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ORDINANCE/ aLO 1:5 S;

AN ORDINANCE relating to land use and zoning, amending Sections 23.50.012 and

23.50.027 to provide a special exception in IG1 zones from size limits for office uses

in public facilities operated for public purposes by units or instrumentalities of

special or general purpose government or the City on lots containing existing vacant

structures.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY OF SEATTLE AS
FOLLOWS:

Section 1. Subsection C of Section 23.50.012 of the Seattle Municipal Code

(SMC), which Section was last amended by Ordinance 119370, is hereby amended as

follows:

SMC 23.50.012 Permitted and prohibited uses.

C. Public Facilities.

I
. Except as provided in subsections C2((,a)) and C((2-b)) 2 below and in

SMC 23.50.027, uses in public facilities that are most similar to uses permitted outright or

permitted by conditional use in this chapter shall also be permitted outright or by co~ditional

use, subject to the same use regulations, development standards and administrative

conditional use criteria that govern the similaruses.

2. Public Facilities Not Meeting Development Standards Requiring City

Council Approval.

((-a-.)) The City Council may waive or modify applicable development
standards or conditional use criteria for those uses in public facilities that are similar to uses

perinitted. outright or permitted by conditional use according to the provisions of Chapter

23.76, Subcha~ter 111, Council Land Use Decisions, with public projects considered as Type
IV quasi-judicial decisions and City facilities considered as Type V legislative decisions.

3. Other Uses Permitted in Public Facilities. Unless specifically prohibited,

uses in public facilities that are not similar to uses permitted outright or permitted by a

conditional use or Mecial excpption under this chapter may be pennitted by the City

Council. City Council may waive or modify development standards or conditional use

criteria according to the provisions of Chapter 23.76, Subehapter 111, Council Land Use

Decisions, with public projects considered as Type IV quasi-judicial decisions and City

facilities considered as Type V legislative decisions.

4. In all industrial zones, uses in public facilities not meeting development
standards may be permitted by the Council if the following criteria are satisfied:

a. The project provides unique services which are not provided to the

community by the private sector, such as police and fire stations; and

b. The proposed location is required to meet specific public service

delivery needs; and

c. The waiver or modification to the development standards is necessary to

meet specific public service delivery needs; and
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d. The relationship of the project to the surrounding area has been

considered in the design, siting, landscaping and screening of the facility.

5. Expansion of Uses in Public Facilities.

a. Major Expansion. Major expansions may be permitted to uses in public

facilities allowed in subsections Cl, C2((-a)) and C((2-4)) 2 above according to the same

provisions and procedural requirements as described in these subsections. A major

expansion of a public facility use occurs when the expansion that is proposed would not

meet development standards or exceed either seven hundred fifty (750) square feet or ten

(10) percent of its existing area, whichever is greater, including gross floor area and areas

devoted to active outdoor uses other than parking.

b. Minor Expansion. When an expansion falls below the major expansion

threshold level, it is a minor expansion. Minor expansions may be permitted to uses in

public facilities allowed in subsections C I, C2((a)) and Q(2-b)) 2 above according to the

provisions of Chapter 23.76, Procedures for Master Use Permits and Council Land Use

Decisions, for a Type I Master Use Permit when the development standards of the zone in

which the public facility is located are met.

6. Essential Public Facilities. Pennitted essential public facilities shall also be

reviewed according to the provisions of Chapter 23.80, Essential Public Facilities.

Section 2. Subsections A and C of Section 23.50.027 of the Seattle Municipal
Code, which Section was last amended by Ordinance 119370, are hereby amended as

follows:

SMC 23.50.027 Maximum size of nonindustrial use.

A~ Applicability.

I
. Except as provided in subsections BJC and D of this section below,

the maximum size of use limits specified in Chart A of this section shall apply to uses on a

lot, and the total gross floor area occupied by uses limited under Chart A of this section shall

not exceed an area equal to the area of the lot in an IGI zone, or two and one-half (2.5)

times the area of the lot in an IG2, IB or IC zone, or three (3) times the lot area in IC zones

in the South Lake Union Planning Area, as identified in Exhibit 23.50.028 A, with sixty-five

(65) foot or eighty-five (85) foot height limits. The size of use limits apply to principal and

accessory uses on a lot, The limits shall be applied separately to the two (2) categories of use

listed in Chart A of this section.

2. The maximum size of use limits shall not apply to the area identified in

Exhibit 23.50.027 A provided that no single retail establishment shall exceed fifty thousand

(50,000) square feet in size.
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CHARTA

INDUSTRIAL ZONES
Categories of Uses

Subject to Size of

Use Limits IG1

IG2

and IB IC

Retail sales and service 30,000 75,000 75,000

or entertainment except sq. ft. sq. ft. sq. ft.

spectator sports facilities

Office 50,000 100,000 N.M.S.L.

sq. ft. sq. ft.

N.M.S.L. = No Maximum Size Limits

C. Special Exceptions for Office Use.

1. Office Uses that are not Public Facilities operated for Public Pmoses
by Units or Instrumentalities of Special or General PgMose Government or the Cily..

a. The Director may permit an office use to exceed the size of

use limits as a special exception pursuant to Chapter 23.76, Master Use Permits and Council

Land Use Decisions provided that the total gross floor area devoted to the uses limited in

Chart A shall not exceed an area equal to the area of the lot in an IG1 'zone or two and one-

half (2.5) times the area of the lot in an IG2 or IB zone((-.)), and either ((S~*eh afi exeeptien

((-a. !he)) the office is on the same lot as, and accessory to, a

permitted use not listed in Chart A; or

(( b-.--The)) the office is a principal use on the same or another lot

within one (1) mile distance of a permitted use not listed in Chart A and is directly related to

and supportive of that use.

The Director shall use the following characteristics to

determine whether to approve, approve with conditions or deny a special exception:

((-a.))W Characteristics that make a lot more appropriate for

office uses are:

(((4~)) La) The presence of well-defined boundaries,

buffers, edge conditions or circulation pattems which separate office uses from industrial

activity;

(((2))) (W The likelihood that the proposed use will

provide or encourage improvements that will directly support industrial activity in the area;
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W-30) Oc The likelihood that the proposed use, because

of its type, size and location, will operate without substantial conflicts with the industrial

function of the area;

(((4)))Ud A sufficiently large industrial area such that the

proposed use would not undermine the area's industrial character.

office uses are:

((b-.)) (2) Characteristics that make a lot less appropriate for

((04))Ua

would conflict with office use;

The presence of heavy industrial uses which

(((-2))) Lb) The presence of any special features, such as

access to the water, rail and the regional highway systems, which make the land especially

well-suited to industrial use.

2. Office Uses in Public Facilities operated for Public Pup2oses by Units

or Instrumentalities of Special or General Purpose Government or the Cijy in IG1 zones.

The Director mu permit OffiCe Uses in existiti,~ vac ant structures that were and are to be

used as public facilities operatecl for ublic pMoses by units or instrumentalities of special

or ger-eral pMose government or the City on lots zoned IGI to exceed the size limits

refercnced in Chart A as a gocia], cx~jon pursuant to Chgpter 23.76, Master Use Permits

and Council Land Use Decisio.-,is tirider t1hc followinR circumstances:

a. EligibleSites. To be eligible to qpply for this excgption the lot

must meet the following criteria:

(1) The lot and its structures must be owned by a unit or

instrumentality of special or general 12gmose government or the City and must have been

owned by a unit or instrumentali special or general 12=ose government or the Cijy on

Januga 1, 2000;

(2) The lot is at least 500,000 square feet,

(3) The lot contains existing structures with a total Uoss
floor area of at least 300,000 square feet that were at least 50% vacant continuously since

Sgptember 1, 1997, and

k4) The lot and the existing structures on the lot must have

functioned most recently as a pub, i c facility operated for a public Pup2ose by a unit or

instrumentality of special or_ gen cral pqMose governinent or the Ci1y, an

(a) The previous public facility must have had at

least ten percent (10%) of its gross floor area functioning as accessory or principal offices,

and

(b) The previous public facilijy must have had at

least twenty-five percent (25%) of its gross floor area functioning as one or more of the

following uses or categories of uses:

(i) Warehouse.-

(ii) Light, general or heavy manufacturing,

(iii) Food processing or craft work-,

(iv) Transportation facilities;

(v) Salvage and rggyLlin
-

_Qr
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(vi) Utilities other than solid waste landfills.

b. Development Standards. The pMposed public faeLlity must

meet the following development standaxds in order for a SDecial excqPtion to be gnproved:

(1) The existing structure or structures will remain on the

lot and will be reused forthe roposed public facility, excgpt that demolition of qp to 20%
of the gross floor area of thLg2i~ructures and/or an addition of 0 to 20% of thegross

floor area of the existing structures is allowed,

(2) The total gKoss floor area to be devoted to office use in

the proposed public facility will not exceed the lesser of fifty-five percent (55%) of the gross
floor area of the existing structures on the lot or an grea equal to the area of the lot; and

.

(3) At least twenty-five percent (25%) of the goss floor

area of the structures in the proposed public facility must include one or more of the

following uses or categories of uses:

ta) Warehouse-,

Lb) Light, general or heavy manufacturing:

(c) Food processing or craft work;

5
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(d) Transportation facilities,

(e) Salvage or recycling; or

(D Utilities other than solid waste landfills.

Section 3. The provisions of this ordinance are declared to be separate and

severable. The invalidity of any particular provisions shall not affect the validity of any
other provision.

Section 4. This ordinance shall take effect and be in force thirty (30) days from

and after its approval by the Mayor, but if not approved and returned by the Mayor within

ten (W) days after presentation, it shall take effect as provided by Municipal Code Section

1.04.020,

Passed by the City Council the
- 13L, day of DQUeam)Up,, ,

2 000, and signed by

me in open session in authentication of its passage this 1-j;LS day of _0,,!Wexr,)p~

2000.

President, of-the CityCouncil

Approved by me this 14 dq~_of N 0 ~ F, AA 06Z
~

2000.

e-

Paul Schell, Mayor

Filed by me this
I

day of ~WSMW 120 00.

(SEAL)
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DIRECTOR'S REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION

Proposed Land Use Code Amendment:

Proposed revised amendment creating an exception to size limits for office uses in existing

vacant structures that were and are to be public facilities operated for public purposes by
units of special or general purpose government or the City on lots zoned Industrial General
I (IGI).

Introduction

DCLU is proposing to amend the Land Use Code to create an exception to size limits on office

uses where existing vacant structures are reused in public facilities in IGI zones. This

amendment is a revision to a prior proposed amendment. The purpose of the revision is to

narrow the scope of the amendment and consequently reduce the number of potentially affected

properties, in order to address potential consequences that might arise from the prior draft of the

amendment that was broader than intended. The new exception would be a Type 11 decision,

which is a discretionary decision made by DCLU's Director and subject to appeal to the Hearing
Examiner.

Background

The Land Use Code places limits on the maximum square footage allowed for office use in

industrial zones. The limit in IGI zones is normally 50,000 square feet, although the current

Code allows this limit to be exceeded through a special exception process. Even if a special

exception is granted under the current Code, in no case can the amount of space used for office

use exceed the size of the lot. In other words, there is a second limit - the size of the lot - that

controls the outer limit of the amount of office space that can be granted through the special

exception that exists in the current Code. Therefore, if the size of the lot is less than 50,000 sq.

ft., the maximum amount of office space allowed is equal to the size of the lot. For lots larger

than 50,000 sq, ft., the maximum amount of office space allowed outright is 50,000 sq. ft.;

additional office space may be allowed through the special exception process up to a maximum
of the size of the lot. The current Code also provides that public facilities not meeting

development standards may apply for a Council conditional use that allows modification or

waiver of development standards (SMC 23.50.012).

The proposed revised Code amendment would limit the current special exception to private uses

and add a new special exception that would allow public facilities to exceed the 50,000 sq. ft. of

office space only on larger lots in order to reuse existing substantially vacant structures that were

formerly used as public facilities and that formerly contained both office and industrial uses.

The new special exception has the same outer limit on the amount of office space as the form -

special exception-1.0 FAR. However, the new special exception allows the 1.0 FAR w
reached only when 1.0 FAR is smaller than 55% of the gross floor areas of the exis!

on the lot.

Krl-s~4n F. Kofoed I
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These size limits were established to accomplish Comprehensive Plan goals and policies of

preserving industrial land for industrial uses, while maintaining the flexibility to allow other

complementary or supportive uses, such as offices, that are limited in size and/or density. The

proposed amendment is generally consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.

The proposed amendment also complies with Implementation Guideline I of the General

Industrial Land Use Policies. (SMC 23.12.090). That Implementation Guideline states that

protection of industrial uses is accomplished by "limiting unrelated commercial and retail uses to

a density or size limit lower than that allowed for industrial uses," The density limit for industrial

uses in IGI is 2.5 FAR
'
or 2.5 times the area of the lot, The density limit for office uses in IGI is

1.0 FAR. This FAR limit for office uses is continued, and in some instances, limited further in

the proposed amendment. Because it continues to limit office uses to a density or size limit

lower than the limit for industrial uses, it complies with Implementation Guideline 1.

