Memorandum

\ A\ Legislative Department
l b’ Seattle City Council

Date: November 10, 2010

To: Sally Clark, Chair
Tim Burgess, Vice Chair
Sally Bagshaw, Member

Committee on the Built Environment (COBE)

From: Michael Jenkins, Council Central Staff

Subject: ~* Clerk File (CF) 310515: Petition of Mitch Yockey for First Place School to
rezone approximately 12,800 square feet of land at 160 — 20" Avenue from

Lowrise 1 (LL1) multifamily residential to Lowrise 3 (L3) multifamily
residential (Project No. 3011035, Type IV).
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Place School and Catholic Housing

- (“Proponents™) proposes a rezone of a
12,800 square foot parcel located at 160
—20™ Ave. As reflected in the map, the
site is located on 20™ Avenue, between
East Spruce and East Fir Streets, in the

" Central District neighborhood. The
request would rezone the parcel from
Lowrise 1 (L1) to Lowrise 3 (L3).
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The parcel is one of three that comprise a E
development site for First Place School.  |[[=+—1——
The parcel to be rezoned is currently | e
used for 30 surface parking spots and for
outdoor play equipment. The remaining two parcels that are not part of the rezone request
house First Place School and a vacant two-story office building. -

b
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No development has been proposed with this rezone request. If rezoned, the parcel could be
developed with multifamily housing or additional structures associated with this minor
‘institution: The record reflects that the proponents are interested in developing low-income
multifamily housing on the rezone site
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2. Type of Action — Standard of Review - No Appeal or Request to Supplement the
Record

- This rezone is a Type IV quasi-judicial rezone under Seattle Municipal Code (SMC)

23.76.036. Quasi-judicial rezones are subject to the Appearance of Fairness Doctrine ;
prohibiting ex-parte communication and the Council’s rules on quasi-judicial proceedings
(Resolution 31001). The Hearing Examiner establishes the record for the decision at an open- |
record hearing. After the hearing, the record may be supplemented through a timely request ' N
to Council only. No appeal of the Hearing Examiner’s recommendation was filed, and there
was no timely request to supplement the record. -

Because there was no appeal or timely request to supplement the record, the Council’s quasi-
judicial rules require that the decision be based upon the record as submitted by the Hearing
Examiner, and that no oral argument be presented by the parties to the COBE. The Council’s
quasi-judicial rules provide that the action by Councﬂ must be supported by substantial
evidence in the record.

The record contains the substance of the sworn testimony provided at the Hearing
Examiner’s open record hearing and the exhibits entered into the record at that heanng
Those exh1b1ts include but are not limited to:

= The recommendation of the Director of DPD;

= The environmental (SEPA) checklist for the proposal;

» The rezone application, and other application materials; and

= An audio recording of the Hearing Examiner’s open record hearing.

The entire Héaring Examiner’s record is kept in my office and is available for your review.
3. Materials from the Record Reproduced in COBE Notebooks
I have provided copies of the following exhibits from the Hearing Examiner’s record:

1. The Hearing Examiner’s Recommendation (including the findings of fact and
conclusions supporting the recommendation) (Attachment A);

DPD Director’s Analysis and Recommendation' (Attachment B); :

Color renderings provided for the Hearing Examiner’s hearing (Attachment C)%
Reduced copy of the Master Use Permit review plan set (Attachment D)?; and

A summary of proposed changes to the land use code currently under City Council
review (Attachment E)*.

b el

! Hearing Examiner’s Exhibit 1
? Hearing Examiner’s Exhibit 19
* Hearing Examiner’s Exhibit 2
* Hearing Examiner’s Exhibit 9
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4. Summary of the record

The Hearing Examiner recommended that Council APPROVE the rezone request.

The recommendation to approve the rezone request does not adopt a recommendation by the
Department of Planning and Development (DPD) to also rezone the other two developed

parcels that comprise the First Place School development site.

The following is a brief summary of the zoning history, the proposed development and the
Hearing Examiner’s conclusions.

A. Zoning history

The rezone site is currently zoned both L1, as are the other parcels that make up the First
Place School development site. The rezone parcel has been zoned L1 since 1982. Prior to
1982, the parcel was zoned RM, allowing multiple residences on one parcel.

B. Surrounding area

The rezone parcel is located in an area that is largely zoned L1 and L3. The rezone parcel is
located on a zone edge of L1 and L3. L3 is the predominate zone to the south, to the west and
southwest across 20™ Avenue. To the north, the other parcels owned by First Place School
are zoned L1 as are parcels to the north. A Neighborhood Commercial 1 zone with 40 foot
height limits is located along East Yesler Way, approximately 1 ¥ blocks to the south of the
rezone parcel. ‘ : ‘ :

Zoning boundaries in the area to the west of the rezone parcel typically change along a
‘shared property line. However, zoning boundaries to the east of the proposed rezone occur in
the middle of rights of way. This change in zoning boundaries is illustrated in graphics in the
Director’s recommendation and in the applicant’s Master Use Permit plan set.

As shown in the photographs embedded in the Master Use Permit set, the area is generally
developed with single and multi-family dwellings and small scale nonresidential buildings
similar to First Place School’s building. The density of development increases to the south
towards East Yesler Way. A single family zone is located approximately two blocks to the
north of the rezone site.

C. Rezone request

The proposed rezone is a general rezone. While general rezones and contract rezones are
both quasi-judicial, general rezones differ from contract rezones as they do not consider any
specific proposal. General rezones are designed to consider, evaluate and, if approved,
include conditions that would affect all potential development that can occur.
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The record indicates that the applicant intends to develop the parcel with low income
multifamily housing. Under the existing Lowrise zoning code, L1 development standards
allow for 1 dwelling unit per 1,600 square feet of lot area, or a total of 8 dwelling units. If a
rezone is approved, the existing L3 development standards would allow for 1 dwelling unit
per 800 square feet of lot area, or a total of 16 dwelling units.

Council is currently considering an update to the Lowrise multifamily section of the land use
code that will affect this site. If the update is approved, the current L1 zoning would be
remapped to a Lowrise 2 (LR2) zone. The change in development potential for this 12,800
square foot rezone parcel is detailed in Hearing Examiner’s Exhibit 9, and summarized here:

e The permitted Floor Area Ratio (FAR) would range between 1.1 and 1.3, depending
on building type and development features. This would result in an allowed
development area of between: 14,080 and 16,640 square feet. -

e Density limits would range from a base rate of 1:1200 (9 dwelling units) for
apartments without preferred design features to 1:1600 (8 dwelling units) for single
family dwellings, cottage housing and townhouses designed without preferred design
features. No density limits would be required for rowhouses, or for townhouses or
apartments that use preferred design features.

Exhibit 2 and 19 show concept drawings of development that could occur under the existing
zoning.

There is particular interest by First Place School and Catholic Housing Services to resolve
the rezone request by the end of 2010, as $4.5 million in funds have been set aside for the
project from the Washington State Housing Trust Fund and the Bill and Melinda Gates
Foundation.

D. Public comment.

No public comment was received by DPD during the initial review period or during the
Hearing Examiner’s hearing,.

E. Summary of the Hearing Examiner’s conclusions

General rezone criteria requlre an ana1y31s of the effect of a rezone on zoned capacity. The
site is located in the 23™ and S. Jackson-Union Residential Urban Village. This urban village
has a growth target of 9 households per acre by 2024. The increased capacity resulting from
this rezone supports this goal.

Rezone criteria also call for an analysis of two factors — whether the requested rezone meets
the functional criteria for the proposed zone and the locational criteria that state the
characteristics of the surrounding area. Both criteria must be satisfied in order to approve a
rezone.
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While the Hearing Examiner found that the site meets location and function rezone criteria
for the L1 and 1.2 zones, the Hearing Examiner also concluded that an L3 zone is the best
match for this site. The Hearing Examiner based this conclusion, in part, as development in
the immediate area appears to have reached the maximum density for both L1 and L2 zones.

The Hearing Examiner also concluded that the rezone may have a precedential effect on
other parcels in the area that share the same characteristics as the rezone parcel. The Hearing
Examiner notes that this may be the basis for DPD’s recommended condition to rezone both
the subject parcel and the other two parcels that comprise the First Place School development
~ site. The Hearing Examiner recommended that the Council not adopt DPD’s condition, as
this was not requested by the property owners, was not analyzed in the application materials
and was not included in any public notice of the project. DPDs rationale for the cond1t1on
was to avoid the creation of a split-zoned development site.

The Hearing Examiner notes that the rezone would have positive impacts on the supply of
housing, based on the applicant’s stated intention of developing 16 dwelling units. The
Hearing Examiner also notes that DPD’s review of the environmental impacts of the proposal
disclosed no significant impacts on the environment from the increase in traffic or scale of
development that could occur as a result of the rezone. The Director’s analysis of
environmental impacts did note that impacts of specific development would be evaluated at
the time such development is proposed.

The Hearing Examiner noted that the existing First Place School structure has been identified
by the City’s Historic Preservation Officer as a potential City landmark. Future development
on the rezone site may be impacted if the structure is subject to the City’s landmark
ordinance.

