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LAND USE/SEPA DECISION APPEAL FORM

You do not have 1o use this form to file an appeal. However, if you do not use it, please make
sure that your appeal includes all the information requesicd on this form. The appeal, along
with any required filing fec, must reach the Office of Hearing Examiner, no later than 5:00
p.m. of the last day of the appeal period.

AFPELLANT INFORMATION (Person or group making appeal)

1. Appellant: , :
- If several individuals are appealing together, list the additional namesandaddresses

on a separate sheet and identify a representative in #2 below.. If an organization is
appealing, indicate group's name and mailing address here and identify a
representative in #2 below.

Name Maple Leal Community Council Executive Board

Address PO Box 75595, Seallle, WA, 98175

Phone: Work: n/a Home: n/a

Fax: Wwa Email Address: /a

2. Authorized Representative:
Name of representative if different from the appellant indicated above. Groups and
organizations must designate one person as their representative/contact person.

Name  David Miller, Chair, Land Use & Transportation Subcommittee, ML CC
Address PO Box 75595, Seattle, WA, 98175

Phone: Work: Home: 206-517-5520

Fax: Email Addrcss: david.miller@mapleleafcommunity.org

DECISIONBEINGAPPEALED

1. Decisionappealed (Indicate MUP #, Interpretation#, etc.); 3006101

2. Property address of decision being appealed; 1/a

3. Elementsofdecisionbeing appealed. Checkone ormore as appropriate:

X _ Adequacy of conditions Variance
Design Review and Departure X Adcquacy of EIS
_ Conditional Use _ __ Interpretation (See SMC 23.88.020)
X __EIS not required Short Plat
Major Institution Master Plan X Rezone
_ X _ Other (specify: See appeal )
{over)
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APPEALINFORMATION

Answer each question as completely and specifically as you can. Attach separate
sheets if needed and refer to questions by number.

1. Whatis your interest in this decision? (State how you are aflected by it)
The Maple Leat Community Council Excoutive Board is clected to represent the 4,000
homes and businesses in (he Maple Leaf Communily of North Seattle, the Northgate Urban
Center is at the northwestern part of our ncighborhood. What happens in the Northgate
Urban Center directly affects quality of life in the Maple Leaf Neighborhood.

2. What are your objections to the decision? (List and describe what you believe to be
theerrors, omissions, orother problems with this deci sion.)
Please see attached document

3. What relief do you want? (Specify what you want the Examiner to do: reverse the
decision, modily conditions, etc.)

Pleasc sce attached document.

P i David Miller
Signature _/{Zgj) Wé’ 2012.04.09 11:19:46 -07'00"

Date April 9, 2012

Appellant or Authorized Representative  David D. Miller

Deliver or mail appeal and appeal fee to:

Clity of Seattle

OFFICE OF HEARING EXAMINER
P.O. Box 94729

Secattle WA 98124-4729

SEATTLE M UNICIPAL TOWER - 700 5™ Avenue, Suite 4000
Phone: (206) 684-0521 Fax: (206) 684-0536
www.seattle.gov/examiner




To: Seattie Hearing Examiner Page 3 of 15 2012-04-09 18:24:44 (GMT) 12062601385 From: David Miller

The Maple Leaf Community Couneil Executive Board (MIL.CC) appeals the SEPA determination
and upzone decision made by the Seattle Department of Planning and Development (DPD orthe
Department) under their project number 3006101 covering the property sited within the
boundaries of 15t Ave NE, NE Northgate Way, and 3rd Ave NE.

The decision was based upon inaccurate and out-of-date previous environmental analyses.
Additionally, the conditions placed by DPD inadequately mitigate the significant adverse
environmental impacts of the proposal.

We réquest the Seattle Hearing Examiner remand the decision to DPD for further work as
outlined below.

1. Improper reliance on prior environmental analyses

DPD’s decision relies on the 2009 Northgate EIS and a December 2011 EIS Addendum for
much of the environmental analysis and basis for mitigation. DPD is allowed by SMC 25.05.600
such references for subsequent proposals. This allowance is limited to situations where the
existing documents are “accurate and reasonably up-to-date™ (SMC 25.05.600B).

As study areas turn into specific parcel rezones and turn into specific project applications, new
details are added. Prior environmental analyses are “accurate and up-to-date™ in compliance with
SMC 25.05.600.B only insofar as they accurately anticipate the scope of the projects at hand.
The currently proposed rezone fails this test.

DPD’s Preface to the December 2011 EIS Addendum specifically states the proposal at hand is
consistent with to Alternative 2 of the 2009 Northgate EIS (December 2011 Addendum, page i).

The 2009 Northgate EIS Alternative 2 based its environmentalassumptions on a net increase of
1,069 new residential units across the entire covered Study Area' over the no action alternative
(Table 2-3, page 2-22).

