
From: Dorothy Ling
To: City Clerk Filing
Subject: Fwd: Attention: Waterfront LID Appeal
Date: Monday, September 21, 2020 10:59:38 PM
Attachments: Ling LID Appeal 2020 v2.docx

Exhibit A - 2020.09.19 Stolen bicycle.jpg
Exhibit B -Tent on 2nd Ave directly across from my building.jpg

CAUTION: External Email

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Dorothy Ling <ling.dorothyh@gmail.com>
Date: Mon, Sep 21, 2020 at 9:25 PM
Subject: Attention: Waterfront LID Appeal
To: <CityClerkFiling@seattle.gov>

To whom it may concern:

Attached is my notice of Appeal and Exhibits for Notice of Appeal Waterfront LID No. 6751
Hearing Examiner Case No. CWF-0265
Property Owner: Dorothy Ling
Parcel Number: 2538830210
Address: 1521 Second Avenue, Apt 1000, Seattle, WA 98101
Please confirm that your office has received this and if there is anything else you need
or anyone else I need to serve in order to perfect this appeal.

Thank you.
Dorothy Ling

mailto:ling.dorothyh@gmail.com
mailto:CityClerkFiling@Seattle.gov
mailto:ling.dorothyh@gmail.com
mailto:CityClerkFiling@seattle.gov

Notice of Appeal of Final Waterfront LID Assessment Recommendation

Final Waterfront LID No. 6751

[bookmark: _Hlk51508353]Hearing Examiner Case No. CWF-0265

Parcel Owner: Dorothy Ling

[bookmark: _Hlk51508373]King County Parcel No.  2538830210

Address: 1521 Second Avenue, Apt. 1000, Seattle, WA 98101

 

I, Dorothy Ling, sole owner of the condominium property located at 1521

2nd Avenue, Apt 1000, Seattle WA, 98101 (Parcel No. 2538830210), objected to the

Final Assessment for my parcel and now submits this appeal of the Recommendations of

the Hearing Examiner regarding Waterfront LID No. 6751 Case No. CWF-0097.

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.



However, I am unable to follow 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 if 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”, my appeal

cannot reference them.  However, as part of the prehearing conference, I recommend

that the Public Works committee secure and provide appellants with such a record, so

that the appeals can then be supplemented with that additional information, to

make the Committee’s consideration of each individual appeal more efficient and fair. 

 

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

 

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

Recommendation of the Hearing Examiner:







“CWF-0265 (2538830210) – The objection raises the following common objection issues

addressed below in the Legal Analysis section B: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, and 10. The

objection challenges the valuation of the subject property. It also indicates that the

property will not receive a special benefit because of detrimental impacts to the property

from the proposed improvements. The objection raises these issues without adequate

supporting quantitative analysis demonstrating that the City valuation is inaccurate or that

there will be no special benefit. The Objector included general property value

information and Redfin estimates to challenge the City appraiser’s valuation for the

[bookmark: _Hlk51413611]property. Without additional supporting evidence, the general property value information

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

this property. The Objector failed to meet the burden of proof required to demonstrate

that the property will not receive a special benefit.”



1.  Without additional supporting evidence, the general property value information

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



According to the Hearing Examiners Findings and Recommendation IV.C.11:  “….King County Assessor values are generally not reliable estimates of current market value….”



Even if the above were true, the 2020 assessed value of my property declined by 15.43%  from the prior year as determined by the Assessor. This downward trend cannot be ignored.  Furthermore, the shuttering of numerous retail businesses, both temporary and permanent (e.g., Macy’s)  within a 0.25-mile radius of my home, has negatively impacted the quality of life previously afforded by living downtown.  With Amazon expanding its eastside campus, announcing 10,000 additional jobs in Bellevue and openly contemplating shifting more of its workforce away from Seattle, coupled with Facebook’s recent purchase of the new REI headquarters in Bellevue, the flight from Seattle is very real and negatively impacts my property value.  As noted in the Seattle PI on 7/23/2020, “The report found that the net outflow of homeowners leaving Seattle jumped from just 363 during the second quarter of 2019 to 6,007 in 2020, representing an increase of 1554.82%.



Speaking of negatively impacting property values, please see attached photo, labelled “Exhibit A”, that was taken on 9/19/2020 at approximately 3:20 PM less than 2 blocks from my home.  The man on the “Jump” bike is carrying what is clearly a stolen bicycle.  Moments later, he handed the Jump bike to another individual and was adjusting the seat of the stolen bike, which was clearly too small for him.  His accomplice exclaimed, “that’s like a child’s bike!”  There were no police around to report this incident nor did I feel safe confronting these two individuals.



