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SEATTLE HEARING EXAMINER

In the Matter of the Appeal of
Hearing Examiner File

EASTLAKE COMMUNITY COUNCIL NO. MUP-14-002(W)

From a Determination of Nonsignificance | DPD Reference: 3014488
issued by the Director, Department of :
Planning and Development OPPOSITION BY EASTLAKE
COMMUNITY COUNCIL TO
APPLICANT’S MOTION TO DISMISS
ISSUES

Johnson Carr, LLC moves to dismiss appellant’s issues 1, 2, 3, 5 (in part) and 6
on the asserted grounds that none of those issues sets forth claims on which the
Examiner has jurisdiction to grant relief. Applicant’s Motion at 2-3. In effect, Johnson
Carr asks for judgment on the pleadings. By reference to the Superior Court Civil Rules
as persuasive authority,” a motion to dismiss for failure to state a claim “should be -
"2

granted only if the plaintiff cannot prove any set of facts which wbuld justify recovefy.

In resisting a motion to dismiss for failure to state a claim “any hypothetical situation -

' See HER 1.03(c). .
2See Postema v. Pollution Control Hearings Bd., 142 Wn.2d 68, 122, 11 P.3d 726 (2000) (noting that a
motion to dismiss pursuant to CR 12(b)(6) should be granted only if the plaintiff cannot prove any set of
facts that would justify recovery). ;
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conceivably raised by the complaint [may] defeat ... the motion if it is legally sufficient to
support plaintiff's claim.™ Because it denies a party’s ability to present its claim, such a
motion "should be granted only sparingly and with care.” A motion to dismiss for failure -
to state a claim may only be granted if "it appears beyond doubt that the plaintiff can.
prove no set of facts, consistent with the complaint, which would entitle the plaintiffto -
relief."® Johnson Carr’s motion fails to meet this high burden.

Because Johnson Carr has asked for dismissal for failure to state a claim and
because appellant has not completed |ts discovery, Eastlake Community Council
(“Eastlake”) bases its response upon the pleadings and hypothetical facts that would
support its claims.

A. Issue 1 should not be dismissed.

At Issue 1 Eastlake alleges the DNS to be in error as follows:

Probable negative significant impacts that the City overlooked or did not
adequately study include:

Increased environmental, public health, and fire protection impacts from
cooking in the 115 separately leased units, from such features as (a)
public health, fire, and explosion risk from the decision to provide sinks
only in the bathrooms and to provide inadequate ventilation in the cooking
areas of each unit; and (2) fire risk in the common kitchens; and (3) risk to
public safety from a lack of fresh air and adequate egress routes,

including from deep light wells and below-grade windows.

Notice of Appeal at 2. Johnson Carr at 3-4 moves for dismissal on the asserted grounds

that “public health” and “public safety” are not elements of the environme'nt'and that.the

% Halvorson v. Dahl, 89 Wn.2d 673, 674, 574 P.2d 1190.(1978).
4 Haberman v. Wash. Public Power Supply Sys., 109 Wn.2d 107, 120, 744 P.2d 1032 (1987).

5 Corrigal v. Ball & Dodd Funeral Home, Inc., 89 Wn.2d 959, 961, 577 P.2d 580 (1978).
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city’s construction codes are presumed to adequately mitigate impacts in those areas.

Johnson Carr’s motion is not well-founded.

Eastlake alleges that DPD has entered its determination without giving adequate
consideration to, or having adequate support or study of, the project’s impacts upon
public health, fire, and risk of explosion. These claims lie within th_e Examiner’s
jurisdiction under SEPA. |

" In rendering a threshold determination, DPD has three duties: to give “actual .

consideration to environmental factors”;® to base its determination upon information

reasonably sufficient to evaluate the proposal’s impacts,” and to consider mitigation of

significant impacts.®

Issue 1 properly alleges claims cognizable under SEPA. The “risk of explosion”,
“potential releases ... affecting public health” and impacts to such public services as
those addressing “fire” are all elements of the environment. SMC 25.05.444.B.1.b&c
and 444.B.4.a. Regardless of whether construction codes address those risks, DPD has
a duty to glve actual consideration” to those impacts prior to rendering a threshold
determmatlon From the pleadlngs before the Examiner, it does not appear that DPD-

gave actual con3|derat|on to these factors While the risk of fire and the safety of

S Norway Hill v. King County, 87 Wn.2d 267, 275, 552 P. 2d 674 (1976).
" Boehm v. City of Vancouver, 111 Wn. App. 711, 718, 47 P. 3d 137 (2002).

8 SMC 25.05.330.A:
In making a threshold determination, the responsibie official shall ..

3. Consider mitigation measures which an agency or the applicant will implement as part
of the proposal, including any mitigation measures required by the City's development
regulations or other existing environmental rules or laws.[Emphasis added.]
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residents was raised by community comments, see Analysis and Decision at 5, no part
of the decision shows how those potential impacts were considered, weighed, or
addressed. The pleadings before the Examiner show that with respect to risks of .
explosion and fire and risks to human safety, the DPD failed to consider environmental
factors “in a manner sufficient to amount to prima facie compliance with the procedural
requirements lof SEPA ... . |

Johnson: Carr’s motion to dismiss. Issue 1 should be denied.

B. Issue 2 should not be dismissed..

At Issue 2 Eastlake alleges the DNS to be in error as foIIowé:

Probable negative significant impacts that the City overlooked or did not
adequately study include ...

Public séfety and neighborhood impacts from the transient nature of many -

of the proposed building’s residents. The City has erroneously accepted

the proponents’ claim that all residents would be “non-transient.”
Johnson Carr at 5-6 moves for dismissal of this issue on the asserted grounds that
public safety and neighborhood impacts are ﬁot of the “physical environment” so need
not be considered. The applicant reads SEPA too narrowly.