Condition 4 of DPD’s March 26, 2012 decision requires “massing Option 3 in Section E of the
December 2011 Addendum”™ (page 33). The applicant has filed a plan sheet (updated January 10,
2008, received by DPD February 16, 2010, attached) wherein on sheet 4 (“Zoning Summary
Sheet”) the applicant says this Option 3 would provide 2,190,240 sq. ft. of buildable space,
including 57,596 sq. f1. of commercial. The net residential space would be 2,132,644 sq. f1.

Using DPD’s 700 sq. ft. unit assumption, this works out to 3,046 total projected units under
Option 3 NC3-85 zoning. Assuming the applicant uses all incentive zoning bonuses, DPD
calculates the total residential space under the no action alternative to be 1,551,420 (pg. 14 of
decision). If we assume the same 3% commercial usage reflected in the applicant’s documents,
this results in 1,504,877 sq. [1. of residential space. Again using DPD’s 700 sq. ft. unit

' The “Study Area” is outlined in map form on page 2-5 of the 2009 Northgate EIS and covers approximately 98
acres. This project cover 8 acres, or less than 10% of the area, but accounts for nearly all the unit development
contemplated by the 2009 Northgate EIS.

Maple Leaf Community Council Executive Board Appeal — Application 3006101 — 04/09/2012 Page 1 of 9
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assumption, this proposal fepre: sents an increase over the no action alternative of more than 896
new residential units. '

Table 1 —Unitcalculations

Unit count

2009 EIS Alternative 2 1,069 new units
No action MR-60 w/ incentive bonus 2,150 units
3006101 NC3-85 proposal 3,046 units

Net increase Over 896 new units

Combined with two other projects within the Northgate Study Arca near 5™ Avenue NE and NE
Northgatc Way (one 161-unit built, one 225-unit in design revicw) subsequent to the 2009
Northgate EIS, the total projected unit net increase studied under the 2009 Northgate EIS
Alternative 2 will be exceeded as a result of this proposal. This is problematic because there are
nearly 100 acres of redevelopable property contemplated under the 2009 Northgate EIS, yet the
assumptions used for the environmental analysis of'this proposal are already exceeded with this

property.

Therefore, reliance on the 2009 Northgate EIS is faulty because of outdated assumptions in that
EIS. Since the December 2011 Addendum also relies on the 2009 EIS, it is also suspect. The
Hearing Examiner should remand this decision and require a new environmental analysis
specifically for traffic and public infrastructure (but not limited only to those aspects), using
projections based upon the new information the alternatives studied in the 2009 Northgate EIS
significantly understate the number of units likely to be built within the study area.

2. Inadequate mitigation of theloss of affordable housing

SMC 25.05.675.1 encapsulates Seattle SEPA code covering housing. The Policy Background
stated in SMC 25.05.675 1.1 is worth reviewing as a code-based overall framework for this
portion of our appeal:

Demolition or rehakilitation of low-rent housing units or conversicn of
housing for other uses can cause both displacement of low-income persons
and reduction in the supply of housing.

SMC 25.05.675.1.2.a provides the following;:

a. It is the City’'s policy to encourage preservation of housing
cppeortunities, espécially feor low income persons, and to ensure that
persons displaced by redevelopment are relocated.

None of DPD’s four conditions meets the requirementin SMC 25.05.675.1.2 for relocation of’
persons displaced by redevelopment. It might be argued relocation mitigations would better be
part of a project-specific decision or perhaps a demolition permit decision, butthis argument
does not hold water.

DPD acknowledges there are 207 affordable units cxisting. DPD’s (inadequate) Condition 1
requires fewer than 92 of these units be replaced at a comparable level of affordability.

Maple Leaf Community Council Executive Board Appeal — Application 3006101 — 04/09/2012 Page 2 of ©
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Therefore, at this level of DPD decision-making we already know there will be a loss of over 100
affordable units. The ‘nexus’, if you will, of the link between loss of affordable housing and the
SEPA requirement for relocation has been met at this point in the process.

While it is true any eventual developer may build more than the required number of affordable
units, itis also true DPD may devise mitigation rules flexible enough to handle this outcome,
however unlikely. At this level of review, for example, the mitigation condition may be as simple
as, “If fewer than 207 units affordable at 50-60% 2011 AMI are built, the applicant shall provide
‘X’ in terms of relocation benefits to ©Y’ number of units.”

At the project level, when the final accounting of lost affordable units is known, this condition
can be [urther detailed. The fact it can be further detailed with more specific numbers does not
forgive the requircment for DPD to mitigate at this level the significant environmental impact of
loss of low-income housing we know now to be very likely.

The City’s Comprehensive Plan has much to say about affordable housing. As a reminder, the
Comprehensive Planis an intcgral and non-separable part of all City land use decisions. Under
the State Growth Management Act, cities are not only required to create Comprehensive Plans
but to base their land use decisions on their plans. Seattle’s own SEPA code makes consistent
references to the Comprehensive Plan, especially in the land use section.