The Hearing Examiner recommended approval of the rezone of the 12,800 square foot rezone
parcel from L1 to L3. The Hearing Examiner did not recommend DPD’s recommended
condition to rezone the adjacent two parcels that constitute the overall development site.

5. Recommendation

I recommend that the COBE move to APPROVE the rezoﬁe request and adopt the Hearing
Examiner’s findings conclusions and decision, dated September 28, 2010.

6. Next Steps

If the Committee recommends approval of the rezone as described above, I will draft Council
Findings, Conclusion and Decision (FC and D) and prepare for introduction and referral a
separate Council Bill (CB). Once the CB is introduced the matter will come back to COBE
for a vote prior to full Council review and vote.













- FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATION
OF THE HEARING EXAMINER FOR THE CITY OF SEATTLE

. In the Matter of the Application of = . © CF 310515
MITCH YOCKEY for FIRST PLACE . . Cua
And CATHOLIC HOUSING SERVICES DPD Project No: &5
| * 3011035 Q i
| &
for a rezone of property addressed as :j\ ‘f:
160 20™ Avenue o w
=
Introduction 2w
A =

- The applicant, Mitch Yockey, on behalf of First Place and Catholic Housing, seeks a
rezone from Lowrise 1 to Lowrise 3. :

The public hearing on this application was held on September 9, 2010, before the
undersigned Deputy Hearing Examiner, The Director’s SEPA determination on the
proposal was not appealed. Represented at the hearing were the Director, Department of
Planning and Development (DPD), by Shelley Bolser, Senior Land Use Planner; and the ’
applicant, First Place School. The record was held open after the hearing for purposes of
the Examiner's site visit, and to receive additional information from the applicant about

the intended use of the site. The record was closed on September 27, 2010, after the
Examiner's site visit. : ,

For purposes of this recommendation, all section numbers refer to the Seattle Municipal
Code (“SMC” or “Code”), as amended, unless otherwise indicated. After due
consideration of the evidence elicited during the hearing, the following shall constitute

the findings of fact, conclusions and recommendation of the Hearing Examiner on this
application. ‘ ' '

Findings of Fact
Site and Vicinity

1. The rezone site is addressed as 160 20" Avenue, and is located on 20" Avenue
between E. Spruce Street and E. Fir Street in the Central District neighborhood.. The site
is zoned Multifamily Lowrise 1 (L1). The subject parcel is King County Parcel
9826701255. The site is approximately 12,800 square feet. ‘

2. The site consists of a single parcel which is currently used by the owner, First
Place School, as a surface parking lot with 30 stalls with an outdoor play area. The First
Place School building is located on a parcel immediately to the north. East of the School
building is a parcel developed with a vac ant two-story office building. The office
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building parcel was fo1me11y owned by First Place School, but was later sold to another
party. ‘

3. The site is 1'elaitively flat, with an 8-foot difference in grade across the site. The
larger First Place School site has a grade difference of 32 feet from west to east. There
are no environmentally critical areas on the site according to the City's maps.

4., The streets nearest the site are non-arterial, residential access streets with no
specific designation by Seattle Department of Transportation. Two blocks to the south is
E. Yesler Way, which is a minor arterial. The street widths of the adjacent streets, as
well as the paved rlghts of—way, are shown in the Director's report at page 28.

5. The site is well-served by transit. A bus stop is located one block to the south at
20™ Avenue and E. Yesler Way, and other stops are located at 23" Avenue and E. Yesler
‘Way, four blocks to the southeast, with three bus routes serving thése stops

6. The First Place School bulldlng is located north and adjacent to the proposed
rezone _site. The School buﬂdlng is approximately 45 feet tall, and covers nearly ‘the
entire parcel on which it is located Other uses in the vicinity include smgle family
residential and multifamily residential uses, with nearby structures that range in height
from one to four stories; some of the nearby apartment buildings meet or exeeed L3 bulk
standdrds.

7. There are several institutions nearby, including: Tolhver Temple at 20™ Avenue
and E. Fir Street; New Hope Missionary Baptist Church at 21** Avenue and E. Fir Street,
and Yat Sen Cultural Center at 21** Avenue and E. Spruce Street. Several blocks away
from the site are Garfield High School, Washington Middle School and Balley Gatzert
Elementary :

8. Parks in the area include Spruce Street Mini Park to the east across 21 Avenue,
Pratt Park to the south, and Lavizzo Park three blocks to the south. :

9. The block on which the site is located is split-zoned. The School's three parcels
are zoned L1, while the rest of the block is zoned L3. The block across 20" Avenue to
the west is also split-zoned between L1 and L3. Zoning to the south is L3, and further
south near E. Yesler the zoning includes Neighborhood Commercial 1 w1th a 40-foot
,hexght limit (NC1-40), L3RC and L4. An area of Single Family 5000 (SF 5000) zoning
is located two blocks to the northwest

10. The subject parcel and the rest of the First Place School site are within the 23
Avenue and South Jackson-Union Residential Urban Village. The Comprehensive Plan
sets a growth target of 650 additional dwelling units between 2004 and 2024 for this
village. The Plan sets a density target of 9 dwelling units per acre by the year 2024, from
the 2004 density of 7 dwelling units per acre.
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Site History

11.  The rezone site was used as a parking lot for the Odessa Brown Neighborhood
Health Facility in 1971, and continued to be used as a parking lot after the building was
converted to office and social services. In 2001, First Place purchased the Odessa Brown
building and the parking lot. At that time, First Place also owned the office building
directly east of the Odessa Brown building, which it was using as a community center for
homeless children. In 2001, First Place submitted an application for a master use permit
(MUP 720703) involving all three parcels, to expand the community center use and
reconfigure the parking and playground area. The former Odessa Brown building was
converted to the First Place School. The parcel with the office building was subsequently
sold, and its ownership and use are not affiliated with First Place School. The history of
uses on the entire First Place School site is more fully described in the Director's report at

page 3, and in Exhibit 5.
- Proposal

12.  First Place School along with Catholic Housing Services, is proposing this rezone
without a specific development plan at this time. However, the applicant intends to
develop 16 units of multifamily housing on this site for low-income families transitioning
out of homelessness. The proposed rezone from L1 to L3 would increase the allowed
density at the site from 8 units to 16 units. The applicant has been assigned DPD Project
number 3010954 for future development on the site. Future development of the housing
would be subject to project-specific review, e.g., design review and SEPA.

13.  First Place School is collaborating with Catholic Housing Services in the future
development of low income housing on the rezone site. First Place has been awarded $4
million in capital funds from the Washington State Housing Trust Fund, and an additional
$500,000 from the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, to develop 16 units of housing on
the site, which cannot be achieved under the current L1 zoning. However, the grant
funds are dependent on the applicant obtaining the rezone by the end of 2010. The
applicant has noted that if the rezone is not granted by the end of the year, the funding
will likely be awarded to other projects outside of the City of Seattle. Thus, the applicant
has elected to pursue the rezone of the parcel instead of pursuing a contract rezone that is
tied to a detailed project proposal.

14.  The applicant submitted a Traffic Impact Analysis, Exhibit 13, which is based on
the development of 16 units at the site. The analysis indicates that with the rezone, a total
of 60 additional vehicle trips per day could be generated, including 5 trips in the AM
peak hour, and 6 trips in the PM peak hour.

Public comments '

15.  No written public comments were submitted to DPD or the Hearing Examiner on
this proposal. At the hearing, public testimony was offered in support of the proposed
rezone in order to provide low-income housing at the site.
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DPD Review

16.  The Director reviewed the proposal, and the Director's report (Exhibit 1), except
as otherwise noted in this recommendation, is adopted by reference herein. The Director
recommends approval of the proposed rezone. As a condition of approval, the Director
recommended that all three parcels on this block be rezoned to L3, in order to remove
split zoning on the block and to make all parcels subject.to the same development

" standards.

17.  The Director's report includes an overview of how the proposed citywide 2010
Multifamily Lowrise Code revisions would affect the subject parcel (Exhibit 1, at pages
6-8.) At this time, the Code revisions have not been enacted.

Codes

18.  SMC 23.34.007 provides that “In evaluating proposed rezones, the provisions of
this chapter shall be weighed and balanced together to determine which zone or height
designation best meets those provisions.” The section also states that “No single
criterion or group of criteria shall be applied as an absolute requirement or test of the
appropriateness of a zone designation, nor is there a hierarchy or priority of rezone
considerations, unless a provision indicates the intent to constitute a requirement or sole

criterion.

19. SMC 23.34.008 states the general rezone criteria. The criteria address the zoned
capacity and density for urban villages; the match between the zone criteria and area
characteristics; the zoning history and precedential effect of the rezone; neighborhood
plans that apply; zoning principles that address relative intensities of zones, buffers,
boundaries; impacts of the rezone, both positive and negative; any relevant changed
circumstances; and the presence of overlay districts or critical areas.

Conclusions

1. The Hearing Examiner has jurisdiction to make a recommendation on the
proposed contract rezone to City Council, pursuant to SMC 23.76.052.