” Thé 'eléments .of the environnﬁent are not limited to the sé—dailéd “bhysical

environhent;’, bvut ihclude fhé "‘b.uilt ehvirbhrhéht” Which includes impacts to such .
elements as a proposal’s “relationship to existing land use plan‘s. and to estimated

population.” SMC 25.05.444.B.2.a. A SEPA determination must also consider whether -

the proposal would “[c]onflict with local, state, or federal laws or requirements for the

9 Norway Hill at 276.
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protection of the environment.” The claim that DPD failed to consider the transient
nature of the building’s prospective residents properly lies within the Examiner’s

jurisdiction under SEPA.
The City’s Land Use Code distinguishes among various building occupancies.:

Among those, is the distinction between “congregate residence” (rooms provided for.

“non-transient” persons)'® and “lodging use” (“the provision of rooms to transients”)'!

.t12

While congregate housing is.permitted in LR3, lodging use is not.© The pleadings.. - .-

before the Examiner show that DPD approved a proposal consisting of two residential

dwelling units, 113 bedroom units without cooking or food preparation facilities and just . | -

two common kitchens of roughly 200 square feet each™ to service those 113 bedroom

units. Analysis and Decision at 1. Eastlake supports its claims of DPD’s inadequate |

‘consideration of the nature of the housing proposed on the following hypothetical facts,

which it will support at the hearing:
residents of housing claimed to be congregate must also eat;

meals purchased at restaurants and prepared food purchased at grocery
stores cost more than raw food purchased at grocery stores and prepared

at home;

" SMC 23.84A.024.
2 SMC 23.45.504 (permltted and prohibited uses).

'3 See Plan Set 5 for MUP 3014488, pages 9 (Floor Plan for Level 1) and 13 (Floor Plan for Level 5)
available at http://www.seattle.gov/dpd/toolsresources/Map/detail/default.htm?lat=47.646143&lon=-
122.3249918&addr=2820.. . EASTLAKE AVE.E. Copies of the selected pages are set forth at Attachment A

to this memorandum.

ARAMBURU & EusTIS, LLP
720 Third Avenue, Suite 2000

OPPOSITION BY EASTLAKE COMMUNITY Seattie, Washington 98104
COUNCIL TO APPLICANT'S MOTION TO DISMISS et (200) 620-9515 Fax (206) 682-1376

ISSUES -5




bedroom units with rental rates of $800 to $1000 per month that require
residents to obtain their food preparation needs elsewhere do not meet
the residential needs of long term residents;

the target population of the proposed housing and similar facilities in the
Eastlake nelghborhood operated by Johnson Carr is transient;

Johnson Carrs proposed building is to create a form of Iodgmg that
- conflicts with adopted codes and plans; and :

The character of the population to be served and the conflict with adopted -
codes and plans are elements of the enwronment whose consrderatlon |s

~ -required by SEPA.:
Apart from the question of the permissibility of lodging use withip the LR3 zone, the
inconsistency of the proposed: use with adopted codes is an issue _ror consideration
under SEPA. - |
The applicant’s motion to dismiss Issue 2 should be denied.
C. Issue 3 should not be dismissed.
At Issue 3 Eastlake alleges the DNS to be in error:

Probable negative significant impacts that the City overlooked or did not
adequately study include ...

No measures are proposed that would make the building proposal
compatible with existing and projected land uses and plans, including the .= -
Eastlake Neighborhood Plan. . e
Johnson Carr at 6-7. argues that the Eastlake Plan may only be used for -
mitigation where it either identifies unusual circumstances that result in.significant -
adverse_irnpacts not anticipated by the land use code or establishes, a different balance .

than does the land use code. Johnson Carr's motion for dismissal of Issue 3 rests upon.

its reading of the SEPA Overview Policy, but that policy does support dismissal of this

issue.
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Issue 3 challenges the DNS for DPD'’s failure to discharge each of its three -

| duties in issuing a thréshold determination: to give “actual consideration” to the

elements of the environment: (on this issue, the proposal’s “relationship to existing land
use plans,” SMC 25.05.444.B.2.a); to base its determination on information sufficient to
evaluate‘the proposal’s impacts;‘and to‘codéider mitigation of those impacts. Supra at.. . |
3. Johnson Carr bases its motion to dlsmlss Issue 3 only on the claim that the third . . . |-
threshold determination duty is precluded by the Overview Policy. Eastlake’s challenges -
to DPD’s failure to give “actual consideration” to the policies of the Eastlake Plan and to
base its determination on sufficient -inforrhatioh of the proposal’s impacts to the plan lie .
within the Examiner’s jurisdiction, are not addressed by Johnson Carr’s motion and still
stand.

As regards the ground on which Johnson Carr seeks dismissal of Issue 3 — that
DPD'’s lack of consideration of measures to make the propdsal consistent with the
Eastlake Plan is barred by the Overview Policy — the Examiner’s jurisdiction over this
issue is established through the following hypothetical facts, which Eastlake will support
.thrdugh evidence deducéd- at the hearing: |

A neighborhood plan may be used as a baS|s for mltlgatlon to the extent that the .

plan identifies “unusual circumstances” exceeding those anticipated by zoning, or .

“the plan establishes a different balance of environmental ... goals than is

characteristic of the land.use code as a whole.” SMC. 25.05.665.0.

- The Goals and Policies of the Eastlake Neighborhood-,-ado‘pted by City Council -

Resolution 26072 on May 7, 1979 do recognize that “each neighborhoodis .

- unique and has significant characteristics of its own which contribute to its

identity within the City[,]” and therefore do identify “unusual circumstances” within
- the Eastlake neighborhood that may exceed those anticipated by zoning.
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Under the category of housing and zoning, the ten objectives listed in the
resolution include:

(4) Increased owner-occupancy,

(5) Retention and rehabilitation of low income housing which would ensure

livability for those on fixed or low incomes;

(6) Oppose and eliminate developments which are purely speculatlve and

- which can lead to adverse changes in residential patterns; :
(7) Development of multifamily residential structures which include
- storefronts that provide services and retail goods for Eastlake and abuttlng

nelghborhoods

Under the category of housing and zoning, the 14 policies include the following:-
(6): The City.of Seattle, working with the Eastlake Community Council, . -
should encourage the location of new low-income housing that is
dispersed, Iow—proflle and compatible with the surroundlng character of

the communlty

These goals and pohcnes for Eastlake do estabhsh a different balance than is
characteristic of the land use code as a whole. Among others, the land use code
seeks “to achieve an efficient use of the land without major disruption.” SMC

23.02.020.