WAC 197.11.158 specifically references Comprehensive Plan use in project-level decisions —
including whether potential impacts have been identified in the Comprehensive Plan (WAC
197.11.158.2.b.i). Further, that project conditions may be based upon “requirements or
mitigation measures” in the Comprehensive Plan (WAC 197.11.158.2.b.ii.C). Interms of
threshold determinations, WAC 197.11.330.1.¢ specifically states mitigations may be based upon
Comprehensive Plans. Given this, it is inaccurate to determine appeal arguments based upon
Seattle’s Comprehensive Plan are out of order.

With that background, the following Seattle Comprehensive Plan items are germane to the issue
of affordable housing.

o The Values Statement of the plan specifically ties affordable housing to the environment:
“The emphasis on affordable housing and neighborhood planning assumes that if citizens
have access to affordable housing inside the urban arca and can {ind employment and
shopping in their neighborhoods, the need to travel by car is less frequent. Each of these
aspects of the Plan helps to conserve natural areas, openspace, and wildlife habitat.”

¢ UV30 requires the balancing of growth objectives with “maintaining affordable housing™

e LU11: “In order to maintain the character of Seattle’s neighborhoods and retain existing
alTordable housing, discourage the demolition of residences and displacement of
residents, while supporting redevelopment that enhances its community and furthers the
goalsofthisPlan.”

s Segment HG2 calls on Seattle to “maintain” affordable housing.

e Segment HO discusses the need for affordable housing in proximity to transit hubs, such
as the one within easy walking distance of this property.

Maple Leaf Community Council Executive Board Appeal — Application 3006101 — 04/09/2012 Page 3 of 9
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s Segment HG14 specifically calls for the preservation of existing low-income housing in
urban centers like the Northgate Urban Center.

s Segment H29 addresscs the “replacement™ of occupied housing.

e Segment H30 outlincs Scattle’s responsibility to ereate new affordable housing.

e Segment H30.a calls for “at least 20% of expected housing growth to be affordable to
households earning up to 50% of median income.”

s Segment H31 directs the City to “promote the continued production and preservation of
low-income housing through incentive zoning mechamsms, which include density and
height bonuses and the transfer of development rights. Consider expanding the use of
incentive zoning for affordable housing in neighborhoods outside downtown, particularly
in urban centers.”

e Segment H34 asks “at least one-quarter of the housing stock in the city to be affordable to
households with incomes up to 50 percent of the area median income, regardless of
whether this housing is publicly assisted or available in the private market.”

Given these SEPA and Growth Management Plan requirements, DPID’s Condition 1 is wholly
inadequate to mitigate the significant adverse environmental impact of losing a significant
amount of very affordable housing because of this proposal.

The December 2011 Addendum identifies 207 units on site and their rents. DPI)’s decision notes
these units rent at the 50% of Average Median Income (AMI) level (50-60%4 if utilitics arc not
included in the rent). These units are actually more atfordable than other, similarly-priced units
elsewhere in the city because of their close proximity to transit affords the occupants significant
additional savings from reduced reliance on private vehicle(s).

Table 1 above summarizes the unit calculations under various altematives across the
environmental documents. Table 2 below uses those figures as a basis to derive the impact of this
proposal on affordable housing.

Table 2 — Aftfordable Housing Impact—30% AN

Unit count

Existing 207
No action MR-60 w/ incentive bonus 262
3006101 NC3-85 proposal o2

Clearly, DPD’s mitigations are inadequate as they allow for the loss of a significant number of
affordable housing units. SEPA and Comprehensive Plan requirements are best met by
remanding this decision back to DPD for more appropriate mitigation of this significant adverse
environmental impact.

It is worth mentioning neither the applicant nor DPD did a survey of tenants living in the existing
units. It should be noted SEPA does not focus on tenant socioeconomic status as the test for
affordability. In fact, SEPA code specifically disclaims socioeconomic status as a part of SEPA
tests (WAC 197.11.448 2, SMC 25.04 448 B). Therefore, the lack of data on tenants is
immaterial to this analysis and should not be used to defend the inadequate mitigations for the
significant adverse harm to affordable housing this decisionrepresents.

Maple Leaf Community Council Executive Board Appeal — Application 3006101 — 04/09/2012 Page 4 of 9
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The failure to properly mitigate the loss of affordable housing on the site results in significant
adverse impacts on the following partial list of items in the natural and built environments:

s Airquality
¢ Climate
s Water

» Runoff/absorption

* Energy and natural resources

* Amount required’rate of use/efficiency of energy and natural resources
* Source/availability of energy and natural resources

Nonrenewable resources

Scenic resources

Builtenvironment

Environmental health

Relationship to existing land use plans and to estimated population
Housing

Agricultural crops

Transportation

Transportation systems

Vehicular traffic

Parking

Movement/circulation of people or goods

Traffic hazards '

Public services and wtilities

Water/storm water

3. Inadequate mitigation for toxic dustfrom demolition

DPI>’s decision relies on the 2009 Northgate EIS and a December 2011 EIS Addendum for

- much of the environmental analysis and basis for mitigation. DPD is allowed by SMC 25.05.600
such references for subsequent proposals. This allowance is limited to situations where the
existing documents are “accurate and reasonably up-to-date” (SMC 25.05.600B).