2. Under SMC 23.34.007, the rezone provisions are to be weighed and balanced to
determine the appropriate zone designation, and none of the criteria are to be applied as
absolute requirements. ‘

General rezone criteria

-3, Effect on zoned capa01ty The ﬁrst general criterion under SMC 23.34.008 is the
effect on the zoned capacity for the urban village. The site is within the 23™ Avenue and
S. Jackson-Union Residential Urban Village, which has a growth target of 650 additional
dwelling units between 2004 and 2024, and an increased density to 9 dwelling units per
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acre by 2024, The rezone would increase the zoned capacity and density for this
residential urban village, and thus is consistent with SMC 23.34.008.

4, Match between zone criteria and area characteristics. Under this criterion, the
most appropriate zone designation is that for which the provisions for designation of the
zone type and the locational criteria for the specific zone match the characteristics of the
area to be rezoned better than any other zone designation. The differences between the
L1, L2 and L3 zone criteria and area characteristics are shown at pages 21-30 of the
Director's staff report. The rezone site would meet some of the zone, function and
locational criteria for L1 and 1.2, but much of the area around the site is at or beyond the
maximum density for those zones, and/or does not match the criteria for those zones.
The site best matches the zone, function and locational criteria for L3,

5. Zoning history and precedential effect. The existing L1 and L3 zoning
boundaries in the area have been in place since the adoption of the multifamily code in
1982, and there have been no recent changes to the zoning. The proposed rezone could
have a precedential effect on other parcels in the vicinity which share the same
. characteristics as the subject parcel (and DPD has recommended that the other two
parcels on this block also be rezoned to L3). : :

6. Neighborhood plans. The site is within the boundaries subject to the adopted
Central Area Action Plan, but the Plan does not include land use policies directly
applicable to the site or the proposed rezone. The proposed rezone, to enable the
development of 16 units of low-income housing at the site, would be generally consistent
with the Plan policies encouraging affordable housing.

7. . Zoning principles. The existing boundary line between the L1 and L3 zones runs
midblock, and the proposed rezone of the subject parcel would shift the boundary line
north along lot lines. There are no substantial physical buffers that currently separate the
L1 and L3 zones, although the existing topography, which slopes downward to the east,
provides some transition to L1 properties to the west. The L1 parcel to the north is
already developed with the First School building, with height of 45 feet, so the subject
parcel would not increase any incompatibility of the L1 and L3 height differences

between these two parcels.

8. The Director's recommendation includes a condition that, along with the site, the
parcels to the north and northeast be rezoned to L3, in order to eliminate the split-zoning
and multiple development standards on this block. However, the owners of those parcels
did not seek to rezone them. The rezone application materials and SEPA analysis did not
include those parcels and public notices concerning the application and the hearing did
not identify the additional parcels as part of the rezone. Therefore, it would seem
premature to add a condition rezoning all three parcels, absent analysis under the relevant

codes.

9. Impact evaluation. Under SMC 23.34.008.F, the possible positive and negative
impacts of a proposed rezone are to be considered. The proposed rezone would have a
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positive impact on the supply of housing, and the applicant intends to construct 16 units

of low-income housing. Demand for public services would increase on account of

increased density on the site. As to environmental factors, the Director's SEPA review

concluded that the rezone would have no significant adverse environmental impacts, .
although future development at the site would be evaluated for impacts. Impacts related

to noise, air and water quality, glare, odor, shadows, energy demand, flora and fauna

were not shown to be factors in the proposed rezone. The parking demand and traffic

that would be generated by the rezone and subsequent development would have no

significant adverse impacts.

10.  Pedestrian safety. Pedestrian safety would not change as a result of the rezone,
although future development would likely be required to provide street improvements
such as sidewalks, and would likely be subject to design review, which would 1nclude a
review of the pedestrian environment. ‘ ‘

11.  Manufacturing and employment activity. No manufacturing or employment
activities are anticipated as part of the rezone.

12. Character of areas with architectural or historic value. No sites or structures
designated as historic landmarks would be affected by the change in zoning. The First
School Building, on the parcel to the north, has been listed as a potential historical site by
the Department of Neighborhoods, and future development on thls site may be rev1ewed
pursuant to SEPA for its impact on the School.

13. Shoreline view, public access and recreation. The proposal is not located in a
shoreline ar¢a, and no shoreline views, access or recreation would be affected by the

proposal.

14; Service capacities. Street access, street capacity, transit service and parking
capacity are adequate to serve the rezone and the additional density that could occur as a
result. The Seattle Public Utilities indicates that existing sewer and water utility systems
in this area have capacity for maximum development potential under the proposed
rezone. Shoreline navigation is not affected by this proposal, as it is not within or near a
shoreline environment.

15. Changed circumstances. Changed circumstances should be considered, but they
are not required to demonstrate the appropriateness of a rezone. Although there are no
changes in circumstances that apply specifically to this rezone or site, the applicant and
DPD cite area-wide changes in planning (e.g., 2004 Comprehensive Plan update to assign
a 2024 growth target), the growing need for affordable housing in the Central Area, and
transportation improvements in the area, as changes that have occurred since the site was
originally zoned L1 and which indicate the appropriateness of L3 zoning.

16.  Overlay districts. The site is not within an overlay district. -

17.  Critical areas. There are no critical areas located in or adjacent to the site.
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18.  The proposed rezone of the parcel would adjust the zoning boundary line on this
block and would allow the future creation of an additional eight units of low-income
housing. The proposed rezone of this parcel would meet the applicable Code criteria, and
should be approved. The Director's recommended condition that the site and two

additional parcels be rezoned to L3 is not adopted.

Recommendation

The Hearing Examiner recommends APPROVAL of the requested rezone.

Entered this 28" day of September, 2010. Z MA

Anne Watanabe
Deputy Hearing Examiner

CONCERNING FURTHER REVIEW

NOTE: It is the responsibility of the person seeking further review to
consult appropriate Code sections to determine applicable rights and

responsibilities.

Pursuant to SMC 23.76.054, any person substantially affected by a recommendation of
the Hearing Examiner may submit an appeal of the Hearing Examinet's recommendation
to the City Council. The appeal must be submitted within fourteen (14) calendar days
following the date of the issuance of the Hearing Examiner's recommendation, and be
addressed to: Seattle City Council Committee on the Built Environment, c/o Seattle City
Clerk, 600 Fourth Avenue Floor 3, P.O. Box 94728. Seattle, WA 98124-4728. The
appeal shall clearly identify specific objections to the Hearing Examiner’s

recommendation and specify the relief sought.













‘ City of Seattle

‘@’ Department of Planning and Development

D. M. Sugimura, Director

CITY OF SEATTLE
ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATION OF THE DIRECTOR
"OF THE DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

Application Number: | 3011035
Applicant Name: . Mitch chkey
Address of Proposal: 160 20™ Avenue

Council File: ' 310515

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED ACTION

Council Land Use Action to rezone a 12,800 sq. ft. portion of property from L1 to L3. That
portion being lots 3-4 of lots 1-4, Block 25, HD Yeslers Addn. Property is located between 170
20th Avenue to the North, 20th Avenue to the West, 152 20th Avenue to the South, 21st Avenue

to the East. Parking for First Place School to remain.

-The following approvals are required:

Rezone - To rezone from I-1 to L-3 (Seattle Municipél Code 23.34)

SEPA - Environmental Determination (Seattle Municipal Code Chapter 25.05)

SEPA DETERMINATION: [ ] Exempt [X] DNS [ ] MDNS [ ] EIS
[ 1 DNS with conditions ‘

[ ] DNS involving non-exempt grading, or demolition,
or another agency with jurisdiction.

City of Seattle Hearing Examiner

EXHIBIT
Appellant

Respondent __ ADMITTED
Department _; »  DENIED

[

FILE #CF310515, Proj. No. 3011035
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BACKGROUND DATA

Site and Vicinity Description

The area proposed to be
rezoned is located near
the center of the 23rd
Ave and S. Jackson-
Union Residential
Urban Village in the
Central District. The
site is located on 20%"
Avenue between E.
Spruce St and E. Fir St.

At Culfyrsl Geh
Insfitition

218T AVE

20TH AVE

Nearby zoning includes
Multi-family Lowrise 1
(L-1 and L-3). Other

" nearby zones include
Single Family
Residential (SF 5000)
approximately two S
blocks to the northwest, For illustrative purposes only
and Neighborhood

Commercial (NC1-40) approximately two blocks to the southwest.

{{ Religious
4 Institution

Uses in the area include single family and multi-family (stacked flats and townhouses)
residential, institution, and park. Some nearby institutions include Tolliver Temple at 20™ Ave
and E. Fir St, New Hope Missionary Baptist Church at 21* Ave and E. Fir St, and Yat Sen
Cultural Center at 21* Ave and E. Spruce St.

Building heights range from one to four stories. Existing development represents a wide range
of ages and styles of construction. . :

The area slopes down to the east. The parcel proposed for rezone is relatively flat with only an 8

-foot difference in grade across the site. The entire First Place School development site has a
difference of 32 feet in grade from west to east. The site is not mapped with any
environmentally critical areas in the City of Seattle mapping system.

Open space in the area includes Spruce Street Mini Park, bordered by 21% Ave, E. Fir St and E.
Spruce St. Other open space includes Pratt Park near E. Yesler Way and 20" Ave
(approximately two blocks to the south) and Dr. Blanche Lavizzo Park near S. Washington St.
and 21* Ave (approximately three blocks to the south).

