’ City of Seattle - Office of City Auditor
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Standardize review comments

FINDING RECOMMENDATION
SDCI lacks a consistent process v=] Create a policy for issuing
for handling construction v=] permit corrections

permit corrections.

The City does not have a policy

to routinely evaluate the x5
quality and necessity of permit
application corrections.

Consistently evaluate
permit corrections

’ City of Seattle - Office of City Auditor
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Dig into our report

seattle.gov/cityauditor/reports

City's Construction Permitting Needs
More Customer Focus and Consistency

October 18, 2023

Melissa Alderson
Andrew Scoggin
David G. Jones, City Auditor

\
QIS Seattle Office of City Auditor
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	Project Number: TBD
	Project Address: 701 23rd Ave,
Seattle, WA 98122
	A Name of Individual or Entity Company Partnership etc Assuming Financial Responsibility: Acer House LLC
	B Name of Individual Signing on Behalf of an Entity Company Partnership etc: Benjamin Maritz
	Check Box2: Yes
	Check Box3: Off
	Check Box4: Off
	Check Box5: Off
	Check Box6: Off
	Mailing Address of individual signing statement: 1112 Federal Ave E
	Telephone of individual signing statement: 206 565 6455
	Email of individual signing statement: ben@grtexp.co
	Name: 
	relationship to project or service request: 
	Date: 
	Name of entity representative: Benjamin Maritz
	position within entity: Manager
	financial responsible entity: Acer House LLC
	Date_2: 2/8/2021
	Primary Applicant Name: Sarah Haase
	Primary Applicant Phone: 206 285 1589
	Primary Applicant Email: sarah@schemataworkshop.com
	Primary Applicant Address: 1720 12th Ave, Seattle, WA 98122