Neither prior document addresses the issues of toxic dust resulting from demolition of the 24
buildings on the site. While one could argue demolition could not be assumed in the 2009
Northgate EIS, thatargument is less persuasive for the December 2011 Addendum as the loss of
the existing buildings is certainly implied. DPD’s current analysis, which specifically
contemplates removal of the units, is deficient because it does not address this significant
adverse environmental harm. '

The decision fails to consider the significant adverse impacts of the demolition of the buildings
currently on the site because the decisions were based upon incomplete information. The DNS
inadequately mitigates the project, exposing citizens — particularly children and elderly who are
most at risk from certain toxins such as lead and/or asbestos —and the environment to si gnificant

Maple Leaf Community Council Executive Board Appeal — Application 3006101 — 04/09/2012 Page 5of ¢
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health hazards. These failures result in significant impacts on the following partial list of itemns in
the natural and built environments:

e Soils
s Air
» Airquality

»  Ground water movement/quantity/quality

s Public water supplics

s Plants and animals

» Habitat for and numbers or diversity of species of plants, fish, or other wildlife
Unique species

Fish or wildlife migration routes

Amount required/rate of use/efficiency of energy and natural resources
Source/availability of energy and natural resources

Nonrenewable resources

Conservation and renewable resources

Environmental health

Releases or potential releases to the environment affecting public health, such as toxic or
hazardousmaterials

(a) The Department erred by issuing a decision without first obtaining information sufficient to
adequately evaluate envirommental risks of demolishing buildings at the site. Fundamentally,
it is impossible for the SEPA-responsible official in the Department to make an accurate
determination of potential environmental harm without first knowing what toxins exist at the
site. Given the age of the buildings, dust from interior and exterior lead-based paint released
during demolition, dust from soils contaminated with lead leached from exterior paint, and

‘asbestos from the steam-based heating systems are probable toxins present. There may be
more, and without an analysis the responsible official has no basis with which to make a
recommendation.

(b) Under the likely assumption toxins exist, the Department erred by issuing a decision without
first obtaining information sufficient to adequately evaluate environmental risks of
demolishing buildings at the site. Fundamentally, it is impermissible for the SEPA-
responsible official in the Department to make an environmental determination of potential
environmental harm without also having a complete demolition mitigation plan in advance of
making an environmental determination (AMaple Leaf Community Councilv. City of Seattle,
2009, KC Superior Court). DPD may not leave these issues to the demolition permit
application process as the issues must be addressed in the environmental determination,

(c) SEPA allows reliance on environmental rules promulgated by other responsible agencies as
sufficient mitigation for potential environmental harm. Where the release of toxic dust into
the community is concerned, there are no Federal, State, regional, or City of Seattle
regulations or controls. There are regulations at the State and Federal level for worker
exposure, but these levels assume extensive training and signi[icant protective gear — neither
of which is automatically supplied to those in the community. There are also Federal, State,
and regional controls on particulate density, but these cover only generic particles and not

Maple Leaf Community Council Executive Board Appeal — Application 3006101 — 04/09/2012 Page 6 of 9
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toxic particles of the type that may be present on the site. Given the lack of existing rules and
standards, the entire responsibility for mitigating this significant adverse environmental
impact falls to the SEPA-responsible official. Yet, there is no mitigation and no analysis of
this environmental harm included in this decision.

4. Inadequate mitigation for stormwater and permeable surface loss

DPD’s decision relies on the 2009 Northgate EIS and a December 2011 EIS Addendum for
much of the environmental analysis and basis for mitigation. DPD is allowed by SMC 25.05.600
such references for subsequent proposals. This allowance is limited to situations where the
existing documents are *“accurate and reasonably up-to-date” (SMC 25.05.600B).

One could argue the lack of a specific project excmpts the 2009 Northgate EIS from addressing
stormwater and permeable surface loss. Less so the December 2011 Addendum. Condition4 of
DPD’s decision requires massing Option 3 in Section E of the December 2011 Addendurn.
Given this requirement, DPD now has sufficient detail about permeable surface loss and
resulting stormwater effects to make an environmental determination.

Despite this, DPD punts the analysis of this significant adverse environmentalimpacttothe
project level, This is inadequate. Recent decisions connected with the Burke-Gilman Trail
extension suggest the courts agree with our analysis. There is enough new information because
of this rezone request and DPD’s own conditions to trigger the need for a specific environmental
review.