Several schools are located nearby. Garfield High School is located approximately four blocks
to the northeast. Washington Middle School is located approximately five blocks to the south.
Bailey Gatzert Elementary is located approximately 8 blocks to the southwest.
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All streets at and near this site are non-arterial residential access streets and do not have any
specific transit, bicycle or other designation by Seattle Department of Transportation, The
nearest arterial is E. Yesler Way, a minor arterial approximately two blocks to the south.
Parking in the area is located mostly on-street or in surface parking lots. '

Permitted Use and History

The proposed rezone site consists of one parcel that is part of a development site for First Place
School (total of three parcels). The parcel proposed for rezone includes a surface parking lot and
outdoor play structure. All three parcels have been included in past permits for First Place
School. The other two parcels in this development site include the First Place School bulldmg
and a vacant two-story office building.

The southwest parcel (proposed rezone parcel) was originally built with four apartments in 1922,
The apartments were converted to a boarding house in 1956. In 1971, the structure was '
demolished and the site converted to use as a parking lot for the Odessa Brown Neighborhood
Health Facility. In 1994, the facility was converted to parking for the new office and 'social
services (Odessa Brown Building Parking Lot). In 2001, the permitted use was changed to
Private School Institution (First Place School). The parking lot was reconfigured to provide
parking and playground area for First Place School.

The northwest parcel was originally built with Herzl Synagogue in 1925. In 1971, the structure
was converted to use for Odessa Brown Neighborhood Health Facility. In 1994, the facility was
converted to office and social services (Odessa Brown Building): In 2001 the permitted use was
changed to Private School Institution (First Place School).

The northeast parcel was originally built with a Synagogue Education Bu11d1ng in 1947,
providing classroom area for Herzl Synagogue. In 1970, the building was converted to office
. use for the Synagogue. In 1971, the structure was converted to use for Odessa Brown A
Neighborhood Health Facility. In 1974, the structure was converted to Odessa Brown Children’s
Clinic. In 1982, the use was converted to a private school institution (Happy Medium Private
School). In 2001, the permitted use was linked to the other two parcels as a Private School
Institution use (First Place School; then renamed Children’s Alliance). The parcel was sold and
permits applied for to DPD, but no permits were ever issued changing the use or approvmg new
construction.

Proposal Description

The Land Use Code, Section SMC 23.34, “Amendments to Official Land Use Map (Rezones),”
allows the City Council to approve a map amendment (rezone) according to procedures as
provided in Chapter 23.76, Procedures for Master Use Permits and Council Land Use Decisions.
The owner/applicant has made application, with supporting documentatlon per SMC 23.76.040
" D, for an amendment to the Official Land Use Map.

The pioposal includes a rezone of the southwest parcel from Residential Multi-family Lowrise 1

to Residential Multi-family Lowrise 3.

Public Comments
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Notice of the rezone proposal was issued March 15, 2010. No public comments were received in
response to the proposal.

ANALYSIS - REZONE

The applicable requirements for this rezone proposal are stated in SMC Sections 23.34.007
(rezone evaluation), 23.34.008 (general rezone criteria), 23.34.009 (height limits), 23.34.013
(designation of multifamily zones), 23.34.016 (I.1 zone, function and locational criteria) and
23.34.020 (L2 zone, function and locational criteria)

. Applicable portions of the rezone criteria are - shown in italics, followed by analys1s in regular
typeface. :

SMC 23.34.007 Rezone Evaluation.

A. The provisions of this chapter shall apply to all rezones, except correction of mapping
errors. In evaluating proposed rezones, the provisions of this chapter shall be weighed
and balanced together to determine which zone or height designation best meets these
provisions. In addition, the zone function statements, which describe the intended
Sfunction of each zone designation, shall be used to assess the likelihood that the area
proposed to be rezoned would function as intended,

This rezone is not proposed to correct a mapping error, and therefore the provisions of this
chapter apply. In evaluating the proposed rezone the provisions of this chapter have been
weighed and balanced together to determine which zone and height designation best meets the
provisions of the chapter. Additionally, the zone function statements have been used to assess the
likelihood that the proposed rezone will function as intended.

B. No single criterion or group of criteria shall be applied as an absolute requirement or
test of the appropriateness of a zone designation, nov is there a hierarchy or priority of
rezone considerations, unless a provision indicates the intent to constitute a
requirement or sole criterion. '

This ahalysis evaluated the full range of criteria called for and outlined in Chapter 23.34
Amendments to Official Land Use Map (Rezones) as they apply to the subJ ect rezone (listed at
the beginning of this “Analysis” section).

C. Compliance with the provisions of this chapter shall constitute consistency with the
Comprehensive Plan for the purpose of reviewing proposed rezones, except that
Comprehensive Plan Shoreline Area Objectives shall be used in shoreline
environment redesignations as provided in SMC Subsection 23.60.060 B3.

The proposed rezone is not a shoreline environment rede81gnat1on and so the Comprehenswe
Plan Shoreline Area Objectives were not used in this ana1y51s

D. Provisions of this chapter that pertain to areas inside of urban centers or villages shall
be effective only when a boundary for the subject center or village has been




Application No. 3011035
Page 5

established in the Comprehensive Plan. Provisions of this chapter that pertain fo areas
outside of urban villages or outside of urban centers shall apply to all areas that are
not within an adopted urban village or urban center boundary.

The entire development site, including the parcel proposed for rezone, is located within the 23rd
Ave and S. Jackson-Union Residential Urban Village. The provisions of this chapter that pertain
to areas inside of urban villages shall apply to the proposal.

E. The procedures and locational criteria for shoreline environment redesignations are
located in Sections 23.60.060 and 23.60.220, respectively. The subject rezone area is
within the Admiral Residential Urban Village and falls within the boundary
established in the Comprehensive Plan.

The subject rezone is not a redesignation of a shoreline env1ronment and so 1s not subject to
Shoreline Area Objectives.

F. Mapping errors due to cartographic or clerical mistakes may be corrected through
process required for Type V Council land use decisions in SMC Chapter 23.76 and do
not require the evaluation contemplated by the provisions of this chapter.

The subject rezone is not a correction of a mapping error and so should not be evaluated as a
Type V Council land use decision.

SMC 23.34.007 Conclusion: The proposed rezone meets the requirements of SMC 23.34.007,
per the analysis above.

SMC 23,34.008 General rezone criteria.
A. Tobe approved a rezone shall meet the following standards:

L In urban centers and urban villages, the zoned capacity for the center or village taken
as a whole shall be no less than 125% of the growth targets qt{opted in the
Comprehensive Plan for that center or village.

2. For the area within the urban village boundary of hub urban vzllages and for
residential urban villages taken as a whole the zoned capacity shall not be less than the
densities established in the Urban Village Element of the Comprehensive Plan. .

The proposed rezone parcel is located within the 23rd Ave and S. Jackson-Union Residential
Urban Village Overlay, as described in the response to SMC 23.34.007.D.

‘The growth target listed for this Residential Urban Village in Urban Village Appendix A of the
Comprehensive Plan is for 650 additional dwelling units between the year 2004 and the year
2024.
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The established density target for this Residential Urban Village in Urban Village Appendix A of
the Comprehensive Plan is a density of 9 dwelling units per dcre by the year 2024. In 2004, the
density in this Urban Village was listed at 7 dwelling units per acre.

The proposed rezone will not reduce the zoned capacity for the 23 Ave and S. Jackson-Union
Residential Urban Village. In fact, the proposed rezone will increase zoned capacity and zoned
density by allowing for additional building height and residential units. The applicant intends to
develop the site with 16 apartments. The existing zoning would allow 8 apartment units,

The proposed rezone is consistent with SMC 23.34.008.A.1 because the increase in zoned
capacity does not reduce capacity below 125 percent of the Comprehensive Plan growth target.

This rezone is also consistent with SMC 23.34.008A.2 because the proposed change would not
result in less density for this zone than the density established in the Urban Village Element of
the Comprehensive Plan.

B. Match between Established Locational Criteria and Area Characteristics. The most
appropriate zone designation shall be that for which the provisions for designation of
the zone type and the locational criteria for the specific zone maich the characterzstlcs
of the area to be rezoned better than any other zone designation.

Analyses comparing the characteristics of the area to the locational criteria for L-1, [.-2, and L.-3
zoning can be found in the responses to SMC 23.34.016, 23.34.018, and 23.34.020 below. The .
parcels proposed for rezone seem to generally better match the L-3 zoning, for the reasons stated
in the analysis in SMC 23.34.016, 23.34.018, and 23.34.020.

C. Zoning History and Precedential Ejfect. Previous and potential zoning changes both
‘in and around the area proposed for rezone shall be examined.

There is no evidence of recent zoning changes in the immediate area. Per DPD zoning maps, the
existing L-1 and L-3 zoning in the area was designated as “RM” (Residential Multi-family) until
1982. The legislative zone change and resulting designation of some parcels as L-1 zoning and
some parcels as L-3 zoning at this site.appears to follow property ownership at the time of the
multi-family code changes 1982.