Unlike the Eastlake Goals and Policies, the Land Use Code does not set goals to
increase owner-occupancy, to rehabilitate existing house, to oppose speculative
developments, to create retail storefronts and to create low-income housing that
is disperse and low-profile.

Johnson Carr’s proposal would conflict with each of these objectives as the -
proposed development: is not for owner-occupancy; would destroy, rather than
rehabilitate existing housing; is speculatlve in nature; lacks a retail storefront and
would not be low-profile. :

The proposed development conflicts With policies that respond to the “unusual
circumstances” of the Eastlake neighborhood and strlke a “different balance
than does the land use code as a whole. S

vAplecatlon of the Overv:ew Pollcy therefore supports use of the Goals and
Policies of the Eastlake Nelghborhood to guide mitigation. Lo

14 A copy of Resolution 26072 as available from the City Clerk is set forth at Attachment B to this
memorandum.
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The portion of Eastlake’s Issue 3, which challenges the DNS for failure of DPD to
even consider mitigation responsive to the Goals and Policies of the Eastlake

Neighborhood, clearly lies within the Examiner’s jurisdiction and shouid not be
dismissed.-

D. . Eastlake withdraws the portion of Issue 5 seeking to challenge the.
granting of a critical areas exemption.

At Issue‘5 Eastlake alleges:

Probable negative S|gn|f|cant |mpacts that the Clty overlooked or d|d not
adequately study include .. o

Failure to adequately assess the probable negative environmental
consequences of the project’s impacts on slope stability. There is a
history of sliding and of hidden springs at the site, as well as along the rest
of the hillside. Projects built nearby have experienced slide and
groundwater problems during construction and thereafter. DPD was also
clearly in errorin granting the site an exemption from review for
Environmentally Critical Areas. [Emphasis added.]

Johnson Carr at 7 moves for dismissal of the last sentence of this issue on
grounds that approval of a critical areas exemption is not »appealable to the Hearing
Examiner. Eastlake would concur and therefore withdraws the last sentence of Issue 5.

E. Eastlake withdraws the portion of Issue 6. |

DPD and the apphcant have alternate!y descrlbed the proposal as:

115 congregate units; occupy as a boarding house Environmental
Checkllst at 3 (January 13 201 3)(excerpt provided);

Congregate resrdence with 115 bedrooms Notice of Applrcatlon (July 11,
2013); .

Congregate residence with 113 bedroomns and two separate dwelling
units, Revised Notice of Application, page 1 (December 26, 2013).
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Copies of these documents are set forth at Attachments C-E to this opposition. These

documents have caused confusion over what is being proposed, a boarding house, only

a single congregate residence, or a congregate residence and apartments. Since the

Analysis and Decision was rendered upon what appears to be the applicant’s current

proposal, Eastlake withdraws Issue 6 as an issue in this appeal.

F. Conclusion

Johnson Carr’s motion to dismiss should be denied. Eastlake withdraws the last

'sentence of Issue 5 and its Issue 6.

DATED: June 16, 2014.
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'DECLARATION OF SERVICE
| am an employee in the law offices of ARAMBURU & EUsTIs, LLP, over eighteen
years of age and competent to be a witness herein. On the date below | arranged for.
delivery of copies of the foregoing pleading (efiled with the Seattle Hearing Examiner) to

counsel of record, as follows:

Bruce Rips, Senior Land Use Planner

Seattle Department of Planning and Development

PO Box. 34019 S
Seattle, WA 98124-4019
Bruce.Rips@seattle.qov
(206) 615-1392

O first class postage prepaid,

® email [ facsimile

[1 hand delivery / messenger

Courtney Kaylor

Jessica Clawson,

Applicant’s counsel

McCullough Hill Leary, P.S.

701 Fifth Avenue, Suite 6600

Seattle, WA 98104

Courtney@mbhseattle.com

Jessie@mhseattle.com

(206) 812-3388
[ first class postage prepaid,
® email [ facsimile _
O hand delivery / messenger

| declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of Washington that

1| the foregoing is true and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief. '

DATED: June 16, 2014.

. '
Kathleen McLemore” 7 =
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Seattle City Council Resolution Index

City of Seattle Legisiative Information Service

Informatlon retrieved on June 16, 2014 3:32PM

| o agc“ror B

Resolution Number: 26072

A RESOLUTION recognlzing the Goals and Policles of the gastiake Neighborhood.

status: Adopted
Date adopted by Full Council; May 7, 1979

Vota: 7-0

Date introduced/referrad to committea: April 30, 1979
Committee: Urban Development Houslng
sponsor: EXECUTIVE REQUEST

Index Terms: EASTLAKE, NEIGHBORHOOD-PLANS, COMPREHENSIVE-PLAN, LAND-USE-PLANNING

Fiscal Note: (No fiscal note available at this time)

No text for this document is available on-line. You may view this document at the Office of the City
Clerk. If you are unable to visit the Clerk’s Office, you may request a copy or scan be made for
you by Clerk staff. Scans and coples provided by the Office of the City Clerk are subject to copy
fees, and the timing of service Is dependent on the availability of staff.
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. RESOLUTION ___~
A RESOLUTION recognizing the Goals and Policies of the Eastlake Neighborhood.

WHERiEAS, each neighborhood i unique and has significant identlfying 'character-
stics; and .