'The failure to perform an adequate review results in significant impacts on the following partial
list of items in the natural and built environments:

Soils

Climate

Surface watcr movement/quantity/quality

Runoff/absorption

Floods

Ground water movement/quantity/quality

» Habitat for and numbers or diversity of species of plants, fish, or other wildlife

s  Unique species

» Fish or wildlife migration routes

s Releases or potential releases to the environment affecting public health, such as toxic or
hazardousmatenials

* Land and shoreline use

* Recreation

s  Water/storm water

s Sewer/solid waste

« Othergovernmental services or utilities

Maple Leaf Community Council Executive Board Appeal ~ Application 3006101 — 04/09/2012 Page 7 of 9
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5. Inadequate mitigation of traffic and pedestrianissues

DPD’s decision relies on the 2009 Northgate EIS and a December 2011 EIS Addendum for
much of the environmental analysis and basis for mitigation. DPD s allowed by SMC 25.05.600
such references for subsequent proposals. This allowance is limited to situations where the
existing documents are “accurate and reasonably up-to-date” (SMC 25.05.600B).

The 2009 Northgate EIS traffic analysis was based upon a projected total 1,000 units on this
property (December 2011 Addendum, page 47). Based on 1,000 units, DPD deemed adequate
the mitigations in the Northgate Comprehensive Traffic Improvement Plan (CT1P).

As noted above, the proposed development will have 3,046 units — over three times the number
of units contcmplated by CTIP for this property.

Therefore, the mitigations referenced in the 2009 Northgate EIS, the December 2011 Addendum,
and this proposal are certainly inadequate. The project will therefore, by definition, result in
significant adverse environmental impacts to traffic and pedestrian safcty. This decision should
be remanded to DPD for accurate analysis of traffic, parking, and pedestrian impacts provided by
this proposal.

These failures result in significant impacts on the following partial list of items in the natural and
built environments:

e Airquality

e Climate

¢ Surface water movement/quantity/quality
¢ Runoffiabsorption

» Ground water movement/quantity/quality

¢ Plants and animals

» Habitat for and numbers or diversity of species of plants, fish, or other wildlife

= Unique species

* Fish or wildlife migration routes

» Amount required/rate of use/efficiency of energy or natural resources

e Source/availability of energy or natural resources

e Nonrenewable resources

Environmental health

Noise

» Riskof explosion

» Releases or potential releases to the environment affecting public health, such as toxic or
hazardousmatenals

s Transportation systems

s Vehicular traffic

» Parking

» Parks or other recreational facilitics

s Movement/circulation of people or goods

Maple Leaf Community Council Executive Board Appeal — Application 3006101 ~ 04/09/2012 Page 8 of ¢
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e Traffic hazards

e . Other governmental services or utilities
6. Inadequate mitigation of environmental harm to trees

DPD’s decisionrelies on the 2009 Northgate EIS and a December 2011 EIS Addendum for
much of the cnvironmental analysis and basis for mitigation. DPD is allowed by SMC 25.05.600
such references for subsequent proposals. This allowance is limited to sttuations where the
existing documents are “‘accurate and reasonably up-to-date” (SMC 25.05.600B).

DPD’'s decision references the existence of several exceptional trees (as defined by SMC 25.11).
In DPD>’’ s decision, they postpone analysis of any tree mitigations because there is no specific
development proposal (page 32).

DPD has conditioned their decision on the adoption of massing Option 3 in Section E of the
December 2011 Addendum. This is sufficient information about the likely position and ground
coverage of any building (see the shadow analyses at the back of the December 2011 Addendum
asanecxample)totrigger anenvironmental analysis and appropriate mitigation of significant
environmental impacts to trees on the property.

Additionally, DPDY's analysis and the applicant’s submission fails to mention the existence of a
tree grove on the property as defined in Dircctor’s Rule 16-2008: “A grove means a groupof 8 or
more trees 12” in diameter or greater that form a continuous canopy.” Page 4 of the plan sheet
submitted by the applicant indicates there is a group of trees on the property that meet this
definition. '

There are significant adverse impacts of tree removal and disturbance on elements of the natural
and built environments, including but not limited to impacts on:

s  Storm waterretention, runoff, absorption, flooding, groundwater

s Unique physical features and scenic resources

s Adarquality

» Climate

» Plantsandanimals,includingthosein Critical Areasand SalmonHabitats
s  Environmental health