- Proposed City-initiated zoning changes currently under review: The 2010 Multi-family Lowrise
code revisions include recommendations to consolidate the Lowrise zones. :

If this legislation passes in its current form, L-1 zones outside of Designated Growth Areas
(urban centers, urban villages, and station areas) would become LR1 zones, and L-1 zones inside
of Designated Growth Areas would become LR2 zones. L-2 zones would also become LR2
zones under the proposed code changes. L-3 zones and L-4 zones would become LR3 zones.

The chart below briefly summarizes some of the changes and compares development standards.
anticipated for the L-1 and L-3 zones that are contemplated in this recommendation.
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Under the proposed changes, the existing L-1 zone at this site (inside a Residential Urban
Village) would become an LR2 zone. If the proposed rezone from L-1 to L-3 contemplated in
this recommendation were approved, the new zone for this site would be LR3.

' Brief overview of proposed Lowrise Code Changes for areas inside Designated Growth Areas

Standard Existing Proposed LR2 (existing L~ | Existing L-3 | Proposed LR3
' L-1 1 zones inside Urban '
Villages will be converted -
_ to this zone) .
FAR None 1.1-1.3 ' ‘ None 1.1-2.0
Density 1/1600 s.f. | Range of 1/1600 to no limit | 1/800 s.f. lot | Range of 1/1600 to
(units/s.f. lot © | area " | no limit.
area) , .
Height 25’ Range of 18’ for cottage 30° Range of 18’ for
housing to 30 for cottage housing to
‘ _ apartments , 40’ for apartments
Setbacks 5’-15 front | 5°-7° front 5’-15’ front 5°-7’ front
5’ side 0°-7’ side 6’ + side 10°-7" side
15°-20° 0’-15" rear 15°-25’ rear | 0’-15’ rear
rear -
Building Max width | Max width ranges from Max width Max width 150°
Width & 60’ 90’to no limit 75°-120°
Depth
Max depth | Max depth 65% lot depth Max depth Max depth 65% lot’
60% lot when abutting another lot | 65% lot depth when
abutting another lot
Lot 40-50% n/a 25%to 15% |n/a
Coverage \ lot area + 200
s.f./unit
Parking 1to 1.5 None- 1to 1.5 None
spaces per spaces per
unit unit

A full description of the proposed code changes is available on the City Council website.

Rezone under existing Multi-family code:

If the proposed rezone from L-1 to L-3 were approved, but the proposed multi-family code
changes were not passed by City Council, then a rezone under existing multi-family code
requirements would allow the following differences for an apartment building on this site:

5’ taller building with L-3 zoning

8 more units possible with L-3 density
1’ or more larger side setback required with L-3 zoning
5° larger rear setback required with -3 zoning
15° wider building allowed with L-3 zoning
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e 6’4" deeper building allowed with 1.-3 zoning
e - 640 square feet more lot coverage allowed under L-3 zoning

Rezone under proposed Multi-family code changes:

If the proposed rezone from L-1 to -3 ‘were approved and the proposed zoning changes were
passed by City Council, then a rezone under the proposed multi-family code requiremerits would
allow the following differences for an apartment building on this site:

e 10,240 square feet additional building area with FAR under LR3 zoning (maximum
possible with parking location, amenity area, and sustainable development bonuses)
10’ taller building under LR3 zoning

Same required setbacks as LR2 zoning

40’ additional building width under L.R3 zoning

6°4” additional building depth under LR3 zoning

Requirements beyond the maximum zoning envelope based on lot size

The applicant would also have to consider other development constraints with any development
of this property, such as replacing any required parking and play area on the parcel that is
required to meet development standards for the First Place School institution. The applicant
would also have to accommodate parking spaces, vehicle maneuvering area, residential amenity
area, Green Factor landscaping, and any other code requirements. After these requirements are
met, the resulting development may be smaller than the amounts shown in the table above.

Additionally, a proposal including more than 8 dwelling units under either existing L-3 or
proposed LR3 zoning would be required to go through design review (SMC 23.41). Design
review examines bulk, scale, residential amenity areas, landscaping, and other items that could
further reduce or modify the maximum development area for this site. '

The City Council is also contemplating proposed changes to the Design Review thfesholds,
which would require development in -1 and L-2 zones to also go through Administrative
Design Review. :

Conclusion:

There do not appear to be any recent zoning changes in the area.

An extensive change to the Multi-family Lowrise code requirements is currently in review with
City Council. If approved, it would result in increase building height, increased building width
and depth, modified setbacks, reduced parking, and compliance with a maximum Floor Area
Ratio for this site under existing L-1 zoning designation.

If the multi-family code changes are approved by City Council, and the proposed rezone for this
site is approved, it would result in even more additional building height, a larger maximum floor
aréa tatio, and increased maximum building width and depth.

The maximum building envelope may be smaller than the calculations in this analysis, once the
project goes through required Design Review and replaces any required parking and play areas
for First Place School.
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D. Neighborhood Plans

1. For the purposes of this title, the effect of a neighborhood plan, adopted or amended by
the City Council after January 1, 1995, shall be as expressly established by the City
Council for each such neighborhood plan. ‘

‘Portions of the Central Area Action Plan were adopted by City Council November 2™ 1998,
The adopted portions can be found in the City of Seattle Comprehenswe Plan Adopted
Neighborhood Plans section.

2. Council adopted neighborhood plans that apply to the area proposed for rezone shall be
taken into conszderatton

The subject property falls within the Central Area Neighborhood Planning area and is covered by
the adopted portions of the Central Area Neighborhood Plan.

Conclusion:

The proposed rezone is consistent with previous and current recommended zoning changes in
and around the neighborhood and Residential Urban Village, and will facilitate future
development that will best accomplish the City’s planning objectives.

3. Where a neighborhood plan adopted or amended by the City Council after January 1,
1995, establishes policies expressly adopted for the purpose of guiding future rezones,
but does not provide for rezones of particular sites or areas, rezones shall be in
conformance with the.rezone policies of such neighborhood plan

The adopted portions of the Central Area Neighborhood Plan don’t appear to include land use
policies to guide future rezones. There are no specific Land Use section policies in the adopted
portions of the Neighborhood Plan.

The Housing section policies of the Neighborhood Plan address concerns for home ownership,
age integration, and affordable housing programs. The applicant has noted that the intent is to
build affordable housing units, but a specific development proposal has not been submitted at

this time.
C’oncluszon
It doesn’t appear the adopted portions of the Central Area Nelghborhood Plan include any rezone
policies that would apply to the proposed rezone. :
E. Zoning Principles. The following zoning principles shall be considered:

1. The impact of more intensive zones on less intensive zones or industrial and commercial
zones on other zones shall be minimized by the use of transitions or buffers, if, possible, A
gradual transition between zoning categories, including height limils, is preferred.
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This proposed rezone would result in approximately the same zoning transition from north to
south. The existing zoning border from L-1 to L-3 currently runs through the middle of the
block, continuing to break the middle of blocks east and west of this location (see map below).
The proposed rezone would modify this line to continue the mid-block zoning change.

The proposed rezone would not
create a significant change to the
buffering principle that exists in
this area, with the L-3 zone
creating a ‘buffer’ between the
NC1-40 at E. Yesler Way and the -
L-1 zone near this site, and the L-
1 zone creating a ‘buffer’ between
* the L-3 zone and the Single

- Family -approximately a block

_ north of this site. The proposed

rezone would result in a

continued ‘buffer’ of L-1 zoning

w. between the Single Family zone

; | to the north and the L-3 zone to

&  the south.

EALDER ST
= =TT

21ST AVE

However, the fact that the
proposed rezone parcel and the
. For illustrative purposes only ~ two adjacent parcels to the north
have been tied together through
permit activity at DPD means that the proposed rezone would result in a split zoned development
site. Creating split-zoned sites is not the preference of DPD, due to the resulting complication of
development standards and uses for multiple zones on a single development site.

There are two possible options to avoid creating a split zoned development site in this situation:

1. Retain the existing L-1 zoning for the entire three-parcel development site; or
2. Rezone the entire three-parcel development site to L-2 or 1.-3 zoning

As described in the analysis for 23.34.008.C above, the potential multi-family code changes
curtently in review with City Council would result in the LR2 designation at this site. The new
LR2 designation would include both the existing L-1 zoned sites inside Urban Villages, and the
existing L-2 zoned sites. Therefore rezoning this parcel to L-2 would result in no difference
from the existing L-1 zoning if the multi-family code changes are approved by City Council.

If the entire site was rezoned as L-3, then the multi-family code changes would result in the LR3
designation at this site. The L-1 zone in the area would be designated LR2 under the proposed
code changes The Single Family zone located approximately one block to the north would
remain Single Family 5000.
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The proposed rezone, or a rezone of all three development site parcels to L-3, will not affect or
change any physical buffers. The existing zoning transition from L-1 to L-3 is mid-block at this
site and in nearby blocks. A rezone of the proposed parcel from L-1 to L-3 would maintain this
condition. A rezone of the three-parcel development site from L-1 to L-3 would result in'a
zoning transition buffered by a public right of way (E. Spruce Street) which would provide a

* better physical buffer than the existing mid- block transition.

