
From: SHIRLEY BERESFORD
To: City Clerk Filing
Cc: Donald L. Patrick
Subject: Attention: Waterfront LID Appeal CWF 0137
Date: Sunday, September 20, 2020 10:59:25 PM
Attachments: LID Appeal CWF-0137.pdf

Redfin estimate 1521 2nd Avenue Unit 901 092020.pdf

CAUTION: External Email

Please find attached our notice of Appeal and Exhibit for Notice of Appeal.regarding
Waterfront LID No.6751.

Hearing Examiner Case no: CWF-0137
Property Owners: Donald L. Patrick & Shirley A. A. Beresford
Parcel Number 2538830170
Address: 1521 2nd Avenue, Unit 901, Seattle, WA 98101-4503

Please confirm that your office has received this. Please advise should there be
naything else you need, or shoud there be another person to whom this appeal
should be addressed.

Yours Sincerely
Shirley Beresford and Donald Patrick

mailto:saaberesford1@comcast.net
mailto:CityClerkFiling@Seattle.gov
mailto:dlpatrick1@gmail.com



 


Notice of Appeal of Final Waterfront LID Assessment Recommendation.  
Final Waterfront LID No. 6751 


Hearing Examiner Case No. CWF-0137 


Parcel Owners: Donald Patrick and Shirley Beresford 


King County Parcel No.  2538830170 


Address: 1521 2nd Avenue, Unit 901, Seattle, WA 98101-4503 


  


We, Donald Patrick and Shirley Beresford, owners of the condominium property located at 1521 2nd 


Avenue, Unit 901, Seattle WA, 98101 (Parcel No. 2538830170), objected to the Final Assessment for 


our parcel and now submit this appeal of the Recommendations of the Hearing Examiner regarding 


Waterfront LID No. 6751 Case No. CWF-0137 pursuant to: 


SMC 20.04.090.C 
Any finding, recommendation, or decision of the Hearing Examiner, or officer designated by the City 
Council to conduct a hearing pursuant to RCW 35.44.070 and RCW 35.44.080, shall be subject to 
appeal to the City Council, which may direct that the appeal shall be heard by a committee thereof.  


It should be noted that we are not able to follow all the instructions pursuant to: 


SMC 20.04.110 - Appeal to City Council. 
In the event of an appeal to the City Council or a committee thereof the notice of appeal shall cite by 
page and line and quote verbatim that portion or portions of the findings, recommendations and 
decisions of the Hearing Examiner or officer from which the appeal is taken. The notice of appeal shall 
also include a concise statement of the basis therefor and in the event that appellant deems the 
references on the findings, recommendations and decisions inadequate, a reference by metered index 
numbers to the places in the electronically prepared record of the hearing where the pertinent material 
may be found. The notice of appeal shall also designate by name or title and by sub number the items 
or exhibits in the record to which reference will be made in argument or comment before the City 
Council or committee. Preparation of a written verbatim transcript of all or any designated part of the 
hearing shall be at the appellant's initiative and expense, but shall not be required unless within five (5) 
working days after the filing of a notice of appeal the City Council or designated committee thereof so 
notifies the appellant, who in no event shall be required to pay the cost of any portion of a verbatim 
transcript not pertinent to appellant's own appeal. 


because the City has not provided “metered index numbers”, therefore our appeal cannot reference 


them.  Further, as part of the prehearing conference, we recommend that the Public Works committee 


secure and provide appellants with such a record of metered index numbers, so that the appeals can 


be supplemented with that additional information. This will result in a more efficient and fair 


consideration by the Committee of each individual appeal.  In the meantime page numbers of attached 


exhibits are referenced. 


  


We request and demand an appeal hearing with the City Council. 


We appeal from the following portions of the Final Waterfront LID Assessment Findings and 


Recommendation of the Hearing Examiner: 


1. On page 41, the Hearing Examiner stated that “The Objector failed to meet the burden of proof 


required to demonstrate that the property will not receive a special benefit.” This is clearly 


erroneous, since the burden of proof should surely lie with the City. The City continues to 


contend that there is special benefit to properties situated within a defined area closer to the 







Waterfront. It has failed to present any evidence that would justify that statement. We laid out 


carefully in our original objection under point 5 that certain specific benefits do not apply. What 


remains is the potential for a general benefit, with potential to benefit all residents of Seattle, 


regardless of where in the City they live.  Any benefit that might accrue should be considered to 


be shared by the entire City of Seatte, and not just a part of the City. Therefore, any additional 


taxes required, should be assessed on ALL Seattle City properties, sharing the financial burden 


across the city. 


 


2. Also on page 41, the Hearing Examiner stated that “the King County Assessor data and a 


Redfin estimate are not adequate to demonstrate an error in the special assessment for this 


property”. The Hearing Examiner failed fully to consider our argument, laid out in point 12 of our 


original objection, because of the volume and complexity of the entire LID Objection 


documentation and hearing process. Indeed, the valuation of our property over the last two 


years has decreased rather than increased as the Assessor contended. A current Redfin 


estimate is attached as additional supporting evidence. 


  


  


 