Noise
» Light and Glare
s Aesthetics

» Historic and cultural preservation
¢ Public services and utilitics

Maple Leaf Community Council Executive Board Appeal — Application 3006101 - 04/09/2012 Page 9 of 9



i

12062601395 From: David Miller

City of Seatle o - preroms
e b + wied RE g (crof m
Dapartment of Emsz_:n ang Devalopment (DPD} v N A “gma e e
o 5T o e e ' ] wn %=
PLAN COVERSHEET g~ w=imii™™ . ERsnoy )
FEVATON 737 B4 BISNT : _w!.i..ai_;:!_.n v g e
VP Bidng Bl (e Bule 1 B e :Brii 1w ahwer {1 Hece ple: b sl 1 e o 1 s s
v § # sy v Py § o famgarn i : porl 170 by o b o 3 ez,
| i o B ok e Bupere § o Jebn peie stwin TR -
el | Vel besba
ol Sl _
Flook ALY oTeR MRS
MNP ECIUPMCAUSC e N Pm) RAOT=THH
- L velacken (w2 v
—_— . Dtk It Lok
JE—— - —_ L5 i e ity
e T T ki e
— BT et e 2 sl 0 B Fr e o, o Ve
o oot e ot R 5
Fre £r1 —
LR nm.l_ aren ] Tyt ————]
Matel st i
Cume ¥ B ML WG ivae_. S
- Pkr Ierty
200t [R—— - T [
oL TN AR LW | e o ik Pirer Eroavifontn. =
IR AR B — | e R sl Auaiostin. e ek Latig 1
[ — . [ EL T ) T a1
g1 Y ol Reie| _
xn TG LSE S0 STovE (F WICHAWEA AORK BESCTTRN:
i MoME 0 -
—~ A wowm o — o —
[ — A AN — 7
w “mrd oy e - WIS QLIS TR Mot
LOEATION OF 0CTwo, £ WIMALER PO
= BEPAMN CF SCRBIRIN0S SIRTFICNE o MPRIVAL Kiume ko B vesl e bL] T B AL L B BT
M I/ oMU B2 WO A WCHT-F et evcmre o [0 gLl NEENIRL CAL-CKLY POMT- b oz Votm: 5 _
« _i:: T 1 et 2
™ ALk SO » UrifatD ae
o = u z
@ C al z
- c f 3 N Y S Atoumts kD Fa L) St 1] cermene [T
@ el A 2 T Prare -t
n_u Prmice it b
T Kot % e amf DN U, b sl 4, g2 o i o o
3 R LA LT i
1 SN PR A e o Eem s, Ut 20 Blelgrchor s
o™ p— [ Bezerin [l [ _ Nerey
— CHIF o Do b [ LMETR 7| Gt
[=] UM WECHNIGAL TQLIPUENT ICLOZE 'h Rt wt alione e b, H
o~ [ ewmrol i ot hei 1k S s -
L s et GOTRRIZA. WEFETRRS: o o
1zab wdn o i 70T en e s 5 e ol o Banatr, ol b 2k mlin i e w o m o i T2 B WiTieln QML e et 7
o — y e L:‘...ud...!.i!i prrpE—— il
T Dyt [y e ¥ P Emu.n.-ﬁ.wx“nitﬂwksanlfa T ety ol Yomhs omrelon
— il s P g Areiupoarion 21 bemiruqt s SSartaza Brrinage o
T Fron o teb~TocgfFoemrzed
] e
L ] 0o 0.3 =k [ i Comhrem———— . —_— .
(g [ — ! e e eerw—
RSP S Bk T o o] m Tt e e S ML C ahar —_
T A Tt T i et Pl
- B DAL Suappls Sy 1T K. SYATHT b - TRAROL, FETIOE:
FROSN FOKTRD. B WOCEST Mok 10 ANY CHONG HSTUEAMEL. Pawy o b “siyaoy ew ot R — rardy=ia I = oo
Fraa cuf Sudiar. ot {05) 13 it P o X ek S —— R £ formrishned 2eme=e Liupmben agay:
..n_!-
w0
- —
TN m_? Iny 53 Faqured Prior fo Pt Grownd i orbance=Call [203) B84-3900 -
o 2 ...___..u!:..!:i.nnanaws m..w.s.:ia ,wn.“_q}, eyt e Tkt D STV Hohat, Wt —
[ fa) L1 Gremn Budtng Rote;, Symam- {£x0; 2 Bk fam Remes 1 Es. avnlre
- 2 51 Gum b kde
AR Pracanstruction _-.,_t»};.in. Whah 3equired—Call (205) 555-8360 " ul -[?1!. e B kR = { —
M 4303 PSRBT [T £k ey n_.w§ ki = V:_””I.%“H”.__E “ w “”—su. i .
ot z . Femcsr o JESO
om ._.1.“( o.wssﬂu.mh.m.- - .u._u:.:.iq . T o o ey WEY 5 v i . q....s Peted Lneaes Full snaelih 0 —
g ur reder 2 2 LTS . B e -
I ol 3 i 5 e N papT——
Rules ler Ufor Gresnda—Call {206 5383 1wt b Bt Mrimmt 30 O 4 Do - tr bt [T vt o
* T TR et g e e a bk o S iy C 2 salabm Gie O s 5 —_
Pt B Pk Haiap Uik v - _i
LLE Kby Aachdiat THER PROSRANS
Requirec. SDOT Zermily and Inspsclions o 01 b e s e 0 - — |
HIHEET VBT MRPFCIIT I Prmecton rrdje jarta,/arrhafrasetl of pmuet Ly g 10T - ,z_e.._ K/ 2 Szt Mo ..s..., o i
gt 4, =™ S Kttt awn el M e——eeeoeoo— Y e
e e Lo = s : ; o
b ot -
et O B0 503 s 14 —_—_—
SR UL e
(o polr & woeadien, NS Gelnsr " REGEVED
Yelor Sarviw irsawclivn by S tcuived | - -
H b & e Wit 3t lprerd pla 1 bfling ek Py ety ap e o T...«:;.&#A
oot e VR R o L9 o210 i naly Kikon pkey ackon w3 et