‘Future development that exceeds the minimum threshold for design review will be required to go
through design review. Thresholds are listed in SMC 23.41; currently the threshold is 8 dwelling
units for 1-3 and L-4 zones (no design review is currently required in L-1 or L-2 zones). Design
review for the subject properties would be reviewed under the existing Design Review -
Guidelines for Multifamily and Commercial Buildings (“City-wide guidelines”). The City- w1de
gu1dehnes include specific guidelines for new development design to respond to adjacent uses.

Examples include Guidelines:

e A-5: Respect for Adjacent Sites
e B-1: Height Bulk and Scale Compatibility |

Conclusion:,

The ex1st1ng zoning transitions from Nelghborhood Commercial to Single Family Residential .
would remain approximately the same under either existing zoning or a proposed rezone of all
three development site parcels to L-3. ~

The existing zoning transitions from L-3 to L-1 would be improved if all three development site
parcels were rezoned to L-3. The zone change under this scenario would be separated by a
public right of way, rather than a mid-block transition.

2. Physical buffers may provide an effective separation between different uses and
intensities of development. The following elements may be considered as buffers:

a. Natural features such as topographic breaks, lakes, rivers, sz‘reams ravines and

shorelines;
b. Freeways, expressways, other major traffic arterials, and railroad tracks

c¢. Distinct change in street layout and block orientation,
d. Open space and greenspaces;
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Area topography slopes
down from the west to the
east. The proposed rezone
parcel is relatively flat. The SL T T =
topography drops sharply o N = ‘
immediately to the east. The e e i S:ﬁL&gEuSTH
_proposed rezone parcel is
located approximately 30’
above parcels fronting on
21% Ave (the block to the
east). This similar transition
in topography continues to
the north and south of the
site.

F49.

' Parcei proposed
1 "Slor Re ezone /

The existing zoning
transition in this area is from
the north to the south, which
is perpendicular to the
change in topography from west to east. : .

For illustrative purpéses only

The existing topography currently provides a transition between a few L-3 zoned sites to the east,
and the L-1 zoned sites to the west. If the proposed parcel was rezoned to L-3, or the three-
parcel development site was rezoned to L-3, the sloping of the site down to the east would
minimize the impact of that rezone on L-1 parcels to the west. This rezone would also slightly
increase the impact of development on the parcels to the north and east.

The presence of Spruce St Mini-Park to the eaSt provides an additional buffer between the
parcels east and west of the Park. The parcels east of the Park are also zoned L-1.

Conclusion:

There is some effective separation provided by topography changes and the open space at Spruce
Street Mini-Park. These effective separations would provide some buffer between the proposed
rezone of one or all three parcels to L-3 and the nearby L-1-zoned parcels.

3."  Zone Boundaries
a In e&tablishing boundaries the following elements shall be considered:

(1) Physical buffers as described in subsection E2 above;
(2) Platted lot lines. A

The proposed zoning would replace the existing zoning within the existing platted lot lines, and
includes some topographic buffer as described in response to E2 above.

b. Boundaries between commercial and residential areas shall generally be
established so that commercial uses face each other across the street on which
they are located, and face away from adjacent residential areas. An exception
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may be made when physical buffers can provide a more effective separation
between uses.

There are no boundaries between commercial and residential areas that would be affected by this
rezone. The nearest commercial/residential boundary is near E. Yesler Way, approximately one
block to the south. : ‘

4. In general, height limits greater than forty (40) feet should be limited to urban villages.
Height limits greater than forty (40) feet may be considered outside of urban villages
where higher height limits would be consistent with an adopted neighborhood plan, a
‘major institution’s adopted master plan, or where the designation would be consistent
with the existing built character of the area.

As described in response to SMC 23.34.007.D above, the proposed rezone is located within the
23rd Ave and S. Jackson-Union Residential Urban Village.

As described in the analysis for SMC 23.34.008.C above, the existing L-1 zone height is 25’
(plus 10 for a pitched roof). The proposed rezone to L-3 would allow a 30” height (plus 5° for a
pitched roof). : ‘

The Multi-family code changes currently under review by City Council would change this L-1
zone to an LR2 zone, allowing apartments to be built up to 30’ tall (no additional height for a
pitched roof). The existing L-3 zone would change to an LR3 zone, allowing apartments fo be
built-up to 40° (plus 5’ for a pitched roof or 4’ for a partially below grade floor).

Conclusion

Neither the proposed rezone of one parcel, nor the possible rezone of the three-parcel
development site, would exceed 40°. All three parcels are located within an Urban Village. .

F. Imf)act Evaluation. The evaluation of a proposed rezone shall consider the possible
negative and positive impacts on the area proposed for rezone and its surroundings.

1. Factors to be examined include, but are not limited to, the folloWing.'

a. Housing, particularly low-income housing,;

The future project will have a positive impact on the supply of housing on the site and its
surroundings by providing an additional floor of new dwelling units where none now exist. The
~ rezone will add housing capacity to the neighborhood, locate additional housing in the
Residential Urban Village, and take pressure off adding housing to the nearby single family
neighborhood. Although the applicant has indicated that the intent is to build low-income
residential units, none of the three parcels are currently designated “low-income” as defined by
the Land Use Code or Seattle Office of Housing. - :
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b. Public services,

Though demand for public services may increase with an increased population of residents, the
added population will strengthen the community by contributing to the critical mass necessary to
support neighborhood services. The increased security provided by a developed site with
security lighting and the surveillance of eyes on the street provided by multiple residents is seen
as having a positive impact, and may be seen as mitigating the increased demand.

c. Environmental factors, such as noise, air and water quality, terrestrial
- and aquatic flora and fauna, glare, odor, shadows, and energy -
conservation, .

Noise — No significant impacts are anticipated from the change in zone. With development in
the future, noise will be limited to that typically generated by neighborhood commercial and
residential activities.

Air quality — No noticeable change ih impacts will result from a change in zoning to allow some
additional building mass and height at this site. Future Air Quality measures will comply with
applicable Federal, State, and City emission control requirements. If the future development
took advantage of FAR or dens1ty bonuses at this site, the development would have to address
sustainability measures such as air quality. Sustainable measures related to air quality include
CFC reduction in HVAC equipment, Ozone Depletion prevention, and Indoor Environmental

Quality measures.

Water quality — No noticeable change in impacts will result from change in zoning. Storm water
runoff from future development will be conveyed to a city drainage system. If the future
development took advantage of FAR or density bonuses at this site, the development would have
to address sustainability measures such as water quality. Sustainable design related to water
_ quality include pervious concrete paving, rain gardens, and green roofs. Storm water collection
and management would be in conformance with City of Seattle standards. The proposed rezone
would not create the potential for any more impervious surface than would be possible under
ex1st1ng zoning,.

Flora and‘fauna — No noticeable change in impacts will result from a change in zoning, with or
without the rezone. Existing landscaping and trees will potentially be removed for future
construction, but additional vegetation would be required per SMC 23.45. The change in zoning
would not reduce the vegetation requirements for future development. The Multi-family code
changes contemplated by City Council include a Green Factor based on lot size. Under these
code changes, the Green Factor for this site would be the same under either the LR2 or LR3
zoning designation.

Glare — No noticeable change in impacts will result from a change in zoning.

Odor ~ No noticeable change in impacts will result from a change in zoning.
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Shadows — Potential development will create additional shadows, depending on season and time
of day. As described in the response to SMC 23.34.008.C above, future development would
likely be subject to design review, which would include consideration of shadow impacts.

Energy — No noticeable change in impacts will result from a change in zoning. Future

. development in any case will comply with the City of Seattle energy codes. The energy codes
are currently in the process of being updated to increase energy efficiency of proposed
development. ' : :

Views — The only views from or across the development site are territorial views of other
development and nearby Spruce Street Mini-Park. There would be no appreciable difference to
private views between L-1 zoning and L-3 zoning.

d.  Pedestrian safety

No noticeable change in impacts will result from change in zoning. Future development will be
required to complete any required street improvements such as sidewalks and sight lines for
driveways. As described in the response-to SMC 23.34.008.C above, future development would
likely be subject to design review, which would include review of the pedestrian environment.

e. Manufacturing activity;
Not applicable.
f Emplbymem‘ activity;

The existing and proposed zoning would onIy include residential units, so this does not apply.
g Character of areas recognized for architectural or historic value;

The nearest historic landmarks are the Yesler Houses on 23" Ave near E. Yesler Way,
approximately three blocks to the southeast. No noticeable change in impacts will result from
the proposed change in zoning. :

The existing structure and site on the northwest parcel of this three-parcel development site (First
Place School) could possibly be eligible for historic landmark status. The structure is listed as a
potential historical site by the Department of Neighborhoods as Herzl Synagogue.

Any future development application that exceeds the threshold for SEPA review in SMC 25.05
would include review by Department of Neighborhoods for potential landmark status. If the
Department of Neighborhoods determined the structure or site to be a potential historic
landmark, then the proposal would need to complete the Landmark Nomination process.

Conclusion

The proposed rezone of one parcel or the possible rezone of the three-parcel development site
- would not impact any existing historic landmarks. The neighborhood has some older buildings,
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but is not a designated Historic District. The existing First Place School building could possibly
be designated an historic landmark, but would need to go through approprlate reviews at the tlme
of any development application,

h. Shoreline view, public access and recreation. .
There are no shorelines that are visible or accessible at or near this site.