As an example of how Implementation Guideline I is applied in practice under the current Code,
the Director of DCLU may permit development of more than 50,000 square feet of office as a

special exception, but through the special exception process, the Director may permit no more

squarefootage of office use than the size of the lot. For example, an applicant with a 75,000

square foot lot may request an exception for more than 50,000 square feet of office, but the

maximum that may be granted through the special exception process is 75,000 square feet of

office - that is, the size of the lot.

Under the proposed revised Code amendment, the process would work the same as under the

above example for a private project. For a public project, however, there would be no special

exception allowed to increase office space on lots between 50,000 and 500,000 sq. ft. The new
special exception would apply only to lots 500,000 sq. ft or larger that were formerly public

facilities, have large substantially vacant structures of at least 300,000 sq. ft. and that are

proposed to be reused for public facilities. The new special exception would allow office space
to exceed 5 0,000 sq. ft. only if the former public facility had at least 10% office use and at least

25% industrial use. The new office use would be limited to 55% of the size of the existing

structure or 1.0 FAR, whichever is smaller, and would have to contain at least 25% industrial

uses. In sum, the proposed revised Code amendment continues to carry out Implementation
Guideline I by continuing to limit office to less than the limit for industrial use and also requires

that industrial use be included in order for the higher amount of office space to be approved.

Implementation Guideline 3 of the Land Use Policies addresses density and floor area ratio as a

means of limiting density by zone. The Guideline states: "A floor area ratio shall be established

to limit the density of development to a level compatible with industrial activity and to ensure

that new development can be accommodated without major redevelopment of transportation and

utility systems, or without crating other substantial negative impacts" In the IGI zone, density

for commercial uses not directly related to industrial activity is more limited; e.g., in IGI, the

density limit is 1.0 FAR for office uses. The proposed amendment continues to limit office uses

to a density lower than that for industrial uses, and thus complies with Implementation Guideline

3.

Kristian F. Kofbed
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The Department of Design, Construction and Land Use had proposed a previous amendment for

the same purpose as this amendment. The original amendment had the same purpose, but was

drafted to be broader than intended, i.e., so that it potentially applied to more properties than

expected. Because this could result in greater environmental impacts than intended, this revised

amendment is now being proposed.

Comparison oforiginal and revised amendment

The original proposed amendment was intended to allow the reuse of vacant government owned
structures that had formerly been used as public facilities and that had had significant amounts of

both office space and other industrial use in them. The original proposed amendment did not

clearly require ownership by a unit of government prior to the time of application, although this

was the intent. The revised amendment provides that the lot and its structures must have been

owned by a public entity as of January 1, 2000 and at the time of application for the special

exception. The revised amendment also clarifies that the most recent activity on the lot and

with~ ii tbo structures must have been for a public purpose.

The previous amendment did not require that the existing structures on the lot be at least 50%
vacant continuously since September 1, 1997, but allowed any period of vacancy totaling two

years as long as that period of vacancy was prior to September 1, 1999.

Under the revised proposed amendment, the existing structures on the lot must remain on the lot

and be reused. This would prevent a public entity from demolishing structures on the lot and

thus avoid the criteria regarding vacancy and prior use of structures. This was not the intention

of the original amendment, and the revised amendment clarifies that. Some flexibility is provided

under the revised amendment by allowing demolition or additions to the existing structures

equivalent to 20% of the gross floor area.

Analysis

The revised amendment requires proposals seeking the exception to meet the following strict

eligibility criteria:

" As of January 1, 2000 and at the time of application for the exception, the lot and its

structures must be owned by a unit of special or general purpose government or the City and

operated most recently as a public facility, i.e., in use by a public entity for a public purpose;

existing str-Lictures on the lot must have been at least 50% vacant continuously since

September 1, 1997, although the structures on the lot must have functioned most recently as a

public facility

" The lot must be at least 500,000 square feet in size;

" Existing structures on the lot must be at least 300,000 square feet;

" The previous public facility must have had at least 10% of its gross floor area functioning as

office, and 25% of its gross floor,,irea functioning as warehouse, manufacturing, food

processing, craft work, transpottation facilities, salvage, recycling, or utilities.

The revised proposed amendment also requires proposed public facilities to meet the following

development standards:

Kristian F. Kofoed 3
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Existing structures will remain on the lot and be reused for the proposed public facility, with

an allowance that 20% of the gross floor area of the existing structure may be demolished or

added.

The gross floor area devoted to office cannot exceed the lesser of fifty-five percent (55%) of

the gross floor area of the existing structure(s) on the lot or an area equal to the area of the

lot.

At least 25% of the gross floor are of the structures in the proposed public facility must

include warehouse, manufacturing, food processing, craft work, transportation facilities,

salvage, recycling or utilities uses.

The proposed revised amendment requires that vacant structures on the lot be maintained and re-

used as part of the proposed public facility. This requirement encourages returning vacant

structures to active use and promotes the adaptive reuse of existing structures.

The requirement that at least 25% of the gross floor area of the structures be devoted to one or

more uses not limitedby size under SMC 23.50.027 ensures that a significant amount of these

traditloiial industrial activities will continue on the lot. However, requiring that these uses be

included in a particular project does not imply that they will be allowed, if other provisions of the

Land Use Code or review of a specific project prohibits or conditions those uses.

A significant difference between the revised proposed amendment and the existing Code is the

primacy it places on 'industrial' activity on large lots. There is no requirement in the existing

Code that office uses also include more traditional industrial uses. By contrast, the proposed
ameridnient requires that public facilities seeking to develop more than 50,000 sq. ft. of office

space on a 500,000 sq. ft. lot with a 300,000 sq. ft. existing structures must also devote at least

25% of the gross floor area to uses listed in the special exception, i.e., uses that are considered as

more traditional "industrial" activities.
'

In order to qualify for this special exception the public facility that most recently existed and

functioned on the lot must have included at least 10% of its gross floor area in office use. The

10% requirement ensures that land that was completely devoted to traditional industrial activity

is not converted to office use.

Each of these criteria serve the public purpose of continuing industrial use of industrially zoned

land and preventing its conversion to nonindustrial use, while providing necessary flexibility for

the unique mix of uses that characterizes public facilities. A narrow exception that allows reuse

of vacant existing structures previously used as public facilities with combined office and

ind Ustrial. uses will encourage the reuse of currently vacant land and structures and promote

si,_,mIficant amounts of industrial uses on large lots.

Kristian F. Kofoed
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Summary of Recommendations
The proposed revised amendment that would allow a new special exception to office size limits

is the sarre that prompted the original size IlMits: to preserve industrial lands. In this case, a

narrowly tailored amendment, revised to address un intentional impacts perceived in the original

amendment, will advance the City's goals of maintaining and preserving industrial activity on

large parcels of industrially zoned land.

Contact

If you have questions, please call Kristian F. Kofoed, Land Use Planner, 233-7191.

Kristian F. Kofoed 5
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City of Seattle

Paul ScheH, Mavor

Department of Design, Construction and Land Use

R. F. Krochalis, Director

MEMORANDUM

TO: President, City Council President

via Law DepaItTypt /-,

/'
)
,

FROM: Rick is,-Director

DATE: May 16, 2000

SUBJECT: Special exception in IGI zones from size limits for public facility office

uses

Transmittal

With this memorandum we are transmitting for City Council consideration proposed

legislation amending the Land Use Code to add a special exception in IGI zones from size

limits for public facility office uses, where those facilities have been and will be operated

for public purposes by units of special or general purpose government or the City on lots

containing existing vacant structures.

Background

The Department of Design, Construction and Land Use had proposed a previous

amendment for the same purpose as this amendment. The original amendment could be

interpreted to be broader than Council intended, so that it potentially applied to more

properties than expected.

DCLU is therefore proposing a new amendment which revises the original amendment.

The purpose of the revision is to narrow the scope of the amendment and consequently the

number of potentially affected properties. The new exception would be a Type 11 decision,

which is a discretionary decision made by DCLUs Director and subject to appeal to the

Hearing Examiner.

The original proposed amendment was intended to allow the reuse of vacant government-

owned structures that had formerly been used as public facilities and that had had

significant amounts of both office space and more traditional industrial activities in them.

The original proposed amendment did not clearly require ownership by a unit of

government prior to the time of application, although this was the intent.

C-Ity
of Seattle, Department of Design, Constructiol and Land Use

7 10 Second Awnue, Suite 200., Seattle, WA 98104-1703

An equal employment oppoitunity, a rinative aefion employer. Accommodations for people with dis ilitics provided upon request.g-s
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The revised amendment provides that the lot and its structures must have been owned by a

pubhic entity as of January 1, 2000 and at the time of application for the special exception.

The re-v'isod amendment also clarifies that the most recent activity on the lot and within the

strucfures must have been for a public purpose.

The previous amendment did not require that the existing structures on the lot be at least

50% vacant continuously since September 1, 1997, but allowed any period of vacancy

totaling two years as long as that period of vacancy was prior to September 1, 1999.

Under the revised proposed amendment, the existing structures on the lot must remain on

the lot vancl be reused.. This would prevent a public entity from demolishing structures on

the lot and thus avoiding the criterii~., -re,_,arding vacancy and prior use of structures. The

rev i sed amendment clarifies that this vvas not the intention of the original amendment.

Soi-i-,~- I'lexibility is provided undc-, tfi.,e. revised amendment by allowing demolition or

additions to the existing structures cquivalent to 20% of the gross floor area.

Other requirements include that the lot must be at least 500,000 square feet in size and

that e,,\ isting structures on the lot must beat least 300,000 square feet. Theprevious

pubilic must have had at least 10% of its gross floor area functioning as office, and

25% of its gross floor area functioning as warehouse, manufacturing, food processing,

craft work, transportation facilities, salvage, recycling, or utilities.

The revised proposed amc_ridj-nm~ t sets a maximum on the gross floor area devoted to

office; office uses cannot exoced the lesser of fifty-five percent (55%) of the gross floor

area of tlae existing structure(s), or, die lot or an area equal to the area of the lot. At least

25% of the gross floor area of the stncLures in the proposed public facility must include

warehouse, manufacturing, food processing, craft work, transportation facilities, salvage,

recycling or utilities uses.

Public Hearing Scheduled

A public hearing on this legislation has been scheduled before the City Council's Finance,

Budget, and Economic Development Committee at 9:30 a.m., Wednesday, June 7, 2000.

Non-Financial Legislation

The proposed legislation has no financial implications.



If you have any questions about the proposed legislation, please contact Kristian Kofoed

by email at kristian.kofoed@ci.seattle,wa.us or by phone at (206) 233-719 1.

Attachments:

Staff Report
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Manufacturing Industriat Council
of Seattle PO Box 30085 Seaftle, WA. 98103 Telephone (206) 706-8196

Members

Rob Adamson

Salvin

Manufacturing

Peter Anderson

Galvin Flying

Service

Mike Kelly

ASKO Processing

Lise Kenworthy

Seattle

Business Coalition

Tom McQuaid

Nordic Cold Storage

Sam Olsson

RoskellylOlsson

Yacht Davits &amp;

Cranes

Vem Rowe
Ballard Pattern

and Brass

Terry Seaman

Seidelhuber fron &amp;

Bronze Works

Peter Whitehead

Nelson Trucking

Hon. Jan Drago, Chair

Finance, Budget and

Economic Development Committee

Seattle City Council

1100 Municipal Building

600 4th Avenue

Seattle, WA. 98104-1876

Dear Councilmember Drago,

July 5, 2000

The Manufacturing Industrial Council (MIC) of Seattle was briefed on June 27h

by staff from the Department of Construction and Land Use (DCLU) regarding

the proposed land-use code amendment associated with the school district

proposal for the old US Post Office site in the north Duwamish industrial area.

At that briefing, members of the MIC were informed by DCLU staff that the

post office site is the only property that will be impacted by the proposed

amendment. With the uriderstanding that the impact of the proposal will be

limited in this manner, the MIC members in attendance voted unanimously to

support the proposed code amendment as presented at our June 27
th

meeting.

Thank you for putting so much effort into this issue.

Dan Gatchet, Co-Chair Terry Seaman, Co-Chair

Manufacturing Industrial Council Manufacturing Industrial Council

James Young

Uflex



MEMORANDUM

TO:

FROM:

Councilmember Jan Drago

Diane Sugimura, DCLU, 3-3882

Kristian F. Kofoed, DCLU, 3-7191 -,4~-

DATE: July 11, 2000

SUBJECT: Update on Public Facilities Amendment

At your Committee's June 7 meeting, Councilmembers instructed staff to work with

members of the Greater Duwamish Manufacturing/Industrial Council to identify and

address their concerns about the public facl titles amendment. Staff from OED, DCLU and

Law met twice with the MA Council atid analyzed alternatives to the amendment

concluding that the proposed arne-idnient, as revised, is the appropriate means for

addressing the City's purpose. The M/I Council has provided you with a letter of support

for the amendment.