WHEREAS, neighborhoods have a basic right to volce their concerns regarding
proposed government decisions and actions affecting their interests and to

attempt through legitimate means to Influence those declsions and actions;
and . - '

WHEREAS, the goals and concerns expressed by neighborhoods regarding develop-
ment and related actlvities may be a_point of view which differs from the
point of view held by the City and its Departments; and :

WHEREAS, a mechanism does not yét exist which requires the City, its Depart-
ments and Agencies to acknowldge and respond to each neighborhood's point
of view In thelr decision-making processes; and -

WHEREAS, the Goals and Policies-of the Eastlake Community represeﬁt a state-
ment made by Eastlake Neighborhood regarding its future development and
Interests; Nuw, Therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SEATTLE:

That the attached Appendix A constitutes the Eastlake Neighborhood Goals

-and Policies which were written and approved by the Neighborhood as the Neigh-

. borhood's' objectives for their community and suggestion for official City action;

and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED:

Thet the Eastlske Goals and Policies be distributed by the Office of Policy

Plannihg to the Office of the Mayor, the City Councu,. City Departments and

Agencies for their Information and consideration,

ADOPTED by the City Council of the Clty of Seattle this _ day

of » 1979, and signed by me in open session in authentication of
its adoption this day of , 1979,
- . ‘ President of the Tty Council
Flled by me this cday of . s 1979
ATTEST:

Cﬁy Comptroﬂer and Cny Clerk

BY:

.« Deputy
! CONCUR:

Tharles Royer, Mayor —— t
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R _APPENDIX A
EASTLAKE NEIGHBORHOOD GOALS AND POLICIES

A. Citizen Participation

Citizen involvement in socie!, economic, and governmental processes; and planning that
includes and is responsive to residents, landowners, and business people.,

Objectives:

I,

2,

The City of Seattle should expand the existing Citizen Participation Ordinance to
include greater citizen participation for planning projects and studies sponsored by
the City Engineering and Building Departments.

The Eastlake Community Council should facilitate cooperative efforts between
business and residents to work together on positive programs of community interest
and concern.

Policies:

L

2,

3.

4.

5.‘

The Eastlake Community Council should be notified in writing by the City of Seattle
at least thirty days in advance of any municipal decision relevant to the following

concerns:

a, land use, zoning changes

b, building permits, conditional use permits, variances

¢, shoreline permits

d.  any other actions, plans or studies conducted by the City or private parties
which ‘have potential environmental impact on the Eastlake communlity;

e. environmental review pursuant to the State Environmental Policy Act, SEPA

The City, working with the inner-city community councils, should establish a City
ordinance directing the Building Department to implement comprehensive notifi-
cation procedures prior to the issuance of demolition and building permits.

The City should involve citizens at all levels of decision-making through public
notices and public meetings when developing public improvement programs.

‘The City's Office of Policy Planning should establish a regular policy of conducting

work sessions prior to the submitting of any major land use, housing, or trans-
portation policies to the Planning Commission and the City Council,

The establishment of a City ordinance implementing zoning procedural reform which
llmits the conditions under which varlances can be granted, requiring the Hearing
Examiner to adhere to principle uses outlined within the City of Seattle
Comprehensive Plan and by
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requiring public notification of the majerity of surrounding residences within the affected
community.

6, The City of Seattle (including the Mayor, City Council, Planning Commission, and City De-
partments), Metro, the Port Authority, Harbor Lines Commission, the Army Corps of

Engineers, the State Highway Department, the Seattle Housing Authority, the Seattle School
Board, should Involve the community In any decisions or programs which would affect

Eastlake, ‘ '

‘ 7. The Eastiake Community Council should create and maintain mechanisms such as its news-
letter and public meatings which facilitate community involvement in-all relevant Issues

with respect to community-wide Impacts, .

B. Housing and Zoning

A wide varlety of housing alternatives to accomm'odate people of diverse ages, incomes, Ilfe-
styles, househald sizes and athnic origins should be provided and maintained within the

Eastlake community,
Objectlves: .
1. Provide fot a variety of housing styles, sizes and types.

2.' Maintenance and rehabilitation of’exlstlng housing [n multifamily, business, and manu-
facturing zones, : '

+ 3, Spacial attention should be directed towards the presetvation of all structurally sound single -

family homes.
4. Increased owner-oceupancy,

5, Retention -and rehabilitation of low Income housing which would ensure [lveabllity
for those on fixed or low Incomes. : .

6. Oppose and eliminate developments which are purely speculative and which can lead to
adverse changes in residential patterns,

. 7, Development of multifamily residential structures which Include storefronts that provide
. services and retall goods for Eastlake and abutting nelghborhoods.

8. An actiye flnanclal community committed to the preservation of the existing inner-city
housing stock and willing to extend mortgage and rehabilltation {oans to creditwarthy
. pacple, community organizations and small businesses,

8, The coopearation of financial and government Institutions, business and Industry and
community groups In the pursuit of housing goals and objectives which we share,

10. New 20ning mechanisms designed to protect “laast economlc uses” gspecially within RM,
CG and 8C zones where more Intenslve development is warranted and where diversity and

balance I8 threatened. .

Policles:

1. The Clty of Seattle and the Eastlake Community Council working together should establlsh
# Neighborhood Improvement Plan for Eastlake, geared to the preservation of existing
single-family and low-density multirle structures; and which ensures a balance of housing
types and lifestyles, The plan should address the following issues:

a downzoning where it can be shown to ba a feasible appreach to the protection of lesser

economlic uses. )
b. the development of zoning code text changes which preserve community balance

through the establishment of density limitations which restrict future growth.

2, Changes In the zoning code should be made In order to develop land-use controls which
Inciude the following:

' ) a. enhance the privacy and appearance of residentlal propartles
b. rreserve and enhance exjsting views and vistas of Lake Union
¢. in multi-family residential developments, provide special bonuses for developers to
pravida private and/or public amenities, either on or off site, at locations that benefitthe
. . community.
d. eéstablish design and performance guldelines and standards which moderate or
eliminate negative impacts and ensure compatible, harmonious growth

3, The Eastlake community shoutld be Included in a Black Grant Community Development
Area in order far the Eastlake community to have access to ali available local and federal

housing programs,

4, Seati‘te should lobby the Federal Government for an elimination of those regulations
that impede the allocation of Section 8, 312, 235, and 202 housing assistance manies.

5. The City of Seattle should labby the State far changes In ihe State Copstitution which would
allow municipalities the power 1o lend credit for housing and small businesses,
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6, The Clty of Seattie, working with the Eastlake Community Council, should encourage the
location of new low-income housing that ls dispersed, lew-protilé, and compatible with the

surrounding characterof the community,

7. Until the housing assistance needs of all low-income households ls guaranteed, the City
must revise the current housing code so that it is sensltive to low-income homeowners and
tenants. Specifically, a new housing code should Include provisions which:

a. ' provide systematic enforcement of fire safety regulations of ail Income producing
residential structures and Impose criminal sanctlons for any violations/gross violations
of that part of the Code, - .

b, allow tenants an aption (o withhald rents from any landlord who will not make neces-

sary repalts.