2. Service Capacities. Development which can reasonably be anticipated based on the
proposed development potential shall not exceed the service capacities which can
reasonably be anticipated in the area, including:

a. Street access to the area;
b. Street capacity in the area;
c. Transit service;

d. Parking capacity;

All adjacent streets are designated as non-arterial residential access streets.

In response to criteria (a) through (d), the street access, street capacity, transit service and
parking are discussed in the. SEPA analysis below.

e. Utility and sewer capacity,

Seattle Public Utilities (SPU) has indicated that the existing sewer and water utility systems in
this area have capacity for the maximum development potential under either existing or proposed
zoning at this site. Any future development will go through city review and be required to
meet/conform to city of Seattle standards, codes and/or ordinances,

J Shoreline navigation

The area of the rezone is not located within a shoreline environment so shorehne navigation is
not apphcable to this rezone.

No significant impacts are anticipated as a result of this rezone.

G. Changed circumstances. Evidence of changed circumstances shall be taken into
consideration in reviewing proposed rezones, but is not required to demonstrate the
appropriateness of a proposed rezone. -Consideration of changed circumstances shall
be limited to elements or conditions included in the criteria for the relevant zone
and/or overlay designation in this chapter.

'A Growing Population and Economy: In 1990 the Puget Sound Council of Governments
projected the need for 34,000 new households over the next 30 years (2020). Since that time the




Application No. 3011035
Page 17

ecdnomy in Seattle and the region experienced robust growth as Seattle established itself as one
of the most desirable places to live and work. As a result, in 2004 Seattle projected the need for
47,000 additional households by 2024 to accommodate expected growth.

Growth Management Act (GMA): In 1990 the Legislature found that “uncoordinated and
unplanned growth, together with a lack of common goals... pose a threat to the environment,
sustainable economic development, and the health, safety, and high quality of life enjoyed by
residents of this state. It is in the public interest that citizens, communities, local governments,
and the private sector cooperate and coordinate with one another in comprehensive land use
planning.” (RCW 36.70A.010) This is the foundation for the Growth Management Act (GMA). -

As a result, the State directed 29 counties and the 218 cities within the state to establish plans for
growth based on certain requirements. These jurisdictions included Seattle and some of the other
fastest-growing counties and the cities. : :

Several goals of the GMA were to focus urban growth in urban areas, reduce sprawl, provide
efficient transportation, encourage affordable housing, and encourage sustainable economic
development. :

Seattle Comprehensive Growth Plan: In 1994, in response to the State Growth Management Act
of 1990, the City of Seattle adopted a Comprehensive Growth Plan. The Comprehensive Plan
established 20-year housing unit growth targets for Urban Centers, Center Villages, Hub Urban
Villages, and Residential Urban Villages. ‘ '

Investing in Seattle’s Urban Villages: By the year 2000, Seattle’s urban village areas housed
32% of the city’s population. As part of the Comprehensive Growth Plan they are expected to
accommodate most of Seattle’s new housing units. As a result, the city is making infrastructure
investments in and around urban villages to improve transit access, to create more walkable
communities and to provide attractive residential and commercial environments.

In the 2004 Comprehensive Plan update the 23" Ave and J ackson-Union Residential Urban
- Village (RUV) was given a 2024 growth target of 650 additional households.

The adoption of the Comprehensive Plan (1994), the designation of the 23" Ave and Jackson-
Union RUV, and the adoption of the 2024 growth target for the 23™ Ave and Jackson-Union
RUV (2004) are all circumstances that have changed since the most recent zoning change for this
area in 1982 (described in response to 23.34.008.C above).

Transportation: Since 1990, the city of Seattle and its transit partners have made significant street
and transit investments to keep people, goods and setvices moving. As part of the Complete
Streets initiative investments are being made to provide people with options to single occupancy
“vehicles. : ‘ ‘

The area surrounding the subject property rezone proposal is well-served by transit lines. The
nearest bus stop is at 20™ Ave & E. Yesler Way (one block to the sout}(lj), with transit service
approximately every 30 minutes. Other nearby stops are located at 23" Ave & E. Yesler Way
(four blocks to the southeast), with three bus routes with service as frequently as every 15
minutes at peak times. : ‘
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Seattle Department of Transportation (SDOT), as part of Bridging the Gap, is making a number
of improvements to the city transportation network. Some of these improvements are targeted to
increase transit speed & reliability in the Central District. King County Metro has also made
improvements to service in the area, including a recent reduction of the number of transit stops to
increase timetable accuracy and reduce transit trip times, and increasing frequency of transit
routes to access the light rail station approximately two miles to the south (McClellan Street

station).

These transit service increases are circumstances that have changed since the most recent zoning
change for this area in 1982 (described in response to 23.34.008.C above).

H. Overlay Districts. If the area is located in an overlay district, the purpose and
boundaries of the overlay district shall be considered.

This site is located in the center of the 23" Ave and Jackson-Union Residential Urban Village
overlay. The Comprehensive Plan Urban Villages element notes that Residential Urban Villages
are intended to take the second highest amount of residential growth in the City (the highest
growth intended for Urban Centers). Comprehensive Plan Goal UVG33 states, “Encourage
growth in Seattle between 2004-2024, to be generally distributed across the city as shown in
Figure 8.” Figure 8 shows that Residential Urban Villages such as the 23" Ave and Jackson-
Union RUV are expected to accommodate 25% of the residential growth across the City. The
proposed rezone would support this goal. :

1. Critical Areas. If the drea is located in or adjacent to a critical area (SMC Chapter
25.09), the effect of the rezone on the critical area shall be considered.

No critical areas are located in or adjacent to the site.

SMC 23.34.008 Conclusion: The proposed rezone meets almost all the requlrements of SMC
23.34.008, per the analysis above. -

23.34.009 Height limits of the proposed rezone. Where a decision to designate height limits in
Nezghborhood Commercial or Industrial zones is independent of the designation of a specific
zone, in addition to the general rezone criteria of Section 23.34.008, the followmg shall apply:

A. Function of the zone. Hezght limits shall be consistent with the type and scale of
development intended for each zone classification. The demand for permitted goods
and services and the potential for displacement of preferred uses shall be considered.

The proposed rezone would allow an additional 5” height under the existing I.-1 to proposed L-3
zones, or 10’ additional height under an ordinance currently in review with City Council (see
SMC 23.34.008 above for a summary of the changes anticipated under the new multi-family land
use code ordinance).
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As Seattle’s Comprehensive Plan states, “The preferred development character is to be achieved
by directing future growth to mixed use nelghborhoods designated as “urban villages”, where
-conditions can best support increased density.” These villages should “function prlmanly as
compact neighborhoods providing opportunities for a wide range of housing types and a mix of
activities that support the residential population”. The proposed rezone lies w1th1n the
boundaries of the 23 Ave and Jackson-Union RUV.

The height limit that would result from the proposed rezone would allow either 5 or 10’ of
additional height, depending on the outcome of the.City Council review of proposed multi-
family code changes. The proposed rezone would allow the same multifamily residential uses
that are allowed in the existing zone, so there is no potential to displace preferred uses.

B. Topography of the Area and its Surroundings. Height limits shall reinforce the
natural topography of the area and its surroundings, and the likelihood of view
blockage shall be considered. '

Topography of the surrounding area is described with a site plan in response to SMC
23.364.008.E.2 above. The block includes a drop in topography from the upper west portion to
the lower east portion. The proposed rezone would result in a 5-10 higher building possible on
the subject property than would currently be permitted. The rezone would result in the same
zone as other lots on this block.

The existing zoning pattern runs perpendicular to the topography in this area and the zoning does
not reinforce the natural topography of the area. The proposed rezone would not change this
pattern.

The only views in this area are territorial. The proposed rezone would not be likely to block any
views in the area. '

C. Height and Scale of the Area. -

1. The height limits established by current zoning in the area shall be given consideration.

2. In general, permitted height limits shall be compatible with the predominant height and
scale of existing development, particularly where existing development is a good measure
of the area’s overall development potential. -

The current height limit of this site and L-1 zoned properties to the northeast and northwest is
twenty five (25) feet, although some buildings exceed this due to higher permltted limits in the
past. The current he1ght limit of L-3 zoned properties to the southwest and southeast is 30°.

© The draft multi-family ordinance currently under review with City Council would change L-1
heights in this area to 30’ and L-3 heights in this area to 40° for apartments (see analysis in SMC
23.34.008 above).

Existing development in the immediate area ranges from one to four stories (approximately 15-
45’ high). Newer two and three-story structures have been built to maximum zoned height. The
existing development appears to be a good measure of potential development in the area. |




Application No. 3011035
Page 20

The proposed rezone would be compatible with the range of heights in existing development in
the area, and would also be consistent with heights permitted under adjacent L-3 zoning.

D. Compatibility with Surrounding Area.

1. Height limits for an area shall be compatible with actual and zoned heights in
surrounding areas excluding buildings developed under Major Institution height limits;
height limits permitted by the underlying zone, rather than heights permitted by the
Major Institution designation, shall be used for the rezone analysis.

2. A gradual transition in height and scale and level of activity bétween zones shall be
provided unless major physical buffers, as described in Subsection 23.34.008.D.2, are

present.
The subject property is not in or near a Major Institution.