DCLU has also completed its analysis of the impact of the amendment and identified only

one site, the Post Office site, that would be eligible for the special exception to size limits

that the amendment would provide.

Another concern of the M/1 Council was that the amendment was unnecessarily complex.

In response to this concern, DCLU reviewed the amendment and determined that several

eligibility criteria appeared to have no effect on the scope of impact and were unnecessary

to accomplish the City's purpose. These two criteria are (1) requiring that the existing

public facility have at least 10% of its gross floor area in use as office and (2) requiring

that at least 25% of its gross floor area be dedicated to more traditional industrial uses.

Therefore, DCLU is proposing to clarify the amendment by deleting these two criteria,

The revised version of the amendment is attached. If this version of the amendment is

introduced, it may be helpful to explai-a that the clarification would provide a more

straightforward means of accomplishing the City's purpose and would not increase the

impact of the amendment -
i.e., that only one site will be eligible with or without these

criteria.

Please let us know if you would like further information.
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July 5, 2000

Hon. Jan Drago, Chair

Finance, Budget and

Economic Development Committee

Seattle City Council

1100 Municipal Building

600 4th Avenue

Seattle, WA. 98104-1876

Dear Councilmember Drago,

The Manufacturing Industrial Council (MIC) of Seattle was briefed on June 27'

by staff from the Department of Constmiction and Land Use (DCLU) regarding

the proposed la-nd-t.ise code ameadment associated with the school district

proposal for t1he old US Post Office site in the north Duwamish industrial area.

At that briefing, men-ibers ol"the MIC were informed by DCLU staff that the

post office site is the on I y property that will be impacted by the proposed

amend-m--rit, With the imderstanding that the impact of the proposal will be

limited in this maymer, the MIC members in attendance voted unanimously to

support the proposed code w.endment as presented at our June 27" meeting.

Thank you for putting so much effort into this issue.

Sincerely,

Dan Gatchet, Co-Chair Terry Seaman, Co-Chair

Manufacturing Industrial Council Manufacturing Industrial Council

James Young

Uflex
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TO: Stephanie Haines, Land Use Planner

DeoarIirnent of Construction and Land Use

71 b 2nd.Avenue Suite 200, Seattle WA 98104

684-5011 4; 684-8467

FROM: Chris Jackins, C oordinator

Seaffle Committee to Save Schools

P.O. Box 84063, Seattle, WA 98124

521-3288

REGARDING~
aornments on

Master Use Permil application project # 2003349

2-445 3rd Ave S, Zone IG i U"I'85'

Changing the use of 340,8011 sq. ft. of former postal facility to a public facility (Seattle School District Support Center)

Dear Stephanie Haines;

'T

I

hanks for your phone rnessage on July 26, 2000, responding to some of the issues that 1, had 41sed in my July 24, 2000, letter

t0you, regarding the Master Use Permii application for'the Seattle Scbcol District Support Center.

As you Know, the application for the School DistriCt Support Centef is not based on the currently adopted Land Use Code.

it seerns incorrect that ihe DCLU is having the required pulblic comment period on a project, without the public knowing

which version of amended Code might be adopted in the future.

I appreciated your explaining the reason the DCLU is proceeding in this way:F

That, as you stated, the setlement agreer-nent between the City Pnd the Seattle School District specifically stated that

the DCLUI could process the Master Use Permit application whilel I)e Code amendment was going through the process.

fv,bu noted that the DCLU Decision would not be issued until the C'ode amendment had been adopted.)

Sincerely,



South

2445 3rd Av S
Zone IGII U/85'

Project #2003349

Date of Application: May 4, 2000

Date Application Deemed Complete: June 16, 2000

Applicant Contact: Pirayeh Long

Phone: (206) 727-3367

DCLU Senior Land Use Planner: Stephanie L. Haines

Phone: (206) 684-5014
S LAND E ST

Master Use Permit to change the use of an existing 340,807 sq. ft. postal facility to a public facility (Seattle

School District Support Center). Project includes 185,553 sq. ft. office, 19,951 sq, ft. lecture/meeting hall,

3,686 sq. ft. business support service, 47,504 sq. ft. light manufacturing, 54,699 sq. ft. warehouse; and

38,607 sq. ft. food processing. Demolition of 2,266 sq. ft. of existing building and grading of 140 cu. yds. of

material. Suriace parking for 493 to 582 vehicles is proposed. Amendment to SMC 23.50.027 pending

Council approval.

The following approvals are required:

Special Exception to exceed maximum size limit for office use.

SEPA Environmental Determination

Written comments may be submitted through August 2,2000.

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

Building Permit

Grading Permit

PSCAA Permit

Street Use Permit

Land Use Information Service

July 20, 2000

Page 10



AG E-EMENT

: A ,q-nt I" A greement") dated February2Z, 2000, is by and between Seattle

School District No. 1, a Washington municipal corporation ("School District' I and the City of

Seattle, a Washington municipal corporation ("City").

The School District has filed a lawsuit against the City, Seattle School District v. City of

Seattlg,et al,

-2-24089-8SEA C'Lawsuifl. The Lawsui
_L King County Superior Court No. 99 it

alleges claims against the City relating to the City's denial of the School District's proposed

School Support Center CProject"). The School District and the City wish to settle the claims in

the Lawsuit, and all other claims they may have against,each
other relating to the Project.

Accordingly, the School District and the City agree as follows:

I Revised Project. The School District agrees to modify the Project to incorporate

the following conditions:

a. No S Lbleasin .
The School District agrees not to sublease any of the

Project site for any purpose.
This limitation would not prevent the School District fiom

subleasing portions
of the site to food or restaurant vendors who will serve exclusively School

District employees and visitors to the School District. This limitation alsowould not prevent the

School District from allowing educational use of the facility's training center.

b. Limitation on---
Except for the months of July

and August, the School District agrees not to rent or sublease parking spaces or allow its onsite

parking to be used for those sporting events at Safeco Field or the new football stadium

scheduled to begin during normal weekday business hours, i.e., non-holiday Monday through

Fridays prior to 5 M p.m. and to take reasonable actions to prohibit parking on the site for this

purpose during these times. Note: In July and August, there is an approximately 30% to 40%

reduction in School District staff proposed to be working onsite and there is currently only one

daytime Safeco Field sporting event scheduled during the months of July and August of 2000.

C. No Increase in Qffice Snace Use. The School Vistrict agrees not to

increase the square footage of space in the facility designated for use as office space beyond the

189,000 square feet currently proposed.

d. Transportation comp-onents. The School District agrees to the following:

~ail and Truck Traffic and Pro'-:6., -r

I

Train Tracks,
i

(a) School District agrees to provide maps, driving directions,

and other,appropriate Information as part of its public otilreach that

would direct traffic to the site along 4"' Avenue and
I

away from

First Avellue.



(b) The School District intends to continue its current practice

most large nublic meetings at venues other than the School
%J

Support Center. The School District and the City agree that for

meetings. and events that will occur at the School Support Center,

pedestrian safety, and particularly pedestrian safety for children, is

paramount.
With respect to~such meetings and events, the School

District agrees to prepare a Pedestrian Safety Management Plan in

consultation with DCLU and SeaTran. Once approved, the School

District agrees to implement the Plan. That plan will incorporate

measures to protect the safety of pedestrians,
and especially

1A

children, who attend meetings ano events he

Note: Generally, there are not expected to be significant numbers

at School District meetings and events expected to be

held at this site. When significant
numbers of children do attend, it

is anticipated that these children would arrive and depart in school-

sponsored buses, which would load and unload (in the'site itself.

of the stadia.

(a) School District agrees that it will avoid scheduling special

occasion school district meetings or events at the same time as

major stadium events except in rare instances. This is not intended

to prevent
"normal course ofbusiness"' meetings onsite, nor to

prevent
school board meetings onsite.

(b) School District agrees that, except in rue instances, dufing

times of major.stadium, events, the School District will hold special

occasion meetings or 'events at alternate sites. This is not intended

to prevent
"normal course of business". meetings onsite, nor to

prevent
school board meetings onsite. School District agrees that~

if special occasion school district meetings or events are held

onsite at the same time as major stadiu m- events, the School

District will coordinate willi stadium transportation coordinators to

ensure the smoothest and safest possible flow of vehicular and

pedestrian
traffic in the vicinity of the School District site.

School District is already required to comply with the Commute

Trip Reduction program, i.e., to reduce the SOV rates ofits

employee commuters to 57% by 2002. School District agrees to

use more aggressive measures to be approved in the Corni-nutcTrip

Reduction Plan to achieve these goals, which nicasurcs may

include, e.g., vanpools, carpools, increased use of transit, and

inclusion of financial incentives.

M~Wj Pj~kl K)NS%.%C- I I VI-AG07 tX -
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cc tance of Industrial haracter of the Site

School District agrees to.acknowledge and accept the industrial character of the Project site, i.e.:

(i)
that the Project property and surrounding neighborhood is an industrial

area, with all of the activity and noise that such a zone does or could contain, including

but not limited to rail and truck activities at all times of the day and night, odorsfrom

neighboring industrial uses, along with many other uses not associated with residential

areas;

(ii) that the Project property will be occupied with the understanding and

expectation that the industrial uses in the area exist now, will exist in the future, and may

change in character or intensity over time;

(iii) that existing or permitted industrial uses in the neighborhood do not

constitute a nuisance or other inappropriate or unlawful use of land, including, e.g., the

odors emanating from current uses on neighboring sites;

(iv) that the School District will not object to lawful activity related to

continued or expanded industrial uses of properties in the surrounding areas and zone.

"'Object" includes complaints to regulatory bodies or City Council regarding lawful

activity in the industrial-zoned area; petitions to and lobbying of City Council for changes

in City policy and regulations regarding restrictions on industrial or non-industrial uses in

the area of the piroperty; encouraging the media to call for changes in City policy

regarding the restrictions on non-industrial uses in the area of the property. To the extent

the City or a third party is proposing a change in City policy and the City invites public

comment, the School District may comment as to the direct effect of the proposed change

on the School District's operation's of the site. To the extent the City or a third party is

proposing a development project and the City invites public comment, the School District

may comment as to the direct effect of the proposed development on the School District's

operations of the'site. Any such public comment shall acknowledge, however, the School

District's acceptance of the industrial characier of the Project site as set forth in this

paragraph.

AUeement to wo w, Industrial -Ds The School District agrees to meet at
2. grou

least two times per year with the Seattle Manufacturing and Industrial Council (M &amp; I Council)

to discuss issues related to the industrial area, including how the School District's use of

industrial zoned sites is impacting the industrial area and to propose and agree to changes

mutually agreed upon between the Manufacturing and Industrial Council and the School District.

3.' District Lggistics Center (4,141- 44' Ave. So.)=Restrict to Strictly Industrial, Use.

The School District agrees to have recorded against that portion of the District Logistics Center

property shown on the attached Exhibit A C'Covenant Property") a Covenant running with the

land and binding on all heirs, successors and assignees, that would restrict its use to "stnictly"

industrial uses, i.e., "the manufacture, assembly, storage, repair, distribution,

rcsearch/development and/or transport
'

ation of materials, goods and finished products, including

advanced technologies, commercial fishing and resource extraction and handling." nic covenant

would also provide that minor modifications to the southern boundary of the Covenant Property

rnay be made by mutual agreement of the City and the property owner so long as tile

inodifications do not niaterially, detrimentally affect the Covenant Property's buildingaccess,

J:VMIA%LANWSF%S&amp;$VV%Sr-IIM~Ski'tl.kVk#41 W-G01tA1KWS%%1 I ILEAGNAM
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A -1~
I

$-cc Anv nronosal to "subdivide" off a small portion or modifq

parking, rail and loading

the southern boundary of the District Logistics Center property must leave the industrial site with

,s he covenant will be recorded
A'

A

Ae %rrp~

good building access, parking, rail anu 10a 11,rn

promptly after approval of the Project in final, unappeala4le form and prior to issuance of the

master use permit
for the Project

4. Propmed
The City Council agrees to consider an

amendment to the Land Use Code that would allow t e School District to locate at the Post

Office under a special exception process (Type 11 decision) that would be decided by the DCLU

Director. The current concept of the proposed text amendment will allow office use in a public

facility to exceed 50,000 sq. ft. pursuant
to a special exception (Type 11 decision), if the office

use is to be located in a structure that is at least 200,000 square feet, and the structure has been

substantially vacant for at least 24 consecutive months prior to September 1,- 1999. (This concept

may be varied and might include different variables.)

5. Timinp- of Ci Review of Proposed CoCe-Amendment. The City agrees to

process
the review of the Proposed Code Amendment in a timely and diligent manner.