8, The City of Seattle should Implement a City ordinance which would establish regulatory
measuras regarding floating home moorage fnes,

9, The Eastlake Community Councll and the Seattle Department of Consumer Affalrs should
both be responsible for the dissemination of infurmation which Insures that all resldents
are aware of their housing rights as guaranteed under the Landlord-Tenant Act and the
Seattlea Housing Code which also outiines appropriate means for effective redress when

problems oceut,

10. The Eastlake Community Council, working with Seattle's Building Department, should
establish a nelghbiorhood homa Improvement plan which would offer community assis-
tance to homeaowners experiencing difficulty in obtaining home Improvement Joans. That

plan should [nclude:

a tool ¢cooperative

a cooperative for aggregate buylng of materlals

home Improvement workshops as well as advice relating to flnanclal assistance,
community advisory Inspectlons providing homeowners with an Idea of potential Code

problems, costs of repalr, and access to necessary funding.

spoe

11. Untilthe Eastlake community has developed a Nelghborhood Improvement Plan, the City
of Seattle should not issue any permit allowing the destruction af existing physically sound
single-family residential housing.

12. The City should implement a comprehensive public disclosure ordinance which includas
disclosure by deposit, number of rejected loan applications, retroactive disclosure, and
breakdown of loans rejected and extended to neighborhood businesses and community
organlzations. The City should also disclose where its funds are invested.

13. The Eastlake Community Councli should meat with nelghborheod lending Institutions to
discuss Eastlake’s lending needs and to establish records for gueranteelng that those needs

are met.

14. The City of Seattla should lobby the State and faderal governments for new methods of
taxation based on current yse rather than "highest and best” use, which would (1) rely less
on residantial praperty, (2) reduca property taxes generally, (3) distrlbute the tax burden
based on one's ability to pay, and (4) provide incentives for housing rehabilitation.

C. Economlic Development

A healthy and divarse business community, compatible with resldential uses, In a pallution-free
environment.

Objectivas:

1. Increased awatenass and cooperation among Eastlake's business, industrial, and residentlal
components of the community,

'

2. Thelocation of neighborhaod business along Eastlake Avenue, serving the needs of Eastlake
and abutting neighborhoods, . -

3, Commerclal development In manutacturing zones with aesthetically pleasing site develop-
ment and which does not require the demolition of existing residentlal housing currantly
\hvithin M zanes and which does not encroach nor require the demoalition of singlefamily

omes.

4, ?dherence to shoreline uses which are consistent with the Seattle Shaoreline Master
rogram. .

5, Encourage the location of small nelghbarhood erlented business and labor intensive
ecanomic development that will provide jobs for the nelghberhood's unemployed,

Policles;
1. The City of Seattle should revise the Seattle Shareline Master Program.so that:

a. heights will he allowed only to 35" with no City Department Diractor discretion In
artnitting heights of 35-55" on § Lake Union,

b. UU]D'E shall not be allowed on any part of Seattle’s shoreling, and especially on Lake
nion. .
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¢. restaurants should he made a “conditlonal use” requiring a public hearing process
pursuant to the allowance of such a use,

2. The City, the FAA, the Department of Ecology and auotherapproprlate agencies, working in
cooperatlon with the ECC must establish new guidelines which control and wherever
posiible eliminate existing litter, nolse, alr and water pollution,

3. The Eastlake Community Counc'H, property ownm‘, local business people and Industry
should work together with the City of Seattle staff to establish a “site development plan” to
include the following: .

& provislant which guarantee the maintenance and enhancement of existing commercial
© structures and sites
b. the location of retailing and other neighborhood orlented businesses cancentrated
nodally along Eastlake Avenue at Lynn, Hamlin, and Harvard/Alllsan which would
provide services and employment opportunities for Eastlake residents,
¢ exlsting development south of Newtan Street along Faitview Avenue E should reflect
the character of an Industrial park which ¢ould be developed jointly through Block Grant
- monies and private reinvedtment to provide landscaping, bikeways, sidewalk and
various aesthetlc architectural changes, ‘
d, changes In the zonlng code text should be made ta include;

1) the Implementation of a zoning text change for RM zones which would restriet
tetall, professional and other commarelal uses to arterlals and exclude them fram*
other areas that are zoned RM,

2} atext change to the zoning code that would provide banusaes to devalopers who
locate mixed-use buildings on arterials, thereby encouraging multl-family

© residences above storefronts providing essential neighborhood services.

4, Devalopers should be provided with bonuses as an incentlve to provide public amenitiss,
elther on-or-off site, at locatlons that benefit the community,

5. The City of Seattle working with the Eastiake community shouid establish guidelines for,
signing, parking and landscaping for the major econamlc areas within the community,

&, The City of Seattle should prohibit the erection of aff-premise signs.

7. The zoning code should be amended to Include a mixed-use concepttoallow forcombinad
business/commercial and residential uses within the same structure,

8, All CC and BC zones along the Eastlake Avenue corridor should be downzoned to RM
except within 400 feet of either side of Hamiln, Lynn, and Harvard/Allison Streets where
zoning would reflect a nelghborhood business arientation,

9. Provisions for foining public-private programs along Eastlake Avenue which provida
pedestrian and bicycle'amenitias such as display cases and windows, arcades and awnings,
and benches, bus shelters, bicycle racks, straat furniture, etc.

10. The City Council and Seattle City tight shauld Include Eastiake in the Capitol Hill Pragram
which has been established for the purposas of undergrounding utilities so that utities
alang Eastlake and Fairview Avenue E can be undergrounded,

11, The Eastlake Community Counci, in cooperative with the City, should immediately
undertake the development of a site alternative plan for the existing NOAA slite at Fairview
Avenue £ and Howe Street.