To: Seatfle Hearing Examiner




201009500 1 of 1 LR 0 S Sy

w
o S — —
W SW 174 SEC 29, TWP Z6N, HGE 4%, W.M. : _ "
! B
a .A?Y
m FRAFIIC SCALL
[s]
ful Ty sV
e S T
i
5 m“
[=2]
m
o i
m H
o
P o e s e 1
= B e x ACIHITY kAl
™ N T e G
= W L
e neCa. s
P Y -
15 IETREA v AT
-
—— Ao
C X A
= b RIS ILPANOTS MEES) T K s FETE CLeNT TRt o
- e A A ey o aha e e
. B T —
. R R e A e e T L o0
B AT T
'
m ;
- .
a wgi iln.ﬂ DN F WWJ.W.M@U -D-ﬁn G RERCHY
O EEATE S ML N VLR W R L —Te
wn i Fr vt Ehares w m ol i
=, = S g
EUTER AT S
- o [y P e p———— B
— P PN 26T RAWE FT BN TR W RS, ﬁ m
c wn e g
. A s e — ]
= p Ha Y e PR F-
o P PRk Bk o
— PN A AT KT 21 A @ e Masa ] s Qg
M.\ AR 4 e ACES T NGNS 4 BN SXETAE L [l
Uy -
T m JETT MPCL L0 R, o0 It TR s £ R ay oY AT -
X R & g
By g
4 P
ol o =
& CAKIIS O T P LN AT T Eww
e S s L2 ooy
jud w ot T Y N A 1 T ]
> TEERL IR R TR LB
2 1 s Ho N £E
Lv R R P WO
] N SELATEM P n =3 %
=] - a o
& a
-
o A 1 T, A AR
o I« i
m Y ™ w e i
= v reerens 3 ,
c aalE e R L o 1
™ A m = T H o B> T et et
R o :
M 2> I TR smar L =
h e et i TR0 a0 108 L L ST Wl 1 10 arumn z
m WU B T L A SN A LT N N TR )
V !-mn.ru-_m_usﬂnli FR T ST TN RO T HE EANMAL haadeld b e 147 a5 2l
. im = vise” vy
% R St e e S EATER W 5 T 1 P
- = FETP T MY 4C 0 It b (o a7 s e
i SHE VLM Tt A Ho 2B 00 EhT AT ST e W
|
| D A LT =
w rr,ﬁ _u, :uﬁbabumm.n“”ﬂ..kl._.-_s ok, Wy, NORRS m £
b . B PL Y e ot e 2 zZ
o AZ. W Tk FEST LA CF 38 ASTLUC Aky '
al ) OF A, el
5 i i ]
3 N mm R M
— ; L LT £
i P — o g
e - ("} P =1
o AFVIT 45 CAVITED =B TO MC LOKTMC s e, MR s a4 B
b i~ W= A 20 o
o 5 AT R
e, o T E g z
k AT, PASTILTS AR 5% FEAMGD M W3 9T A U1 S 04 10 b =]
g
. . o B
. i o v s s T =
B AL T
b G B ST MORME 0 <rbar =
2 RS S, R o
— A1 ) OIS W D N
E T —
E PET T
8 P E X
18] /AL N 4 MTRRD L0
TELL RCAZIEE Lb R RAET
o \ !
g AL WM ki S e BN SR ]
£ 2 AT TR & 8 L T i Stadions w
= el ST LT |k i o g
H i : By, = ™ HEETER h AN Lo . o VRt e e ez =
L B e T A R R e :
=" o TG m
Py . N.E. ZOW._nI_ﬁ}ﬂm WAY e (I o DL AT i I
= : PR wo| w
] E = o
& E REDRWe ) e30 |nfrefoh
: . T
3 Zipam .
S 2 y 2012085.00
o i T .
[l 3 e 1.1
LIS




12062601395 From: David Miller

2012-04-09 18:24:44 (GMT)
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To: Seattle Hearing Examiner

PRCJECT INFORMATION

11200 18t Avznue NE, Frojodl No. 3008101 (Parcel 4)
Owrer. Northgate Plazs LLG
APN 292604301