6. Dismissal of Lawsuit. The School District shall, upon approval of the Revised

Project in final, nonappealable form with conditions reasonably satisfactory to the School

District,'promptly dismiss the Lawsuit with prejudice and without costs to any party. The

conditions set
'

forth in this Agreement are satisfactory to the School District. Pending such

approval, the School District will not refile any of the claims that it has voluntarily dismissed

fiom the Lawsuit (if requested in order to address potential statute of limitations issues, the City

will enter into a tolling agreement with respect to such voluntarily dismissed claims). The

School District further agrees not to refile any of the claims that it voluntarily dismissed after-

such approval is obtained. The School District and the City agree to join in a request to delay the

Lawsuit for the time period needed to implement this Agreement.

7. Heirs Successors and Assigns. The terms and conditions of this Agreement shall

be binding upon and inure to the benefit of the heirs, successors and assigns of the School

District and the City.

8. Entire AFreement. This Agreement contains the entire agreement among the

par-ties with respect to the subject matter hereof and shall not be modified or amended in any way

except in writing signed by the par-ties hereto.

e

9. Attornev eles. In the event that any action or legal proceedings are commenc d

to enforce any of the terms or conditions hereof or to terminate this Agreement (whether the

same shall proceed to judgment or otherwise) the prevailing party sllill receive from the other a

reasonable surn as attomey fees, together with costs.

I AMIhg~. Tile parties hereto represent and warrant, each to the other, that they

have the necessary authority and power to execute this Agreement oil bchall'ofthemselves and

tile respective entliles which are parties to tills Agreement.

J%I)A I AM AMIN 'It I M"' f AtAv o0c
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Thp Parties understand and agree that this Agreement is the

#.,4An1rn4z nnri that the entering into and performance of this Agreement does

compromise Os Z~pu

not constitute and shall not be construed as an admission of liability, fault, or responsibility by any

Party.

12. 5peci Lic Performance. The Parties specifically agree that damages are not an

adequate remedy for breach of this Agreement and that the Parties are entitled to compel specific

performance of this Agreement by any Party in default hereof as well as damages. All terms and

provisions
of this Agreement are material.

13. A0_1icableLaw. This Agreement shall be governed by and construed in accordance

with the laws of the State of Washmgt~n, except to the extent preempted by federal law. Venue for

any Action anising, out of -or relating to this Agreement shall lie in King County Superior Court.

14. MLa_iyer No waiver by any party of any default in the performance of any' other

party of any agreement contained herein shall be construed as a waiver of any subsequent default.

15. 5everability. If any of the provisions
ofthis Agreement shall prove to be invalid,

void or ille-gal, it shall in no way affect, impair, or invalidate any of the other provisions hereof.

16. N_otices. Unless otherwise specified, all notices hereunder shall be in writing and

shall be effectively given when delivered personally, on the date of delivery or, if mailed, three (3)

days after deposit in the United States mail, first-class postage prepaid, certified or registered. For

purposes of notice, the addresses of the Parties shall be:

For School District: Mark Green, General Counsel

Seattle School District No. 1

815 Fourth Ave. N.

Seattle WA 98109

For City:
Sandra Watson

Assistant City Attorney

600 Fourth Ave., 10' Floor

Seattle WA 98104

17. Mutual Release of Claims, In the event the lawsuit is dismissed in accordance with

paragraph 6 hereof, the School District shall release the City, and the City shall release the School

District, from all Released Claims. "Released Claims" means any and all claims, demands, causes

of action, rights, liabilities, contract obligations, damages, attorneys fees, costs, torts, suits, debts,

sums of money, accountings, reckonings, bills, covenants, controversies, agreements, or promises

whatsoever, at law or in equity or otherwise, whether direct or indirecC known or unknown, which

tile releasing party now owns or holds, or has at any time herctofore owned or held, or may in the

future owii or hold, against tile party being released, and which are related in any way to tile subject

matter of tile Lawsuit. This release shall not inchadc the obligations in this Agreenlent.

18. (:ountei rts. This Agreement rilay bc cxcculzd in cotinterparts, cach of which shall

Ma_
he deemed to be an original.

I lit AtW/ tXX'
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Executed as of the day and year first above written.

SEATTLE SCHOOL DISTFJCT NO. I

By
its

CITY OF SJEATTLE

matter of the Lawsuit. This release shall not Mcluile the obligations in this Agreement.

18. Counteiparts. This Agreement m4y be executed in counterparts, each of which shall

be deemed to be an original.

future own or hold, against the party being released, a;id which are related in any way to the subject

Executed as of the day and year first above written.

-SEATTLE SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. I

By A.JL4 G
Its CJILIAIL~ C.0-J V1 J n-1

CITY OF SEATTLE

By
ItF

%I)
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TO: Margaret Pageler, President, Ciiy Council COPIES TO:

Seattle City Councilmembers

FROM: Chris Jackins, Coordinator

Seattle Committee to Save Schools

P.O. Box 84063, Seattle, WA 98124

521-3288

ATTACHED:

Excerpts from DCLU Decision, dated July 13, 2000,

on Amendments to the Land Use Code

REGARDING:
Great.er Duwamish Manufacturing / Industrial Center

Neighborhood Plan

Dear Margaret Pageler;

I had a question regarding the Greater Duwamish Manufacturing / Industrial Center Neighborhood Plan. If you could direct the

question to the appropriate Council Committee, I would appreciate ft.

The DCLU issued a Decision on July 13, 2000, regarding Amendments to the Land Use Code. The DCLU notes that the

Duwamish Neighborhood Plan is "potentially relevant" to the proposed code amendments, flowever:

The DCLU states that afthough the City 'Council adopted the Duwamish Plan, "Ordinance 119973 did not explicitly

-;1
.

plication for SEP therefore DCLU has no authority to
ijentih, any of its-e-Ire-m-enit, iptended to''have ap A purposes;

mitigate this action based on the Duwamish Manufacturinglindustrial Center Plan". (From pages 10 and 11 of the

Decision, excerpts enclosed.)

Question:

What did the City Council intend to have the Duwamish Neighborhood Plan apply to, and was the Duwamish Plan

intended to have application for SEPA purposes?

Thank you for your help.

Sincerely,

H E

k
f
-
*
'J

*

ElV E D

AUG 0 3 200"

JAN IDRAG-J
'

'

t, I C I L.M EM &amp;4F.,



Page 10

significantly reduced to less than one-half of one percent and file amendment complies with

applicable Land Use Policies.

The amendment's eligibility criteria have been re ised to require that

" ownership of the lot be by a unit or instrumentality of special or general purpose government

or the City prior to January 1, 2000;

" the lot must have existing structures of at least 300,000 square feet that were at least 50

percent vacant continuously since September 1, 1997; and,

" the existing structures must have been functioning most recently as a public facility operated

for a public purpose by a unit or instrumentality of special or general purpo se government or

the City.

The amendment's development standards have been revised to include:

The existing structure or structures will remain on the lot and will be reused for the proposed

public facility, except that demolition of up to 20 percent of the gross floor area of the

existing structures and/or an addition of up to 20 percent of the gross floor area of the

existing structures is allowed.

These changes to the eligibility criteria of the amendment have minimized the potential for

adverse inipacts to the City's industrial land, specifically the IGI zoned land. Inese revisions

have reduced the maximum potential impact from approximately 45 percent of the IGI zoned

land to less than one-half of one percent, ensuring that that a substantial amount of land is left for,

industrial uses. The amendment complies with the Industrial Land Use Policies and

Implementation Guidelines and therefore no further mitigation is required.

The identified parcel affected by tl~iis code amendment is located within the boundaries of the

Greater Duwainish Manufacturing/Industrial Center Neighborhood Plan. Council passed

Ordinance 119973 amending the Seattle Comprehensive Plan to incorporate portions ofthe

Greater Duwarriish Manufacturing/Industrial Center Neighborhood Plan and to re.vise and add

related policies for industrial areas; and amending the Official Land Use Map, Title 23 of the

Seattle Municipal Code, to reflect the boundaries of the Duwamish Manufacturing/Industrial

Center. The Mayor signed the ordinance on June 16, 2000. The ordinance will take effect and

be in force on July 17, 2000. SEPA Overview, policy states that "Neighborhood and business

district plans that have been ad ted by the City Council may serve as the basis for exercisingOP 1".)

substantive SEPA authority (SMC 25.05.665C)." Amendments to the Comprehensive Plan

detailed in Section 1, A - D and shown as attachments to Ordinance 119973 are constitute the

adopted neighborhood plan.

There are several Land Use goals and policies, as well as a few Jobs and Economics goals and

T)olicies that are potentially relevant to the proposed code amendment in that they seek to protect

industrial land from encroachinent by non-industrial uses. However, Section 25.05.665CI states

that Nelahlborhood and business district plans, which have been adopted by the City C6uncil,

die extent. that The

li
t
,

- -
I

1~
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rom ~~AN 'RAGO Date: MOM T;Me-, 0917:56 PM Flage
I ofr

AThe duwamish commit.,cee

5001 first avenue south * seattle, wa. 98134

phone.- 206/762-8050 fam 206/763-3039

To: JAN DRAGO

Company: SEATTLE CITY COUNCIL

Date - 6130100 ITime: 9:11:12 PM
~

Subject: SCHOOL DISTRICT M UP 3

Pages., 2

!Fax Number: 233-0040

076TEPHANTE RAINES, SR. LAND USE PLANNER -- DCLU, CITY OF SEATTLE

WE TAKE NOTE OF THE JUNE 229 2000 NOTICE FOR NO. 3-- MUP APPLICATION

SEATTLE SCHOOL DISTRICT: (See following copy of L.U. Notice)

1. We noted that it stated that comments were to be submitted by July 5, 2000,

and sought to request the full 2 week extension of that comment period.

2. HOWEVER, This Notice must be published again with the correct information

and the period for comments starting over. As can be seen on the IbUowing copy
of that notice, it states that the application relies on an "Amendment to SMC
123.57.027 pending Council approval.` Even if one could complete an application
i-1

----- - -------------------------

and have it reviewed on that basis, unless there Is something remaining

,undisclosed, the SMC section referred to covers major communication facilities

'which would not seem applicable here. Further, the

sign, posted at the property also Usts this same SMC section and would need to

be corrected. Also. that sign (now haxd to discover) needs to be placed in a

prominent position -- and should replace the old one posted many months ago,

or al least be placed next to ft. Additionally, the sign should show the new

*adlines for comments. (Those spaces are now blank.)

3. AU notices must also provide reference to and information on "The

Agreement" dravm up between the City Attorney's Office and the Seattle School

District, as well as listing this under approvals required by the City Council.

We look forward to and appreciate you prompt response. Thank you.

shirley mesher, for the duwamish committee
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Date: 6130100 Time: 9:17:56 KA

Downtown I Central

1837 26th AV

Zone Ll

Pr*ject #2001016

Bate of Application: June 1, 2000

Date Application Doomed Complete: June 15, 2000

Applicant Contact: John R. Hunt

Phone- (206) 443-9935 Ext I 18

DCLU Lo.~,,d U'se Planner. David Van Skike

Phono-, G2N-," ~',U-5399

Master 1.15c~ Permit to ~ish use for ft&amp;,.re construction of two, 2 unit- townhouses and conversion of the

exist`--g sing~e ~@,ri-ily reside-~ce to a duplex (total of six units). Project includes below grade garage parking

for six vl~'~Nf~ies a"I", twc~ parking spazes ftotal of eighf), and grading of 1,900 cu. yds. of material.

Ki~u,p ,ubd"M,~on of the property is included in the environmental review.

The fbliovL,,~ng are vequired:

Admin'~strativa Design Review departures - side yard setback, front setback and access to

parking,

$EPA 'F~nvironmsntal Determination

Written comments may be submitted through July 6, 2000,

that may be needed which are not included its this application-.

kAlding Permit Curb Cut Pamilt

2446 3rd AV S

Zone 101 U/85,

Project #2003349

Date of Application: May 4, 2000

Date Application Doomed Complete. June 16, 2000

Appi~cant Corftet,- Pirayeh Long

Phone. (206) 727-3367

Grading Perm, it

~711

Master L:~w Pormit to charge the use of ar existing 340,807 sq~ % postal facildy to apublic tacifity (Seattle School

Dstrl,~;' S~ipport Center), Project inciudes I P,-;353 -sq.
ft. office, 19,951 sq. ft. lecturefteefing hall., 3,686 sq. ft. business

17,5~j4 sq, ft. figN t~q,
ft. ~wm3hnzm~-: e~~o 38,607 sq, ft. food processing, .

Demo~:'~~,r; o'"2,266 sq~ ft, of exir't~qg and pradino, -..f 14,0 c:~3~
yd's,

of malene- Surtwe p rking 16T493 to 682

.~)Z'
pi,

epo--Vj~I Kj

g rovAs are required:The fc!'.kwir amll-

Specia-1 Exception to exceed maximum SiZe limit for office use.

SEPA Environmental Determination

Written comments may besubmitted timugh July 5, 2000.