The previous day, my stepdaughter witnessed two individuals running out of the T-Mobile store on 3rd Avenue with their arms filled with stolen merchandise.  She was able to snap a photo of the getaway car and shared that with the storekeeper.  



These are just two examples of the current conditions around my property that make my neighborhood unsafe and therefore negatively impact home values.







2.  “The LID Improvements provide regional benefits and do not provide local special benefits”  - IV.C.7 



The Seattle City Council recently (9/8/2020) approved $70 million in funds to cover early work on the West Seattle project where $50 million comes from the city’s Construction and Inspections fund and $20 million from the Real Estate Excise Tax II Capital Projects Fund which represents citywide money for a project that provides  special benefits to local residents of West Seattle.  There are no LID assessments for those West Seattle residents.  Why should downtown residents be forced to pay for a Waterfront LID for which special benefits are neither known nor guaranteed?



From Page 112 of 123 from the Hearing Examiner Findings and Recommendation

B7. 

      The fact that the LID Improvements will provide benefits to the broader region or

      City does not prevent the LID Improvements from being considered “local

      improvements” that confer a special benefit to local properties. Washington

      courts have long recognized that a “local improvement” may provide both special

      and general benefits. See e.g. Ankeny v. City of Spokane, 92 Wn. 549, 552, 159 P.

      806 (1916); and City of Seattle v. Rogers Clothing for Men, Inc., 114 Wn.2d 213,

      228, 787 P.2d 39 (1990).



The two cited rulings are from 104 and 30 years ago respectively  – different circumstances, different city.  There were no recent examples cited to support the concept that “The fact that the LID improvements will provide benefits to the broader region or City does not prevent the LID improvements from being considered ‘local improvements’ that confer a special benefit to local properties….”   Such a concept is unreasonable for today’s situation.



B8.

     Objectors argued that the Final Special Benefit Study failed to consider various

     negative impacts Objectors allege that the Waterfront LID Improvements will

     have.



     Objectors pointed out that the proposal will result in lost parking opportunities.

     The Final Special Benefit Study expressly specifies that ABS considered the

     impact of lost parking in its special benefit analysis.



     Many Objectors argued that the LID Improvements will result in increased

     incidents of drug use and crime and provide a haven for the homeless. Except for

     anecdotal evidence, no Objector provided any analysis or evidence concerning

     such impacts, and none demonstrated that there would be a negative impact on

     subject property value. Most of these concerns were related to existing

     circumstances and merely speculated that the LID Improvements would worsen

     conditions. In addition, the City’s witnesses testified that a maintenance

     ordinance will help ensure clean, well-maintained improvements and that such         

     measures are beneficial.



     Objectors presented no credible evidence that the City’s appraiser failed to

     consider detriments that would result from the LID Improvements, or that the risk

     of these alleged detriments would have a net negative impact on their property

     values. Finally, in the hearing, the City offered specific evidence that the

     “negative impact” Objectors perceived with regard to pedestrian traffic and noise

     does not measurably affect property value in urban areas like Seattle.



These “alleged detriments” referred to in our arguments are very real and continue to worsen daily which already have negatively impacted our property values, as seen in the declining number of sales and price drops of recent listings.  The Emerald, a new condominium project in our neighborhood recently slashed the offering prices of their new units due to lack of sales.  The city has, to date, proved inept at managing the existing problems as evidenced in Exhibits A (street crime) and B (camping on city sidewalk across from my building).



“…the City’s witnesses testified that a maintenance ordinance will help ensure clean, well-maintained     improvements and that such measures are beneficial.” 



If such a measure currently exists, it is failing miserably.  There is no evidence that such an ordinance would ensure clean, well-maintained improvements in the proposed LID.   A walk around my neighborhood on any given day will prove this.   To date, the City Council has ignored my invitation (sent via e-mail) as well as those of my building neighbors to walk the streets with us to understand the negative impact to our neighborhood.  



There is no basis for the hearing examiner to assert that there was no evidence supporting my claims.



A fair reading of the hearing examiner’s opinion leads one to the certain conclusion that the result was foreordained and that the City’s appraiser could do no wrong.  Time after time, the opinion dismisses evidence from Objectors and accepts the evidence of the City, even though the Objections carry a great level of persuasiveness.  This is true of the appraiser’s valuation, which is sloppy and incomplete, based on broad assumptions that cannot possibly be universally valid; and which finds tiny percentage improvements in value well within the generally accepted margins of appraisal error.



I repeat my request for an appeal hearing with the City Council.



Respectfully submitted,



Dorothy Ling

Hearing Examiner Case No. CWF-0265

King County Parcel No.  2538830210













  