11205 it Avariue WE, Propc] Ne. 3011842 (Parcel B)
Cwrsr, T&MJsrn LP
APN 200049012

Amend Land Uss Map {0 rezone both parcals from MR 12 NC3-B5' o Implegnetl Cliy of
Seatto's hathgate Urban Cemer Rezone pronosal. City of Seattie's Enviromzria; Imfsd
Statemand on thal proposal inzhudad 2 rszone of both parceks lo NC3-85' [Afiernalve 2)

COMPARISON OF DEVELOPMENT OPTIONS
Exisfing Site Development

Paroel A - 3¢ huildings {gencrally 2 stories) with 207 aparimen urs, snd 129 paking
fpeoes. Bulidings (wclusive of camparts and ofher acoessory structuras) sovey 18% of
parigl.

" Setoacks:  14'- 15 from NE Norhgate Viay
1777 - 388" from {st Avenue NE
137 25T fram Nd Avenue NC

144" 60" fram nowthern proparty line

Parcel B— 3 uings: 2 single lamiy & 1 duglex with © parking spaces Buildings
aover 12% of parcal, Sethacks from 3rd Avenue NE sre 23'- 59'

Development Omtions under Existing MR and Re2one to NC3-88

[Onon Zenng FAR | Megri | Wax | Lol Ground | Resdenda
! Alowable | Caverage Floor Unds
5qFt ComTercal | (averags
SgF1 | 850 5 undl)
‘a (MR 3% B0 1,163,128 | 56.90% G855 137
b |MREBU| 425 | 75dwith |1551420| S8.00% 58485 1,736
affordabie
| housing}
2 NE3 | 45 B3 1,842,880 | 54 3% 9 1,540
BS | fsingle
use)
3 NC3 | 60 BE' 2,100,240 | &7.00% 57,538 2,508
ES | {mixad
= ves)

Agsimplicns for site rudevalopment under bot MR and NC-25

Cormimercial spacs limited 1o siraet level - slseet facing Fecads, along NE Nort-gaie Way
bateman 1at Avenus NE and 3rd Ave NE, and 2long 2ed Avenue NE belwaen NE Norih-
gate Wary and NE 112th 5+

Parking limited k: 864 beinw grade sialls due 1o bigh waler Lable, 194 (mm.) b 231
{max } being for commarcial, wilh tne balance belng resdential.

ZONING SUMMARY SHEET

HEIGHT, BULK, AND SCALE DIAGRAMS

Depicts mazimum NC2-5 ieightt and bulk, Des Mot diciLise mexd oiadon,
sbitucks wd deagn featured that would ba part of an aclca devlapmient proposal

_* -COMPARISON OF ZONING STANDARDS -

Heighl [exeraptions apply  Base ' (+5'if hoor lu exitng
faf reoflop faatures abova  heights prealer than 9}
helght [irmit}

j Max 70" {achievable only

a5

throug provisken of sl ofdabie
hausing per SMC Ch. 23,588
FAR Base 3.2 May for ekher al residantal
; or all commercial: 4.5 :
Max 4 .25 {achievabiz only
trratgh provision of aftordzble | kisx for mix of maidentel and
| hinshg per SMGC . 23.588) - commerct &
Sathacks Froni and Side rom seetlot | Trangular imnf setback at NE
liwe: 7' average, 5 minium ; cnner of sita; 10" fom
Rear: 15 northern koS {resicencis
10ne} for G5 buikding and
e ____ | addiignal seizack above §5'
T i
Commargal Uses Bround fioor coly; size lmits | No &nit on kesfn; dew [mils
Parmittad _or 3l knants. on lanarg cize _
Resloental Uses Yas Yes, bul lmilad ko 20% of
Pammitied | steeHevel street facing
fagade
Mapdmum ridth ared Widdy, 150" WA [FAR corfrols Instaad)
depin Duutf: 75% of the depth of
o Ihe lal | o o
Open SpuceResidantinl | Ameunt = b 5% of dotal gross | Amount =, 15% of it a-eq, o7
Amenity Aren Tioor area of residtial uss | at appiieant’s aplian,
proposed gross loor ares for
cuinmsrcial end mixed use
Parking Mu parking required far Sama a5 bR,
resitiential; minmym and
. maxmume gel par Nathgate
L . Ouetlay

-~

i

TARGET/BEST KUY

£ || TARGETEBEST BUY PARKING
%, m

AT AVENUE HE

¥
* IRE AVEHIE HE

ALONG NE NORTHGATE WAY

SCALE 1= 40r

EXISTING

ZONING MAP

L% " Proposed area of rezone from MR to NG5
ey

T
=
I
i

I

b

i

Lo
N HORTHAATE way™

_ TENE
e MEE .
|- E R Y] i e

ALONG 3RD AVENUE NE

SCALE 1°= 4y
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