Other Pannft tha'010y to flooded which are not included in this aplARCation:

w4ding Permit Gralfing
Permit

PqCAA Pwmil Sueet Use Permit

DCLU Senior Land Use Planner; Stephanie L, Haines

Pho": (206) 684-5014

age 2 of 2

Land Use Information Service

June 22, 2000
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From: SAM To: JAN DRAGO Date: 617100 Time: 5:26:14 ...

the duwaniish conunittee

P.O. Box 80951

Seattle, Wa. 98109

The Honorable Jan Drago, Chair and Members

Finance, Budget and Economic Development Committee

City Council, City of Seattle

Municipal Building, 600 Fourth Avenue

Seattle, Wa. 98104

NOT been followed
-
for a Hearing on this matter set for tomorrow morning (June 7), 1 was

shocked to just learn that a VOTE is also apparently scheduled for then. We find this rash

"rush to judgment" on such an important matter not only in violation of procedural and notice

requirements, but void of indepth and rational study and analysis and unnecessarily Inviting the

passage of Incredibly damaging and precedent setting legislation.

We therefore s&amp;ongly urge that this nwaff be set aside and thar, as provided in the code

proceduresfar Legislative Decisions, fitn*erfadfinding be conducted - inela&amp;ng consakmdon

wiM indusowd organizations andplanning consvdAte - and varianspoteniial afkrnathmes be

Wfored (SMC23.76.062 -see gfivcussion balow.)

Page 2 of 6

JUN 07 '00 04:29AM

June 6. 2000

VIA FAX
URGENT

CODE AAM~MhffM T_Q FM

After several unsuccessful attempts to reach "live" persons in several Council offices, am

sending this urge fax. Already concerned that proper procedures and notice requirements had

LN IrDUS.IWAL CIENERAL I (IQ-1) ZQNES

THE DEVIL AND DUE PROCESS
Given the disastrous results and "unintended consequences" of the just concluded prior attempt

at code amendment for the same purpose, one would assume that very careful consideration and

drafting would go Into a new proposal. Instead, the ink on the May 1 Hearing Examiner's

remand decision was not even dry when within three days a purported "notice" was already

printed in the Land Use Bulletin (May 4,2000) announcing another Council Hearing would be

held on a revised ordinance amendment to the same IG-1 zone sections. Hoiwver, the "hofice"

wastotaky void ofany details and the actual newproposedordWancemuNOTmadeavagabk
until about 20 days 1wer. Nor does the DCLU "Directoe Report" fully comport with that

required by applicable code incontent or in timeliness.

As we afl learned from the recent prior proposed legislation on this same subject:
11 77se DeW is

in the Details". It is of little use to simply know that a hearing is going to held on a certain date

and NOT know the details of what will be addressed. The SMC (23.76.062D) requires that

"Notice" of the Council Hearing on Type V (Legislative) decisions be given at least 30 days

before such hearing. When "notice" is required, that is part of your right to DUE PROCESS.

BUT SIMPLY TELLING SOMMONE THE TOPIC IS NOT SUFFICIENT NOTICE... no

matter how far in advance. It does NOT meet the Constitutional standard.
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the duwamish committee/IG-1 Proposal -2-

Well over 50 years ago, the Supreme Court of the United States made it clear that "notice" also

means that you must be provided with sufficient detailed information in a timely manner so as to

know what is at stake to be able to defend, challenge etc. if you wish. That information in

this matter (minimallythe proposed ordinance) was required to have been provided AT LEAST

30 DAY BEFORE TMS HEARING, As previously stated, this was NOT the case. (We have

been told that unfortunately that such "notice" requirements are more and more frequently

ignored on City matters - thus severely diminishing our due proms rights.)

As asked by one of your colleagues WHO INDEED WROTE TMS? AND WIW?
What is of further concern is that the same staffpersons who did not understand or recognize

the "unintended consequences" of their first proposed code amendment -- and yet were

prepared to and.did indeed adamantly defend it - are again coming forward with their latest

revision. And are again pushing It down the tracks at high speed. 77sey blatandy miskad and

misrepresented Atirproduet to doe CounciL... and they are daing the swne agaim Furtherin

preparing their new proposal, NO CONSULTATION OR SUGGESTIONS were even sought

from those non-staff indi-viduals and/or groups who HAD exposed the very serious

consequences of the initial product. Nor was commentary from such persons and others

concerned or from any affected City departments and other governmental agencies included in a

report that the Director should have presented to the City Council some 15 days ago, though

such is mandated by the code,procedures for amending code. (SMC 23-76.050)

INSIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE AND NEED FOR FORUM AND TEVE TO DETAIL

CONCERNS
The new proposed amendment contains MOST OF THE SAIVIE PROBLEMS AND
CONSEQUENCES that was recognized in the prior version. The changes made are no where

near sufficient
...

and the results largely the same. But~ as with the initial proposal, it requires

indepth and dose ixaminadon to reatke the severdy damaging and conjUcdng consequences to

the WHOLE ofthe industrid area - notjust most of the IG-1 zones, which provide for and

contain the heaviest of industrial use and functions. A Zoning Map makes it clear that about

half of the industrial zones are. IG-1, and most of that is owned or In use by public Wilitles.

Virtually ail of this is also within that which has been officially designed under the Growth

Management Act as Seattle's Manufacturinglndustrial Centers.

In examining the original proposed code amendment, It took ONE AND HAJF DAYS during

the Hearing Examiner proceedings,
followed by additional written commentary, to expose the

severe and significant adverse impacts. The necessary details and review are certainly then NOT

something that can be presented and explained in a couple of minutes in the usual public

hearings format before City Council. Nor can that be accomplish in this brief written

communication. It would therefore seem obvious that an Indepth process for discussing and

anal32ing the ramifications needs to be pursued. S~uch is infadprevidedin Ae Land Use Code,

SAfC 23.76.062, Part 3 LegisM&amp;e Decisions Mpe 9 ios*ich prosides Aid:

7h e couned am' o* a head-

kewing to agilt I*e Coun .

in
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OUT OFA SON'S EAR .....

The largest part of the problem stems from the fact that what is actually being attempted Is

really "spot-zoning", which is of course illegal. After first widely rejecting the application to

centralize the School

District's massive administrative operations in the industrial area at the former post office

terminal site, the Council now appears to be reversing ltselE Everyone knows what this is

about, but pretends it to be

somethingelse. 7his in i&amp;df creates bad, iff-conceived1mm. It should then be seeking a

suitable and legal narrow alternative that is applicable for that purpose. The Council, for

example, could even consider reversing their previous vote and rationale, Instead, an OVERLY

BROAD, OVERLY REACHING AND OV`ERLY DAMAGING code amendment is proposed

that unnecessarily and unwisely negatively affects and endangers much of the scarce industrial

land and ail of its ability to function and survive. Ais controvertr at/ concepts ofzoning, au

po&amp;y andprocedures andfurtherproduces precedw&amp; that endanger ALL land use

classifica6ons and zones. But, this is NOT about the merits of the School District proposed

project It IS about principles,purpose and policies of Zoning, orderly decision making and the

survival of indumWaf areas.

THE NEWEST CREATION: THE "MITIGATED DECLARATION OF NON-

SIGNIFICANCE" (TVIDNS) AS APPLIED TO THE CODE AMENDMENT ITSELF.

REMOVAJ, FROM REVIEW AND FROM COUNCIL JURISDICTION

If dealing with the irrational damaging proposed land use ordinance were. not enough, DCLU

and other staff involved have now created "
mitigated law". How this can be done, we do not

know or understand. We do NOTknow howyou "midgate" legislation. But a few days ago, a

surprising "Director's SEPADecision" declared this netdyproposed ordnance to be

"midgated", as in a "Afifigated DNS". We have not found anyone knowledgeable in these

matters who understands how that can be done, or what that really means. Up to now, specific

projeeft in obtaining such as a NILT could be conditioned so that adverse impacts were

"mitigated". As far as we know, the law or code is supposed to be specific as to what it

demands or entails.

How you "mitigate" the law, remains beyond logic.

However, we suspect that the DCLU and other authors of that creative new category -wish to

shield the application of this "ordinance" from requiring any further SEPA or other review

when it reaches the specific project stage. It would appear to extend to legislative action, that

which is now applied only at the specific projectstage. This portends even FLTRTHER

DANGERS, since that would appear to contradict and effectively destroy all of the provisions

and special conditions placed on the actual School District project in the Agreement drafted

and agreed to between legal representation of the City of Seattile and the School District.

Presumably th at Agreensent %vuld have to he approved by the Ch), Councif under normat

circunuunces. HOUT-VER, IF TFUS 0RD1NANCE NNTRE RASSE11 AS PROPOSED, nZ
C R-SIZED OFFICES FOR PUBLIC FACIIASPECIAL-EX EPTIONS-FOR ONT

D NO 1-,ONGER RE CITY COUN:711, DECISION, BIZE WOU1,11 IffiL

W,REL -E FOR T11E IDIRECT!UR OF DCLU. AndY ONLY A DISCREDOINARY QIN

without meeting any criteria in relationship to their presence in the
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industrial areas,, as is now required .

This further abdication of the authority of the City

Council over such major decisions and in turn over policy, has been steadily occurring and with

it the grow1h of numerous problems as well as confusion and inequities and the disappearance of

the protections and purposes for which zoning laws and policies exist

ne effect on policy and zoning concep&amp; generalty, 9he result ofremoWng such cri" decisions

from Coun ed resiew and decision-maldag as uvff as the randficadon of the so-called

"mifigation
" of law needs tofully explained and closdy stv&amp;ed before acdng on thisproposed

code amendment These are just some of the many serious concerns that need to considered

and addressed before proceeding... and glib brushing over of these matters does a gmve

disservice to the responsibility for enacting laws.

TBE PURPOSE OF PROCESS IS TO ASSIST THE COUNCIL IN DECISION-MAKING.

Obviously, there remain numerous very serious concerns and details that can not all be

addressed in this communication - and certainly not significantly or even meaningfully touched

upon in the very brief time allotted in "public hearings". There is no rational excuse for not

knowing what is being proposed and what the ramifications are if it is blithely allowed to pass.

IT NEEDS TO COME OFF THE FASTTRACK. The insistence of some to quickly slide it

through without fall analysis and understanding makes it all the more suspect and is a gross

disservice. We ask that this matter be approached with logic and understanding that does not

include the unnecessary destruction of a very valuable source ofjobs, services, products and

economic and tax benefits.

We again therefore asks that this maner beput on hold, and that thefact-finding process beset

uP so that deladed understanding and anatyn's can he obtained, indudingfrom knoidedgeable

cifizeninput, to assist the Council in its cridcal decision maAing. Wewill beglad to and look

forward to a more meaningful and indepth discussion about this, and will also endeavor to

prepare a more detailed written overview.

Yours sincerely,

shirley mesher, for

the duwamish committee

p.s. All of this onslaught does make one wonder if anyone cares whether'there remains a healthy

industrial presence -- public or private -- in Seattle along with its well-paying jobs and

economic benefits. One wonders, given what appears to be mutilation of the planning process

for Duwamisb, the largest of the NO Center. The doubt grows even more given what we

understand is a new proposal to allow outright religious facilities in all of the industrial zones--

again without any real evaluation of the impact of allowing that and scheduled to be voted on in

a few days by Council without even any hearing whatsoever. Who will turn off the lights?



TO: City Council

Finance, Budget, and
Economic Development Committee

Councilmember Jan Drago, Chair

My name is Chris Jackins.

I oppose the proposed amendments to the

Seattle Land use ~'_ode, that would create an

exception from industrial size of use limits,

for office uses in public facilities.

The proposed amendments would allow projects with large office

ts to be established within the IGI indusfrial zone, projects which

currently be p'ermitted.

The amendments aim to allow a specific

E
roject: moving the Seattle School District

eadquarters to a new location at 2445 3rd Aves, at

former U.S. Post Office facilities in the

industrial zone. This project involves the moving of existing

School District facili~ies to the site of a former U.S. Postal facility, to establish

a "Seattle Schuot IX~hrict S~jpport Center". The entire site is 359,200 square
feet, of whict-, 18~),.500 squ~~e feet would be used for offices: the current

allowed maximun-, is 50,000 square feet for offices. The ed
administrative office space is the only reason an exemption frorn =ng
was sought by the District. The City Council

F
revio-usly voted 7 to 2, to deny the permit

(or the school headquarters.

The amendments, by allowing the School
District project, would further degrade the

industrial zone.

The Council has found that the project is not

compatible with surrounding uses, that it is

contrary to City industrial land use policies,
and that the location is not necessary.

FROM: Chris ja,~kinS, Coordinator

Seattle Committee to Save Schools

P.O. Box 84063

Seattle, WA 98124

521-3288

POA.C&amp;

The school headquarters is an office site:

eighty-five percent of the school emplo ees

at the site - 620 out of 728 - woulT be

employed in offices. It would be located in

an area of industrial noise, odors, traffic,

and busy train crossings. The public,

including parents, young children, and
teachers, would be invited into this area

daily: for meetings, for parent conferences,

for training.