12, The Eastlake Community Councll should oppose the development of iarge commercial
centers, Institutions and/or parking lots which overwhelm land use capacity and endanger

the neighbarhaod,
D. Traffic and Transportation

Reduction of automoblle dependency and consequent congestlon, impraved paedestrian and
bicyclist safety, and expanded public transportation,

Objectives:

1. Incroased usage of transit, carpooling and alternative modes of transpartation by Eastlake
residents and visitors, as well as empioyees and customers of local businesses and

" Industries.
2, Reduced speed and volume of automobile traffic on residential strests,

3. The availability of parking which does not exceed landuse capacity nor exacerbate onstrest
congestion, . . .

4. Joint use of exlsting parking facilities In business, commercial and manufacturing areas to
neiude night time use by residents, .

5. The elimination of commercial parklng lots as & principal use in business zones and as a
conditional use in RM zones, . )

6. Improved padestrian facllities,

——— e .
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.

7, Adequately marked and signed bicycle routeés which allow for safe commuting and
recreation, .
Policles;

1, The Eastlake Council, warking with ather communities, must encourage the Cityto devalop
an adequately funded City-wide plan to orlent all thru traffic to arterial streets and to
develop means of discouraging traffic on residentlal streets, ’ :

2. The (‘fhy and Inner-city mmmunw caunells should lobby Metro for the establishmaent of

transit service in an east-west direction linking the Fastlake cammunity to the Seattle

Center, Quean Anne, Fremont, and Capitoi Hill,

3. The City, working with the Fastlake Community Cauncil and other lakeside communities,
should amend the Shoreline Master Program to prohibit additional restaurants and other
non-water related uses which impose excessive parking demands on upland areas,

4. Lighting on neighborhood streets and alleys should be imptoved by the City,

5. TheCity of Seattle should Implement a 20ning text change that limits the size of driveways
and restricts curb cuts (n all residential zones [n order to retain off-street parking,

E. Recreation '

Usable apen space, walkways, bleycle paths, plazas, parks (and other features) add to the
community’s racreational opportun|ties white enhancing the quality of the neighborhood,

Objectivas;

1. Recreational space should ba accessible to ali community residents and should be both
active and passive in its design.

2. A community center for the Eastlake community.
3. Improved community access to Lake Union,
4, Improved water quality of Lake Union.

Policles;

1. TheCity should develop publie Iinprovement programs addressing the parks and recreaton
needs of the Eastlake community.

2. The City should recognize and preserve existing natural areas and physical assets for
community use,

3. The City should establish a fund for the development of all currently unimproved street-
ends and waterways,

4, The Clty and the Eastlake Communlity Council should support programs almed at Improving
the water quality of Lake Unlon, ° '

F. Human Resources

Meat the human needs of the community by exploring available resources, and previding
information and access to them,

Objectives:

1. Seward Elementary School should be keptopenas an elementary facitity for childlren within

Eastlake, . .
2. Improvement of the community's school facillties and programs, especially Increased

utllization of faclities with programs for all age levals,

3, Reduction of fire danger.

4, Reductlon of the community’s susceptibllity to crime, and a fostering of good relations
between the citizenry and their law enforcement offlcers,

5. Informed residents, Involved In neighborhood programs and activities,

6, Block Grant monles should be obtained in arderto provide soclal services for the elderly and
handicapped within the Eastlake community,

Policles; !

1. The Eastiake Community Councll the PTA, the Clty, and the Schoo) Board, working together
with school staff, should establish new means of community Involvement in the education
procass, ' :

2. The Eastlake Community 'Council,.ln cooperation with the City's Crime Preventian staff,
should establish and maintain a neighbarhood Black Watch program in addition to similar
efforts to organize neighbars for crime praventian,

——
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The Eastlake Community Council should ¢ontinug to present prégrams about public safety,
fire prevention, and sqcial services to meet specific community needs,

The Eastlake Community Councll should initiate cantacts with various service and outside
Agency resources to meat community neads, . .

The Eastlake Community Councll should establish an annual community cleanup program
within the Eastlake naighborhood.

Tho Eastlake Community Couneil should cantinue to hoid an annual community street fair,

The Eastlake Community Council and the City of Seattle should Jppose any expansion or
revision of Highway 520 and the “Roanoke Weave” that goes beyond normal maintenance

. and that encroaches In any way upon the Eastlake community or Jts environs. Specifically,

the Eastiake Community Council will oppose any proposals that would call for the extension
of exit ramps onto Eastlake Avenue or Into any part of Eastlake and its environs such as
Portage Bay or the Roanoke Naighborhoods,

The City of Seattle should make avallable Block Grant monles for social services In Eastlake,
sarving tha needs of low and fixed incoma residents, .
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‘Qm City of Seattle
' Department of Planning and Development

ENVIRONMENTAL (SEPA) CHECKLIST

(Revised 2/2/2008)

Pdrpose of Checklist

The State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA), Chapter 43.21 RCW, requires all governmental agencies
to consider the environmental impacts of a proposal before making decisions. An environmental impact
statement (EIS) must be prepared for all proposals with probable significant adverse impacts on the
quality of the environment. The purpose of this checklist is to provide information to help you and the
agency identify impacts from your proposal (and to reduce or avoid impacts from your proposal, if it can
be done) and to help the agency decide whether an EIS is required. : :

Instructions for Applicants'

This environmental checklist asks you to describe some basic information about your proposal.
Governmental agencies use this checklist to determine whether the environmental impacts of your
proposal are significant, requiring preparation of an EIS. Answer the questions briefly, with the most
precise information known, or give the best description you can.

You must answer each question accurately and carefully, to the best of your knowledge. In most cases
you should be able to answer the questions from your own observations or project plans without the
need to hire experts. If you really do not know the answer, or if a question does not apply to your
proposal, write "do not know" or "does not apply". Complete answers to the questions now may avoid

unnecessary delays later.

' Some questions ask about governmental regulations, such as zoning, shoreline, and landmark
designations. Answer these questions if you can." If you have problems, the governmental agencies

can assist you.