At the new site, the School District would
be forbidden from seekin~ miti ation for

such things as industrial noise anTodors.

The amendments would allow large office

developments at a number of other
industrial sites. The DCLU has estimated

that perhaps 1517o of all IG1-zoned land in

Seattle could be affected by the

amendments.

Allowing office development to push
industry out of Seattle is a mistake. A
number of businesses in the industrial area

have written to the Council, opposing the

amendments, and
o~posing

the location of

Ethe school office eadquarters in the

industrial zone.

Please vote "NO" on these amendments.

Thank you.





V E D By
C-City of Searde IRE Cr-IVED j3y

AM 9,- 02 OFFICE OF HEARING E)Y~,,Mp_
"';

-~ --,~..kHeOWA .98104

Afinska BuildUng Room 1320. 618 Second Ava-4- U,

(206) 6844521 6FF

LAND USEISEPA DECIS10N APPEAL FORM

You do not have to use this form to file an appeal. Howevero if you do not use it, please make sure i

the information requested an this form. The appeal, along with any required fi'

your appeal includesall

fee. must reach the office of Hearing Examiner, no later than 5:00 P.M. of the last day of the.appeal peri

APPE-LLANT INFQ13 ZAn=

1. Appellant If several individuals are appealing together,
list names and addresses an

separate sheet. If appeal is on behalf of organization, indicate group's name and mailing addres

Addresss

Seattle Committee to Save Schools

P.O. Box 84063, Seattle, WA 98124

521-3288

2- Authorized Representative Name of representative if different from the appellant indicate

above. Groups must specify one person to be representative/Contact person.

CMs Jackins
I 0A

P.O, Box 84063, Seatue, YVA vo

521-3288

Phone Work: Home: ----------

DCLU decision of DNS (Determination
of Non-significance)

dated july 13,

')nnAm Me% PQ required

DECTSiO I BEING,. APPEALED Regarding amendment to the Seattle LvA Use Code to create a special

exception in General Industrial 1 (IGII) zones from size limits for office uses

in public facilities operated for public purposes by units-or instrumentalities

3. Decision appealed (indicate MUP
~

Of special or general purpose government or the City of Seattle on lots at

least 500,000 square feet in size with at least 300,000 square feet of

existing structures that -were at least 50 percent vacant since September 1,

1997

4. Property address of decision being appesied.-
Code amendment

S. Elements of decision being appealed. (Check one or more as appropriate)

Adequacy of conditions Variance Design Departure

Adequacy of EIS Conditional Use interpretation

,j~~EIS not required Short Plat
Master Plan

Rezone Other (specify:-
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APPEAL INFORMATTO

Answer each question as completely and specifically as you can. Attach separate sheets
If needed and refer to questions by n=ber.

S. What Is your interest In this dacls!=7 How are you affectad by It?

Our group is concerned about preserving historic schools, and providing a

900C'P~W~r--IMMMR-nt for education and neighborhoods, we include taxpayers
of the Seaftie School District, the City of Seattle, and the State of

Washington; we include alumni and parents of children of the Seaftle

School. District; we include people who live or work in neighborhoods who
are affected by construction, traffic, parking, etc, impacts

7. What are your objactons to the decWoO List and describe what you believe to be
the errors. a-misslans. or other rroblems with this decision.The proposed amr-.F~ml.-c-nl ,&amp;,ould allow vi:lh laige Uffice Potential significant adverse impacts include those from transpo Von,components to be estabiisheomthin the IGI' " -dusai-~~

~?.Or:e, projects which traffic, parking, employment, economics goals, public services, utilitieswould not currently be permitLed. This would ba
iikeiy to have a significant environmental health, aesthetes, light and glare, land and shoreline use.adverse environmental

impact, and so an Environmentai Impact Statement
should be required~

Problems include: inadequate assessment of impacts; a new
Environmental Checklist was not prepared after the DCLUs withdrawal ofThe amendment was specifically motivated and intended to be tailored to its May 18, 2000, Mitigated Determination of Non-significance; inadequateone specific project and site: to allow the Seattle School District Support analysis and conclusion on office use effects - should have

explicitly notedCenter at 2445 3rd Ave S, at former U.S. Post Office facilities. in the case that the new amendments could result in greater office use ftn couldof this proposed project, the City Council found adverse impacts significant result under existing Code; some data may be in error or missing orenough to deny the permit for the project. 71be amendment, by allowing analyzed incorrectly or inadequately, which may affect the results of theth; project, would thus lead to significant adverse
impacts, and so require analvses of the amendment's applicability; the amendment entails wider

"s

an EIS.

applicability than that analyzed and acknowledged by the DCLU; some
details of the application of the amendment remain unclear and imprecise;The DCLU contends that the amendment will be

'compatible with existing may limit industrial development.
andprojected land uses and pfans$airned at limiting non-industrial use and
ensuring availability of land for industrial uses', in fact, the opposite is true - The DCLU did not adequately address issues raised by the City Council inthe amendment will encourage office uses on industrial land. denying the permit for the school headquarters project (MUP # 9808204; at

2445 3rd Ave S), including parking, incompatibility with sumounding uses,The amendment would also allow greater development of office space than and negative effects on opportunities for industrial use.that
previously applied for at the former U.S, Post Office site.

As a result of passing the amendments, the Oly and the School DistrictThe DCLU should have considered the impacts of the amendment in would also apparenty agree to allow *expanded use' of school facilities.relation to the recently adopted Greater Duwarnish Manufacturing / These impacts have not been analyzed.Industrial Center Neighborhood Kan. The DOW acknowledges that the
Plan is 'potenti0v but contendsthat it lacks

authority to mitigat3 f:~~s act,,)n ba~3--jd on me %uvwamish Plan.
E. Wh3t relief do you want 7 Specffy what you want The Examiner to do. Reverse the
decision, Modify Carlditi ans, etc.

Reverse the decision; require an EIS

Or, remand the decision back to the DCLU

Signawre Date /~/ Z-~~o



TO: Margaret Pageler, President, City Council

Mark Sidran, City Attorney

Rick Krochalis, Director, DCLU

FROM: Chris Jackins, Coordinator

Seattle Committee to Save Schools

P.O. Box 84063, Seattle, WA 98124

521-3288

REGARDING:
DCLU permit process and

City /
School District Agreement

on Seattle School District Support Center

Master Use Permit application project # 2003349

2445 3rd Ave S, Zone IG1 U/85'

July 30, 200

COPIES TO:

Seattle City Councilmembers

Sandra Watson, Assistant City Attorney

600 4th Avenue, 1 Oth Floor, Seattle WA 98104

684-8257

Stephanie Haines, Land Use Planner

Department of Constructon and Land Use

710 2nd Avenue Suite 200, Seatte WA 98104

684-5014; 684-8467

HW6

ATTACHED:

1, Copy of City / School District Agreement

2, Copy of DCLU notice for School District Support Center

3, Copy of letter to Stephanie Haines, DCLU Land Use Planner

Dear Margaret Pageler, Mark Sidran, Rick Krochalis;

I had some questions regarding the City I School District Agreement on the proposed Seattle School District Support Center, and

the Agreement's application to the DCLU permit process, which I hope you might be able to help me with.

BaftLound: The application for the School District Support Center is not based on the currently adopted Land Use

Cb-d6. Nevertheless, the DCLU is proceeding with the processing of the application, including having the required

public comment period on the project, without the public knowing which version of amended Code might be adopted in

the future. The DCLU's stated reason for doing this, is that the City / School District Agreement stated that the DCLU

could process the Master Use Permit application while the Code amendment was being considered.

The City I School District Agreement seems to be modifying the rules for processing of Land Use permit applications.

Question for the City.,~~~

I
.

Can an agreement signed by representatives of the School District and the City Attorney's Office supersede

established Land Use regulations?

Questions for the DCLU ~

1 When Land Use regulations are changed, is a public notice required?

2. Was there an official notice that Land Use regulations were changed?

3. When Land Use regulations are changed, is an environmental determination required?

4. Was there an official notice of an environmental determination?

Questions for the City Council

I Was the Agreement voted on by the City Council?

2. When such a vote is taken, is a public notice required?

3. Was there an official notice of a vote?

Thank you for your help.

Sincerely,

0





TO- Stephanie Haines, Land Use Planner

Department of Construction and Land Use

710 2nd Avenue Suite 200, Seattle WA 98104

684-5014; 684-8467

FROM: Chris Jackins, Coordinator

Seattle Committee to Save Schools

P.O. Box 84063, Seattle, WA 98124

521-3288

July 30, 2000
HWS

REGARDING:
Comments on

Master Use Permit application project # 2003349

2445 3rd Ave S, Zone IGI U
'

i85'

Changing the use of 340,30, sq. ft. of former postal facility to a public facility (Seattle School District Support Center)

Dear Stephanie Haines;

Thanks for your phone message on July 26, 2000, responding to some of the issues that I had raised in my July 24, 2000, letter

to you, regarding the Master Use Permit application for the Seattle School District Support Center.

As you know, the application for the School District Support Center is not based on the currently adopted Land Use Code.

It seems incorrect that the DCLU is having the required public comment period on a project, without the public knowing

which version of amended Code might be adopted in the future.

I appreciated your explaining the reason the DCLU is proceeding in this way:

That, as you stated, the settlement agreement between the City and the Seattle School District specifically stated that

the DCLU could process the Master Use Permit application while the Code amendment was going through the process.

(You noted that the DCLU Decision would not be issued until the Code amendment had been adopted,)

Sincerely,



South

2445 3rd Av S
Zone IGI U/85'

Project #2003349

Date of Application., May 4, 2000

Date Application Deemed Complete: June 16, 2000

Applicant Contact. Pirayeh Long

Phone. (206) 727-3367

DCLU Senior Land Use Planner: Stephanie L. Haines

Phone., (206) 684-5014

Master Use Permit to change the use of an existing 340,807 sq. ft. postal facility to a public facility (Seattla
School District Surnort Center). Project includes 185,553 sq~ ft. office, 19,951 sq. ft. lecturelmeeting hall,

3,686 sq. ft. support service, 47,504 sq. ft. light manufacturing, 54,699 sq. ft. warehouse; and

38,607 sq~ ft, food processing, Demolition of 2,266 sq, ft. of existing building and grading of 140 cu. yds. of

material. Surface parking for 493 to 582 vehicles is proposed. Amendment to SMC 23.50.027 pending
Council approval.

The following approvals are required:

Special Exception to exceed maximum size limit for off ice use.

SEPA Environmental Determination

Written comments may be submitted through August 2, 2000.

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

* Building Permit

* Grading Permit

* PSCAA Permit

* Street Use Permit

Land Use Information Service

July 20, 2000

Page 10



AQREEM

Thic A greement ("A greement"), dated February2g, 2000, is by and between Seattle

on
School District No. 1, a Washington municipal corporati ("School District' ) and the City of

Seattle, a Washington municipal corporation ("City").

The School District has filed a lawsuit against the City, Seattle 5chool District v.!Qiky o

Seattle et at, King County Superior Court No. 99-2-24089-8SEA ("Lawsuit!). The Lawsuit

alleges claims against the Cityrelating to the City's denial of the School District's proposed

School Support Center ("Project"). The School District and the City wish to settle the claims in

the Lawsuit, and all other clainis they may have against each other relating to the Project.

Accordingly, the School Distnict and the City agree as Olows:

I .
Revised Proiggi. The School District agrees to modify the Project to incorporate

the following conditions:

a. No Subleasin The School District agrees not to sublease any of the

Project site for any purpose. This limitation would not prevent the School District from

subleasing portions of the site to food or restaurant vendors who will serve exclusively School

District employees and visitors to the School District. This limitation alsowould not prevent the

School District from allowing educational use of the facility's training center.

b. Limitatign on Parkin&amp;for 51wrting Events. Except for the months of July

and August, the School District agrees not to rent or sublease parking spaces or allow its onsite

parking to be used for those sporting events at Safeco Field or the new football stadium

scheduled to begin during normal weekday business hours,. i.e., non-holiday Monday tbiough

Fridays prior to 5:00 p.m. and to take reasonable actions to prohibit parking on the site for this

purpose during these times. Note. In July and August, there is an approximately 30% to 400/6

reduction in School District staff proposed to be working onsite and there is currently only one

daytime Safeco Field sporting event scheduled during the months of July and August of 2000.

ace LJse. The School District agrees not to

increase the square footage of space In the facilifY designated for use as office space beyond the

189,000 square feet currently proposed.

d. Transpgrtat' -,nts. The School District agrees to the following:

(i) issues related to Heavy Rail and Truck Traffic and Proximity of

Train Tracks:

(a) School District agrees to providc maps, driving directions,

and oilicr.appropriatc Information as part of its public outreach that

would direct traffic to the sitcalong 4"' Avenue and away froni

First Avenue.