The checkiist questions apply to all parts of your proposal, even if you plan to do them over a period of
time or on different parcels of land. - Attach-any additional information that will-help describe your
proposal or its environmental effects. The agency to which you submit this checklist may ask you to -
explain your answers or provide additional information reasonably related to determining if there may .
be significant adverse impact. R :

Use of Checklist for'NonprOj'ect Proposals

* Complete this checklist for nonproject proposals, even though gquestions may.be answered "does not
apply". IN ADDITION, complete the SUPPLEMENTAL SHEET FOR NONPROJECT ACTIONS .

(Part D). For nonproject actions, the references in the checklist to the words "project", "applicant", and
"property or site" should be read as "proposal”, "proposer”, and "affected geographic area",respectively.

DPD, 700 Fifth Avenue, Suite 2000, PO Box 34019, Seattie, WA 98124-4019, www.seattle.gov/dpd

DPD complies with the Americans with Disabilities Act. Accommodation provided on request. 2/17/06 akb



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

A. BACKGROUND

1. Name of proposed project, if applicable:
Eastlake Residential Community

2820 Eastlake Ave E

2. Name of applicant:
Johnson Carr, LLC

3. Address and phone number of apphcant and contact person
- .'9827 51st Ave. S.W. : :

Seattle, WA 98136
Mobile 206.715.0798

4. -Date checklist prepared:
06.10.2013

5. Agency requesting checklist:
city of seattle -

6. Proposed timing or schedule (including phasing, if applicable):
Construction to start winter/spring 2014.

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

No.

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

Geotechnical analysis
Historical Structure report

- Scenic Route preservation analysis

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

No.

2 ENVIRONMENTAL (SEPA) CHECKLIST



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

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

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

Establish use and construction for 115 congregate units
Occupy as boarding house

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

2820 Eastlake Avenue East
See A1.00 for addtional information

B. ENVIRONMENTAL ELEMENTS
1. Earth e
a. General description of the site (circle oné_'):'-'
Flat, rolling, hilly, steep slopes, mountainous,
other: consistent slope to the west, steep slope at thevwest edge

b. Whatis the stéepest slope on the site (approximate percent
slope)? ’
50% +/-

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

glacially consolidated soil

3 ENVIRONMENTAL (SEPA) CHECKLIST
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Seattle Department of
Planning and Development .
MASTER

D. M. Sugimura, Director USE
July 11, 2013 PERMIT

Notice of Application

Seattle's Department Planning and Development is currently reviewing the Master Use Permit applications
described below. .

Area: Downtown/Ceniral Address: 2820 EASTLAKE AVE E

Project: 3014488 Zone: SCENIC VIEW WITHIN 100 FT,
LOWRISE-3 RESIDENTIAL/COMMERCL, LANDMARK,
STEEP SLOPE (>=40%), URBAN VILLAGE OVERLAY,
KNOWN SLIDE AREA

Notice Date: 07/11/2013

Contact: JAY JANETTE - (206) 919-2624
Planner: Bruce Rips - (206) 615-1392

Date of Application: 06/21/2013

EHAMLIN ST
Land Use Application to allow a congregate residence with 115 '
bedrooms in an environmentally critical area. No parking { oo Wilee 3 e e
proposed. Existing structures (single family dwelling and a multi-family n ‘
structure) to be demolished. This mZSiestfgfil‘ljljstt?E:ZV? :.lgrsolsse: 2:1;': In the

event of omissions, errors or differences, the
documants in NPN's files will eantral

Comments may be submitted through: 07/24/2013
The following approvals are required:

Design Review

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

Other permits that may be needed which are not inciuded in this application:

Building Permit
Demolition Permit

Your written comments are encouraged and may be submitted to:

Department of Planning and Development

ATTN: Public Resource Center or Assigned Planner
700 5™ Av Ste 2000 .

PO Box 34019

Seattle WA 98124-4019

FAX 206-233-7901

PRC@seattle.gov

Applications requiring shoreline approvals are subject to an initial 30-day comment period. All other land use
approvals listed below are subject to an initial 14-day comment period. The comment period may be extended an
additional 14-days. A written request to extend the comment period must be received by this Department within the
initial 14-day comment period as published in this bulletin. Any comments filed after the end of the official comment
period may be considered if pertinent to review yet to be conducted. The project file, environmental documentation
and other additional information related to the project can be found at the Public Resource Center, 700 Fifth
Avenue, Suite 2000 (206) 684-8467. The Public Resource Center is open 8:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. on Monday,
Wednesday, Friday and 10:30 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. on Tuesday and Thursday. Questions about the projects listed in
this bulletin can also be directed to the Public Resource Center via e-mail. The e-mail address is

PRC@seattle.gov. For future updates include your US postal address.



To the extent known by the Department, in addition to the project permits included in each of the land use
applications described below, other government approvals or permits that may be necessary, that are not included
in the applications, will also be listed. When a building permit is listed as being necessary, this may include
associated electrical, plumbing, mechanical, elevator, and other similar permits.

The City Council amended the City's SEPA (State Environmental Policy Act) Ordinance effective on November 1,
1998. The amendments included the Early Review Determination of Non-significance (DNS) Process, which DPD
is now using for all applications for projects requiring a threshold determination when DPD has reasonable basis to
believe that significant adverse impacts are not likely, and the Director expects to issue a DNS for the proposal.
The DNS is not final until it is published following consideration of all comments received during the comment

period.

The comment period for a project subject to an Early Review DNS may be the only opportunity to submit comment
on the environmental impacts of the proposal. Projects subject to the Early Review DNS process may inciude
mitigation measures- under applicable codes and ordinances, and after comment and review occurs they may
mcorporate or require additional mitigation measures regardless of whether or not an Environment Impact

Statement is required.

A copy of the application and the environmental checklist prepared by the applicant will be sent to agencies with
jurisdiction, the Department of Ecology, affected tribes and local agencies whose public services would be changed
as a result of the proposal. After the close of the comment period, DPD will review any comments and will either
issue a DNS followed by an opportunity to appeal, or, if significant environmental impacts are identified, a
DS/scoping notice. Copies of the subsequent threshold determination for the proposal may be- obtained upon

request.