(b) The School District intends to continue its current practice

to hold most large public meetings at venues other than the School

Support Center. The School District and the City agree that for

meetings. and events that will occur at the School Support Center,

pedestrian safety, and particularly pedestrian safety for children, is

paramount. With respect to -such meetings and events~ the School

District agrees to prepare a Pedestrian Safety Management Plan in

consultation with DCLU and SeaTran. Once approved, the School

District agrees to implement the Plan. That plan will incorporate

measures to protect the safety of pedestrians, and especially

children, who attend meetings and events held at this site.

Note: Generally, there are not expected to be significant numbers

of children at. School District meetings and events expected to be

held at this site. When significant numbers of children do attend, it

is anticipated that these children would arrive and depart in school-

sponsored buses, which would load and unload on the: site itself.

Issues related to proximity of the st ia~

(a) School District ag rees that it will avoid scheduling special

occasion school district meetings or events at the same time as

major stadium events except in rare instances. This is not intended

to prevent "normal course of businese' meetings onsite, nor to

prevent school board meetings onsite.

(b) School District agrees that, except in rare instances, during

times of major stadium events, the School District will hold special

,occasion meetings or events at alternate sites. This is not intended

to prevent "normal course of business'~ meetings onsite, nor to

prevent school board meetings onsite. School District agrees that,

if special occasion school district meetings or events are held

onsite at the same time as major stadium events, the School

District will coordinate with stadium transportation coordinators to

ensure the smoothest and safest possible flow of vehicular and

pedestrian traffic in the vicinity of the School District site.

School District is already required to comply with the Commute

Trip Reduction program, i.e., to reduce the SOV rates of its

employee commuters to 57% by 2002. School District agrees to

usc more aggressive measures to be approved in the ComanuIcTrip

Reduction Plan to achieve these goals, which meastares may

include, e.g., vanpools, carpools, Increased use of transit, and

IIICILIS'3011 01"finatilCial incentives.

JIVASAUAMN6`4 I; t I UI-Ht IXX,
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e. 6cknowlgdgement and Accatano of Industrial Character of the Site.

School District agrees to.acknowledge and accept the industrial character of the Project site, i.e.:

(i) that the PToJect Property and surrounding neighborhood is an industrial

area, with all of the activity and noise that such a zone does or could contain, including

but not limited to rail and truck activities at all times of the day and night, odors'from

neighboring industrial uses, along with many other uses not associated with residential

areas;

(ii) that the Project property
will be occupied with the understanding and

expectation that the industrial uses in the area exist now, will exist in the future, and may

change in character or intensity over time;

(iii) that existing or permitted industrial uses in the neighborhood do not

constitute a nuisance or other inappropriate or unlawful use of land, including, e.g., the

odors emanating from current uses on neighboring sites;

(iv) that the School District will not object to lawful activity related to

continued or expanded industrial uses of properties in the surrounding areas and zone.

"Object" includes complaints to regulatory bodies or City Council regarding lawful

activity in the industria)-zoned area; petitions to and lobbying of City Council for changes

in City policy and regulations regarding restrictions on indusuial or non-industrial uses in

the area of the property; encouraging the media to call for changes in City policy

regarding the restrictions on non-industrial uses in the area of the property. To the extent

the City or a third party is proposing a change in'City policy and the City invites public

comment, the School District may comment as to the direct effect of the proposed change

on the School District's operations of the site. To the extent the City or a third party is

proposing a development project and the City invites public comment, the School District

may comment as to the direct effect of the proposed development on the School District's

operations of the'site. Any such public comment shall acknowledge, however, the School

District's acceptance of the industrial characier of the Project site as set forth in this

paragraph.

2. Aueement Lo work with Industrial VoRRs. The School District agrees to meet at

least two times per year with the Seattle Manufacturing and Industrial Council (M &amp; I Council)

to discuss issues related to the industrial area, including how the School District's use of

industrial zoned sites is impacting the industnial area and to propose and agree to changes

mutually agreed upon between the Manufacturing and Industrial Council and the School District.

~
s,

Center (4141- 4d' Ave. So.)=Restrict to Strictly Industrial Use.
3. District Logistic

The School District agrees to have recorded against that portion of the District Logistics Center

property shown on the attached Exhibit A ("Covenant Property") a cov
'

enant running with the

land and binding on all heirs, successors and assignees, that would restrict its use to "strictly"

industrial uses, i.e., "the manufacture, assembly, storage, repair, distribution,

research/development and/or transportation of materials, goods and finished products, including

advanced technologies, commercial fishing and resource extraction and handling." *rhe covenant

would also provide that minor modi ficat ions to the southern boundary of the Covenant Property

may he made by mutual agreenicrit of the City and the property owner so long a% (lie

inodifications do not materially, detrinientally.iffect the Covenant Property's buildingaccess,

J:WAtA%LAMMSE%S#AVW~SC140M%SEI'ILI:L*N1 NEG01tA1K)NS%%E1 ]LEAG071M
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parking, rail and loading dock access. Any proposal to "subdivide" off a small portion or modif~

the southern boundary of the District Logistics Center property must leave the industrial site with

good building access, parking, rail and loading dock acce$s. The covenant will be recorded

promptly after approval of the Pro ect in final, unappeala~le form and prior to issuance of the

master use permit for the Project .

4. Proposed Land Use Code amendment. The City Council agrees to consider an

amendment to the Land Use Code that would allow the School District to locate at the Post

Office under a special exception process (Type 11 decision) that would be decided by the DCLU

Director. The current concept of the proposed text amendment will allow office use in a public

facility to exceed 50,000 sq. ft. pursuant to a special exception (Type 11 decision), if the office

use is to be located in a structure that is at least 200,000 square feet, and the structure has been

substantially vacant for at least 24 consecutive months prior to September 1, 1999. (This concept

may be varied and might include different variables.)

5. Timing of City Review of Provosed Cod Arrign_dment. The City agrees to

process the review of the Proposed Code Amendment in a timely and diligent manner,

6. Dismissal ofLawsuit. The School District shall, upon approval of the Revised

Project in final, nonappealable form with conditions reasonably satisfactory to the School

District, promptly dismiss the Lawsuit with prejudice and without costs to any party. The

conditions set
'

forth in this Agreement are satisfactory to the School District. Pending such

approval, the School District will not refile any of the claims that it has voluntarily dismissed

fiom the Lawsuit (if requested in order to address potential statute of limitations issues, the City

will enter into a tolling agreement with respect to such voluntarily dismissed claims). The

School Disuict further agrees no
'

t to refile any of the claims that it Yoluntarily dismissed after

such approval is obtained. The School District and the City agree to join in a request to delay the

Lawsuit for the timeperiod needed to implement this Agreement.

7. Heirs, Sugggssors and Assigns. The terms and conditions of this Agreement shall

be binding upon and inure to the benefit of the heirs, successors and assigns of the School

District and the City,

&
a
m

p
; This Agreement contains the entire agreement among the

parties with respect to the subject matter hereof and shall not be modified or amended in any way

except in writing signed by the parties hereto.

.

9. Atiomey Fees. In the event that any action or legal proceedings are commenced

to enforce any of the terms or conditions hereof or to terminate this Agreement (whether the

same shal I proceed to judgment or otherwise) the prevailing party shall receive from the other a

reasonable sum as attomey fees, together with costs.

10. Authority. The parties hereto represent and warrant, each to the other, that they

have the necessary awhority and power to execute this Agreement on bchall'ofthemselvesand

the respcclive enlities which are parties to this Agreement.

VMW 1KX
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I I r-- rnmis-e- The Parties understand and agree that this Agreement is the

compromise of disputed claims and that the entering into and performance of this Agreement does

: .1; f-sif eir r" nne;Wlit h slin

not constitute and shall not beconstrued as an admission 01.1 4V L.Y,

Party.

12. SRecific Perfmanc -

The parties specifically agree that damages are not an

adequate remedy for breach of this Agreement and that the Parties are entitled to compel specific

performance of this Agreement bg any PartY In default hereof as well as damages. All terms and

provisions
of this Agreement are material.

13. AMlicable_Law. This Agreement shall be governed by and construed in accordance

with the laws of the State of Washington, except to the extent preempted by federal law. Venue for

any Action anising out of or relating to this Agreement shall lie in King County Superior Court.

14. _Waiver No waiver by any party of any default in the performance of any other

parly of any agreement contained herein shall be construed as a waiver of any subsequent default.

15. Severabilily. If any of the provisions of this Agreement shall prove to be invalid,

void or illegal, it shall in no way affect, impair, or invalidate any of the other provisions hereof.

16. Notices. Unless otherwise specified, all notices hereunder shall be in writing and

shall be effectively given when delivered personally, on the date ofdelivery or, if mailed, three (3)

days after deposit in the United States mail, first-class postage prepaid, certified or registered. For

purposes of notice, the addresses of the Parties shall be:

For School District: Mark Green, General Counsel

Seattle School District No. 1

815 F6urth Ave. N.

Seattle WA 98109

For City:
Sandra Watson

Assistant City Attorney

600 Fourth Ave., 10"' Floor

Seattle WA 98104

17. h4utual Release of Claims. In the event the lawsuit is dismissed in accordance with

paragraph 6 hereof, the School District shall release the City, and the City shall release the School

District, from all Released Claims. "Released Claims" means any and all claims, demands, causes

of action, fights, liabilities, contract obligations, damages, attorneys fees, costs, torts, suits, debts,

sums of money, accountings, reckonings, bills, covenants, controversies, agreements, or promises

whatsoever, at law or in equity or otherwise, whether direct or indirect,~ known or unknown, which

the releasing parly now owns or holds, or has at any tinie heretofore owned or held, or may in the

future own or hold, against the party being rcleascd,and which are related in any way to the subject

matter of the Lawsuit. This release shall not include Ilic obligations In this Agreement.

18. CounteWarts. This Agreement may be executzd in counterparts, each of which shall

be deemed to be an original,

.&amp;WA I A%1 A#dX1S1V%4WLS(;1*XH,~%U.JJ I LUJF NJ NjAk) I A I K)NSXS1 I I itft;01 1XX.



Executed as of the day and year first above written.

SEATTLE SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. I

By
its

CITY OF SYATTLE

By
its

future own or hold, against the party being releavrd, and which am related in any way to the subje,

matter of the Lawsuit. This release shall not include tbe. obligations in this Agreement.

18. Countelparts. This Agreement m4y be exwuted in counterparts, each of which shall

be deemed to be an original.

Executed as of the day and year first above written.

SEATT' LE SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. I

A

By
OA4 GJL&amp;A-,

its q

C0

-'-R C.0%3etj W-A

CITY OF SEATTLE

By
Its
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TO: Margaret Pageler, President, City Council COPIES TO:

Seattle City Councilmembers

FROM: Chris Jackins, Coordinator

Seattle Committee to Save Schools

P.O. Box 84063, Seattle, WA 98124

521-3288

REGARDING:
Greater Duwamish Manufacturing / Industrial Center

Neighborhood Plan

10~ V
July 30, 2000

ATTACHED:

Excerpts from DCLU Decision, dated July 13, 2000,

on Amendments to the Land Use Code

Dear Margaret Pageler;

I had a question regarding the Greater Duwamish Manufacturing I Industrial Center Neighborhood Plan. If you could direct the

question to the appropriate Council Committee, I
would appreciate it.

The DCLU issued a Decision on July 13, 2000, regarding Amendments to the Land Use Code. The DCLU notes that the

Duwamish Neighborhood Plan is "potentially relevant" to the proposed code amendments. However:

The DCLU staf;ns that although the City Ccuncil ad9pted the Duwamish Plan, "Ordinance 119973 did not explicitly

any of its alennet, s intended to have application for SEPA purposes; therefore DCLU has no authority to
Td-en fi~

.....

1i

niticate this action based on the Duwamish h4anufacturinglIndustrial Center Plan". (From pages 10 and 11 of the

Decision, excerpts enclosed.)

Question:

What did the City Council intend to have the Duwamish Neighborhood Plan apply to, and was the Duwamish Plan

intended to have application for SEPA purposes?

Thank you for your help.

Sincerely,

HECEIVED

AUG 0 3 200P,

JAN DRA&amp;~,.'



CITY OF SEATTLE
ANALYSIS AND DECISION OF THE DIRECTOR

OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DESIGN, CONSTRUCTION AND LAND USE

Application Number: Amendments to the City of Seattle Land Use Code, Title 23,

Chapter 23.50 Industrial.

Applicant Name' City of Seattle Department of Design, Construction and Land

use~

Address of. Proposal'. This non-project action is a Land Use Code amendurient that is

limited to publicly owned General Industrial I zoned properties

within the City of Seattle, which rneet a variety of specified

criteria.

SUMMAgyy Of IRQ, SED ACTION_L POSED ACTI

The proposal is an ordinance am. ending Sections 23.50.012 and 23.50.027 of the Seattle

Municipal Code, to provide a special exception in General Industrial I (IGI) zones from size

limits for office uses in public facilities operated for public purposes by units or instrumentalities

of special or general purpose government or the City of Seattle on lots at least 500,000 square

feet in size with at least 300,000 square feet of existing structures that were at least 50 percent

vacant since September 1, 199T

The following approval is required:

SEPA - Environmental Determination - Chapter 25.05, Seattle Municipal Code.

_SEPAD-ETERMINATION Exempt [X ] DNS MDNS EIS

DNS with conditions

DNS involving non-exempt g-Tading or demolition or

involving another agency with jurisdiction,
I

I



Page 10

significantly reduced to less than one-half of one percent and the,
amendment complies with

applicable Land Use Policies.

The amendment's eligibility criteria have been revised to require that

" ownership of the lot be by a unit or instrumentality of special or general purpose government

or the City prior to January 1, 2000;

" the lot must have existing structures of at least 300,000 square feet that were at least 50

percent vacant continuously since September 1, 1997; and,

" the existing structures must have been functioning most recently as a public facility operated

for a public purpose by a unit or instrumentality of special or general purpose government or

the City.

The amendment's development standards have been revised to include:

The existing structure or structures will remain on the lot and will be reused for the proposed

public facility, except that demolition of up to 20 percent of the gross floor area of the

existing structures and/or an addition of up to 20 percent of the gross floor area of the

existing structures is allowed.

These changes to the eligibility criteria of the amendment have minimized the potential for

adverse impacts to the City's industrial land, specifically the IG1 zoned land. These revisions

have reduced the maximum potential impact from approximately 45 percent of the IGI zoned

land to less than one-half of one percent, ensuring that that a substantial amount of land is left for

industrial uses. The amendment complies with the Industrial Land Use Policies and

Implementation Guidelines and therefore no further mitigation is required.

The identified parcel affected by this code amendment is located within the boundaries of the

Greater Duwamish Manufacturing/Industrial Center Neighborhood Plan. Council passed

Ordinance 119973 amending the Seattle Comprehensive Plan to incorporate portions of the

Greater Duwamish Manufacturing/Industrial Center Neighborhood Plan and to revise and add

related policies for industrial areas; and amending the Official Land Use Map, Title 23 of the

Seattle Municipal Code, to reflect the boundaries of the Duw.amish Manufacturing/industrial

Center. The Mayor signed the ordinance on June 16, 2000. The ordinance will take effect and

be in force on July 17, 2000. SEPA Overview, policy states that "Neighborhood and business

district plans that have been adopted by the City Council may serve as the basis for exercising

substantive SEPA authority (SMC 25.05.665C)." Amendments to the Comprehensive Plan

detailed in Section 1, A - D and shown as attachments to Ordinance 119973 are constitute the

adopted neighborhood plan.

There are several Land Use goals and policies, as well as a few Jobs and Economics goals and

policies that are potentially relevant to the proposed code amendment in that they seek to protect

industrial land from encroachment by non-industrial uses. However, Section 25.05.665CI states

that Neighborhood and business district plans, which have been adopted by the City Council,

may serve as the basis for exercising substantive SEPA authority only to the extent that the



Page 11

provisions of the plan explicitly identify any of its elements intended to have application for

SEEPA purposes. Ordinance 119973 did not explicitly identify any of its elements intended to

have application for SEPA purposes; therefore DCLU has no authority to mitigate this action

based on the Duwamish Manufacturing/Industrial Center Plan,

It should be noted that the proponent is considering revisions to the ordinance that would

simplify the code language (see attached ordinance labeled Alt. B). The alternate ordinance may
be presented at the time the ordinance, which is the subject of this SEPA analysis, is introduced

to City Council. The alterriate language proposes to delete a section of the eligibility criteria that

are discussed in the Director's Report: that the lot and the existing structures must have

functioned most recently as a public facility operated for a public purpose, that it must have had

at least ten percent of its gross floor area functioning as accessory or principal offices, and that it

must have had at least twenty-five percent of its gross floor area functioning as one or more of a

specified category of uses of an industrial nature. After review of the alternative ordinance, the

Director has determined that the change in language has the same effect in terms of impacts to

the environment as the ordinance considered under this threshold determination. The reason it

has no greater effect is that only one site potentially is affected by this proposed amendment,

whether this section of eligibility critena is applied or not.
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LAND USEISEPA DECISION APPEAL FORM

You do not have to use this form to f-fle an appeal. However, if you do not use it, please make Sure

your r,;~peaf includes-~ill the information requested an this form. The appeal, along with any required fill

fee, must reach the Office of Hearing Exarniner, no later than 5:00 p.m. of the last day ofthe appeal peric

gBP 4
MATI

_AjJT TNF __
arher list names and addresses an

1. ApPellant If several individuals are appeal 1111 1 C-d
I

separate sheer-" If appeal is an behalf of organization, indicate group's name and mailing address

Name

Addresss

Seale Committee to Save Schools

P.O. Box 84063, Seale, WA 98124

521-3288

Phone Work:

if different from the appellant indicaiec

2. Authorized Representative Narne of representative

above. Groups must specify one person to be representativelcOnt3ct
person.

Name

Addresss

Chris Jackins

P.O. Box 84063, Seale, WA 98124

521-3268

Fle'~rin
amendment to the Seattle Land Use Code to create an a

ING _APPEA-L-51)
spectal Meption in General Industdal 1 OG1) zones from size limits for

office uses in public facilities operated for public purposes by units or

ppealed (indicate MUP instrurnentall'ies of special or general purpose government or the City of

:3. Decision a ots at least 500,000 square feet in size with at least 300,000
Seattle oa I

square feet of existing structures

Phone Work:- --

being appealed: , Codeamendr6e'nt

S. E

.

laments of decision being appealed. (Check one or more as appropriate)

4. property address of decision

Adequacy of conditions

Adequacy of EJS

~,-'Eis not required

Variance - Design Departure

H o rn a:

DCLU decision of Mitigated DNS (Mitigated Determination of Non-

significance)
dated May 18, 2000: No EIS required

, , "-zi I Ise
interpretation

U01710

master Plan
Short Plat
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APPEAL INFORMAII-ON

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

S. What Is your interest in this dacision7 How are you affected by 10

Our group is concerned about preserving historic schools, and providing a
good environment for education and neighborhoods; we include taxpayers
of the --eattle School District, the Cry of Seattle, and the State of
Washinoton; we include alumni and parents of children of the Seattle
School bistrJct, we include people who live or wor~ in neighborhoods who

N,are affect~d by construction, traffic, parking, etc, impacts

7. What are your objections tD the decision? List and describewhat you believe to be
the errors, omissions, or other nroblems with this decision.

The proposed amendment would allow proiects with large office Potential significant adverse impacts include those from transportation,
components to be established within the IG I industrial zone, projects which traffic, parking, emplo ment, public services, utilifies, environmental health,would not currently be permitted. This would be

likely
to have a significant aesthetics, light

and g~are, land and shoreline use,
adverse environmental impact, and so an Environmental Impact Statement
should be required. The DCLU did not adequately address issues raised by the Hearing

Examiner in remanding the prior DNS. Problems include: inadequateOn the one hand, the amendment was specifically motivated and intended assessment of impacts;,liMe time taken to assess impacts (.Decision issued
to be tailored to one specific project and site: to allow the Seattle School two days after Checklist); inadequate cpportun4 for public review and
District Support Center at 2445 3rd Ave S, at former U.S. Post Office comment; inadequate analysis and conclusion on office use effects -
facilities. in the case of this proposed project, the City Council found should have explicitly noted that the new amendments could result in
adverse impacts significant enough to deny the permit for 'he

'

Project The
greater

office use than could result under existing Code-, some data may be
amendment, by ailowing this project, would thus lead to significant adverse in error or missing or analyzed incorrectly or inadequately, which may
impacts, and so require an EIS.

affect the results of the *-worst case scenario" on gia amendment's

applicability; some details of the application of the amer,=ent remainOn the other hand, a number of sites -would be affected by the amendment; unclear and imprecise; may limit industrial development
as the DCLU notes, *Approximateiy 15% of land zoned 01 is potentially
affected by the revised amendmenL' This entails widespread applicability The DCLU did not adequately address issues raisedby the CRY Council in
and 'is not consistent with policies aimed at limi~ng non-Industrilai use and denying the permit for the school headquarters project (MUP # 9808204; at
ensuring availability of land for industdal uses, 2445 3rd Aae S), including parking, incompatibility with surrounding uses,

The DOILU contends that the amendment will be 'compatible with
existing

and negative effects on opportunities for industrial use,

and projected land uses and plans' and 'complies with applicable Land As a result of passing the amendments,. the City and the School District.
Use Policies" in fact, the opposite is true - the amendment will encourage would also apparen,!y agree to allow 'expanded use' of school facilities.
office uses or~ industrial land. These impact's have nat been analyzed.

i
he amendment would aiso a!!ow greater devel pment of office space than

that previously applied for at the former U.S. Post Office site,

B. What relief do you want 7 Specify w' hat you want the Examiner to do. Reverse the
decision, modify conditions,etc.

Reverse the decision; require an EIS

Or, remand the decision back to the DCW

3ignature

Ajoinall nt nr AiYthnri7TPd

RPnrftxanTntiv
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LAND USE!SEPA DECAISION APPEAL FORM

You do not have to use this ftan to f"Ra an zippe2l. However, if you dc not use it. Please M3ke sure

y

with MY required fifli

our =-,eal ir--iL;da's Wj the info mia'don reque.-ted on this form. The ap-eal. along

nm nf 'the last day of the anneal
- -,.h@ 0 ice of hearing =arniner, no iater man
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1. Appellant if aav~nr4f lndMduals are appealing together, list names and add,-E-sses on

separate sheet. if appeal is on behalf of organization, indicate group's name and maiEng addres-Z

Name

Addresss

Phone Work,-
~

to tzave Schools

" -:

-
3, Sea- WA 98124R0, ac.x

521 -32~81~

2. Awthrori--m-d Represont'ative Name of repre-sr--ntative if different from the appellant indicater

"y one person to be re per ase ritative/contact person.
above. GfcL~ps mwsit

Name

Addresss

......... Ch63 Jackins

RO~ Box F4063, Seattle, WA 98124

521-3288

Phone Work: Hcme:
-------------

DCLU decision of Mitigated DNS ~~Ailkpted Determination of Non-

DECTSM-N. BEING APPE-ALED

3. Decision appealed (indicate MUP

significance) dated May 18, 2000: NoE3 required

Regarding amendment to the Seattle Land 'Use Code to create an a

special exception in General Industrial I (IGI) zones from size limits for

office uses in public facilities operated for public purposes by units or

instrumental ities of special or general purpose government or the City of

Seattle on lots at least 500,000 square feet in size with at least 300,000

square feet of existing structures

4. Property address of decision being appealed: - Code amendment

5. Elern0nnts of decision being appealed. (Check one Or mOrs as appropriate)

Adequacy of conditions Variance Design Departure

Adequacy of EIS Conditional Use Interpretation

b-'---F-IS not required Short Plat
Master Plan

Rezone Other (specify:
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Sol ATE OF WASHINGTON - KING COUNTY

of Seattle,Clerk -ss.

No. FULL ORD.,

Affidavit of Publication

The undersigned, on oath states that he is an

authorized representative of The Daily Journal of Commerce, a

daily newspaper, which newspaper is a legal newspaper of general

circulation and it is now and has,been for more than six months

prior to the date of publication hereinafter referred to, published in

the English language continuously as a daily newspaper in Seattle,

King County, Washington, and it is now and during all of said time

was printed in an office maintained at the aforesaid place of

publication of this newspaper. The Daily Journal of Commerce
was on the 12th day of June, 1941, approved as a legal newspaper

by the Superior Court of King County,

The notice in the exact form annexed, was published in regular

issues of The Daily Journal of Commerce, which was regularly

distributed to its subscribers during the below stated period. The

annexed notice, a

120155 ORDINANCE

was published on

11/16/00

The amount of the fee charged f t e for oing publication is

aZ
I

ul
Lt a,the sum of $ whi a as been paid-irbfqll.

Public for, the St4tgjf Washington,
residing in Seattle

Affidavit of Publication



City of Seattle

ORDINANCE 12o~tii

AN ORDINA~NCE r6ating to lanJ usearld zoning, 23.55'0-012 and

To provide a ~pe~i a! px('-~pcr' 1;-1 3G~ zones ]`-'om, limits fbrof"'Ce list

ni public facilities
operated

for pubk ppu'rNsc~~ by uniZ5 -or of

special or geaml pqr-~OSQ pvcv~rnenzor rhe Ci~y on lots cu,-,Iainitt~ existing vzw,

NOW THEREfOREV
FOLLOM"N':

BF T ORDAINED BY THF, CITY OF SEATTEX A

Section 1. 221.50.012oMw Code

(SMI), whicb, Section waz ias~ amended hy Qrdinxic,-- ; 193'
0,, i%~ hcreby

arnendnd as

1`011011s:

S'MC 23.50.011Z Permitted and prolhibited uses,

C.

1) x;d b~:lov ja~- ~i

r to -us4~s p~rmined out~j&amp; orus,-~ ~n bli.-- fa~,ilities that are mus5i 'a
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