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

Interpretations

A formal decision as to the meaning, application or intent of any development regulation in Title 23 (Land Use
Code) or Chapter 25.09 (Regulations for Enwronmentally Critical Areas) is known as an "interpretation”. Examples
include questions of how structure height or setback is properly measured, or how a proposed use should be
categorized. An interpretation may be requested by any party during the comment period as determined above.
The request must be in writing, and accompanied by a $1.500.00 fee payable to the City of Seattle. (This fee
covers the first six hours of review. Additional hours will be bilied at $250.00.) Interpretations on some issues may
also be requested later, during the appeal period, if the project decision is appealed. Failure to request an
interpretation can preciude raising the issue on appeal. Questions regarding the interpretation process may be
asked by phone by calling (206) 684-8467. Requests for interpretation may be submitted to the Department of
Planning and Development, Code Interpretatlon and Implementation Group, 700 5th Av, Ste 2000, PO Box 34019,

Seattle, WA 98124-4019.

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



3014488 POR CREATED 4-5-13BK
PLANNER BPR *Notice of .
Application & Checklist ** & Others
Notice of Application sent 7/11/13 rge

**TYLER CARR
MICRO HOUSING LLC
1817 12TH AVE
SEATTLE, WA 98122

CHIP WALL
615 EPIKE ST
SEATTLE WA 98122

" CARL WINTER
611 MALDEN AVE E APTD
SEATTLE WA 98112

ROGER SAURUSAITIS
2727 FRANKLIN AVE E #202
SEATTLE WA 98102

JESSIE CLAWSON
701 5TH AVE #7220
SEATTLE WA 98104

PUGET SOUND CLEAN AIR
AGENCY¥

1904 3RD AVE STE 105

"+ SEATTLE WA 981013317

*MUCKLESHOOT TRIBE FISHERIES
DEPT .

39015 172ND AV SE

AUBURN WA 98092

*UNITED INDIANS OF ALL
TRIBES

PO BOX 99100

SEATTLE WA 98199

**JAY JANETTE

JANETTE ARCHITECTURE
5215 BALLARD AVE NW #4
SEATTLE WA 98107

RIC COCHRANE
PRESERVATION GREEN LAB
1429 12TH AVE STED
SEATTLE WA 98122

TOM & JENN PARR
2819 FRANKLIN AVE E
SEATTLE WA 98102

JEFFREY COOK =~
" 303 13TH AVEE#103 -

SEATTLE WA 98102

MIKE YUKEVICH
2811 FAIRVIEW AVE E #1002
SEATTLE WA 98102

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
SECTION* :
DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY
PO BOX 47703

OLYMPIA WA 98504 7703

[ P s L

KELLY COOPER*
DEPT OF HEALTH -

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH DIVISION

PO BOX 47820 - :
OLYMPIA WA 98504 7822

*SUQUAMISH TRIBE
PO BOX 498
SUQUAMISH WA 98392

Email -
lakeunionmail@juno.com

**JOHNSON CARR, LLC
9827 51ST AVE SW
SEATTLE, WA 98139

NATALIE GUALY
1126 16TH AVEE"
SEATTLE WA 98112

DAWN BUSHNAQ
5007 S GENESSE ST

* SEATTLE WA 98118

WOLF SAAR - -
1517 17TH AVEE
SEATTLE WA 98112

JULES JAMES
2616 FRANKLIN AVE E
SEATTLE WA 98102

GARY KRIEDT*

KC METRO TRANSIT
ENVIRON PLNG

201 SJACKSON ST MS KSC

TR 0431

MR. RAMIN PAZOOKT*
WSDOT - NORTHWEST
REGION :

15700 DAYTON AVE N
SEATTLE WA 98133

PUBLIC REVIEW
DOCUMENTS*

QUICK INFORMATION
CENTER

SEATTLE PUBLIC LIBRARY
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Seattle Department of
Planning and Development .
MASTER

D. M. Sugimura, Director USE

December 26, 2013 PERMIT
W

Revised Notice of Application

Project(s) and/or notices under this heading have been revised from that previously published in this
bulletin. Seattle's Department of Planning and Development is currently reviewing these applications. Your
written comments are encouraged and may be submitted to:

Department of Planning and Development
700 5" Av Ste 2000

PO Box 34019 ’ .

Seattle, Washington 98124-4019

For projects other than those requiring shoreline approvals, the comment period may be extended an
additional fourteen (14) days. A written request to extend the comment period must be received by this
Department within the initial 14-day comment period as published in this bulletin. For additional information,
contact the Public Resource Center, Seattle Municipal Tower, 700 Fifth Avenue, Suite 2000, (206) 684-
8467. The Public Resource Center is open 8:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. on Monday, Wednesday, Friday and
10:30 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. on Tuesday and Thursday. Printed material in enlarged print is available upon
request. A copy fee will be charged. :

Please note that "SEPA" refers to the State Environmental Policy Act. Numbers used in project
descriptions are approximations. The final approved plans will control.

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

Revised Application Jo i
Area: Downtown/Central Address: 2820 EASTLAKE AVE E ; ?}7 ”

Z G

Project: 3014488 Zone: SCENIC VIEW WITHIN 100 FT.,
LOWRISE-3 RESIDENTIAL/COMMERCL, LANDMARK,
STEEP SLOPE (>=40%), URBAN VILLAGE OVERLAY,
KNOWN SLIDE AREA

Notice Date: 12/26/2013

Contact: JAY JANETTE - (206) 919-2624
Planner: Bruce Rips - (208) 6815-1392

Date of Application: 06/21/2013 : E HAMLIN ST '

Date Application Deemed Complete: 06/21/2013 T Tipes B
Land Use Application to allow a congregate residence with 113 T m:gles‘f‘;fll‘l’:s‘tt‘;:‘)g‘;gsofegg;f;‘ e

bedrooms and two separate dwelling units in an environmentally ' event of omissions, errors or differences, the
critical area. No parking proposed. Existing structures (single family documents in DPD's fles wil contral.
dwelling and a multi-family structure) to be demolished. (Design Review no longer required.)

Comments may be submitted through: 01/08/2014

The following approvals are required:

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

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

Building Permit
Demolition Permit