The existing zoning transitions from NC1-40 (40° height limit) a block to the south (E. Yesler
Way), to Lowrise 3 (30" height limit) and Lowrise 1 (25’ height limit) at this site, to Single

* Family 5000 (30’ height limit) a block to the north. The existing zoning exhibits a gradual
transition in height and scale and level of activity. The proposed zoning would continue this
gradual transition pattern, while moving the zoning change line of L-1/L.-3 one parcel to the

north. ‘

The proposed rezone would be consistent with the transition of zoned heights and proposed
multi-family zoned heights to nearby single family zoned heights in the area. .

E. Neighborhood Plans

. 1. Particular attention shall be given to height recommendations in business district plans
or neighborhood plans adopted by the City Council subsequent to the adoption of the

1985 Land Use Map.
2. Neighborhood plans adopted or amended by the City Council after January 1, 1995 may
require height limits different than those that would otherwise be established pursuant to

the provisions of this section and Section 23.34.008.

As described in response to SMC 23.34.008.D above, portions of the Central Area Neighborhood
Plan were adopted by City Council and are included in the Seattle Comprehensive Plan, It
doesn’t appear that any of the adopted goals and policies in the Central Area Neighborhood Plan .
directly relate to height for proposed development or rezones.

SMC 23.34.009 Conclusion: The additional increase height that would result in a change of
zoning from L-1 to L-3 would meet the criteria of SMC Section 23.34.009, as described above.
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SM C 23.34.013 Designation of Multifamily Zones:

A.  An area zoned single family that meets the criteria of Section 23.34.011 JSor single-
Sfamily designation, may not be rezoned to multifamily except as otherwise provided in
Section 23.34.010 B.

. The proposed rezone would not rezone any properties from single-family to multifamily.

SMC 23.34.016 Lowrise 1(1) Zone, Function and Locational Criteria.

A. Function, An area that provides low denszty, primarily ground-related multifamily
housing opportunities.

The area includes a mix of densities of multi-family housing, a few single family residences, and
some institutional uses. The majority of surrounding residential development appears to include low
to medium density ground-related housing, as a response to development activity in the last 10 years
built to maximum permitted zoning of L-1 and L-3.

B. Locational Criteria. Lowrise 1 zone designation is most appropriate in areas generally
characterized by the following:

L Development Characteristics of the Area.

a. Areas where structures of low heights, generally less than thirty (3 0)
feet, and small bulk establish the pattern of development;

The area includes a mix of structure heights, as described in the response to SMC 23.34.009 above.
Most of the residential structures appear to. be approximately 30° in height. The older single family
structures are 1-2 stories. The older multi-family structures may be up to 4 stories tall. The newer
multi-family structures are built to the code maximum of 25 to 30 plus roof structure. The
institutional uses appear to be approximately 30° tall. The bulk of structures also ranges, including
newer townhouse development built to the maximum bulk permitted under existing codes, and older
institutional and multi-family structures that were built prior to codes restricting building bulk.

Generally, the average residential development nearby exhibits 20-30° structures with moderate bulk
and scale.

b. Areas with:

1. A mix of single-family structures, small multifamily structures
and single-family structures legally converted into multiple umts
where, because of the type and quality of the existing housing
stock, it is desirable to encourage new development opportunities,
or

2. Numerous or large vacant parcels suitable for family housing
where densities greater than single-family are desired; and
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There are some older single family structures that appear to be converted to multi-family
structures, and a few smaller vacant parcels that could be developed as multi-family housing.
However, most of the area appears to be developed to the code-permitted maximum under
existing zoning, | '

c. Areas where internal vehicular circulation is conducive to residential
units that are oriented to the ground level and the street. Preferred
locations are generally separated from principal arterials, as defined by
the Seattle Comprehensive Transportation Program, which conflict with
the desired character of L1 areas.

The subject property is located approximately 1 block from an arterial (E. Yesler Way). The
existing site is located on a block with steep east ~west sloping and doesn’t include an alley.
Vehicular access could be permitted from any of the street fronts for this site, but most likely
from 20" Avenue. All adjacent streets are designated non-arterial residential access streets.

2. Relationship to the Surrounding Areas.

a. Properties that are definable pockets within a larger, higher density
multifamily area, where it is desirable to preserve a small-scale
character; ' '

The subject property appears to be part of a general zone transition with more intensive zoning a
block to the south (NC1-40 at E. Yesler Way) to less intensive zoning to the north (Single
Family 5000 near E. Alder St). The area is not identified in the adopted Neighborhood Plan or
Comprehensive Plan as a pocket within a higher density zone where it is desirable to preserve
small-scale character, '

b. Properties generally surrounded by a larger single-family area where
variation and replacement in housing type could be accommodated
without significant disruption of the pattern, character or livability of
the surrounding development;

The surrounding zoning is described above. The site does not appear to be surrounded by a
larger single-family area. ~

c. Properties where a gradual transition is appropriate between single-
Samily areas and more intensive multifamily or neighborhood
commercial zones;

The zoning transition in the area is described above, in response to SMC 23.34.008. The gradual
zoning transition would be maintained with the proposed rezone.

d. Properties in areas where narrow streets, on-street parking congestion,
local traffic congestion, or irregular street patterns restrict local access
and circulation;
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The non-arterial residential access streets adjacent to this site are not any more congested or
narrow than other nearby similar streets in L-3 or L-1 zones. The street pattern is part of a
regular interconnected grid with many options for access and circulation to nearby destinations.

e. Properties in areas close to facilities and services used by households
with clzildren, including schools, parks and community centers.

Nearby schools and parks are descr 1bed in the Site and Vicinity Description near the beginning
of this document. The nearest community centers are Garfield Community Center at E. Cherry
St & 23" Avenue (approximately %2 mile to the northeast) and Yesler Community Center
(approximately % mile to the west). There are a number of households with children in the
immediate area.

The subject property site includes First Place School. The applicant has indicated that future
development on the subject property parcel would be targeted as residences for families of
children attending First Place School. :

. C. Areas zoned single family meeting the locational criteria for single-family designation
may be rezoned to L1 only when the provisions of Section 23.34.010 B are met.

The proposed rezone does not include any rezone of single-family designated parcels.

SMC 23.34.016 Conclusion: The proposed rezone site appears to meet some of the zone,
function, and locational criteria for L-1 zoning. Overall, it appears that the area around the
proposed rezone site is at or beyond the maximum density and zoning principles intended for L-1

Zones.

The applicant has proposed a change from L-1 to L-3 zomng for this parcel. The Land Use Code
includes 1.-2 zones, which allow density and development between the lower development
allowed under L-1 and the more intensive development allowed under L-3. The proposal
therefore is analyzed below for relation to L-2 zone, function, and locational criteria.

SMC 23.34.018 Lowrise 2 (L2) zone, function and locational criteria

A. Function. The intent of the Lowrise 2 zone is to encourage a variety of multifamily
housing types with less emphasis than the Lowrise I zone on ground-related units,
while remaining at a scale compatible with single-family structures.

As noted in response to SMC 23.34.016, the area includes a mix of densities of multi-family housing,
a few single family residences, and some institutional uses. The majority of surrounding residential
development appears to include low to medium density ground-related housing, as a response to
development activity in the last 10 years built to maximum permitted zoning of L-1 and L-3.
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B. Locational Criteria. Lowrise 2 zone designation is most appropriate in areas generally
charactertzea’ by the following:

1. Development Characteristics of the Areas.

 a. Areas that feature a mix of single-family structures and small to
mediuim multifamily structures generally occupying one or two lots, with
heights generally less than 30 feet; :

The area includes a mix of structure heights, as described in the response to SMC 23.34.009 and
23.34.016 above. Most of the residential structures appear to be approximately 30’ in height. The
older single family structures are 1-2 stories. The older multi-family structures may be up to 4
stories tall. The newer multi-family structures are built to the code maximum of 25’ to 30 plus roof
structure. The institutional uses appear to be approximately 30° tall. The bulk of structures also
ranges, including newer townhouse development built to the maximum bulk permitted under existing
codes, and older institutional and multi-family structures that were built prior to codes restricting
building bulk.

Many of the structures are built on a single lot, with the exception of newer townhouses that are often
built with four to six units on a single parent lot (divided for purposes of sale, but remaining a single
lot for development standards under the Land Use Code).

b. Areas suitable for multifamily development if topographic conditions
and the presence of views make it desirable to limit height and building
bulk to retain views from within the zone;

As described in analysis for SMC 23.34.009, the only views in the area are territorial. The
subject property block slopes steeply from west down to the east. However, the parcel on the
lower portion of the block is already zoned L-3 and developed to at least maximum zomng
helght if not higher. The block to.the east is occupied by a Park.

There do not appear to be any significant views to retain within this zone.

c. Areas occupied by a substantial amount of multifamily development if
Sactors such as narrow streets, on-street parking congestion, local traffic
congestion, lack of alleys and irregular street patterns restrict local
access and circulation and make an intermediate intensity of
development desirable.

As noted in response to SMC 23.34.016, the non-arterial residential access streets adjacent to this
site are not any more congested or narrow than other nearby similar streets in adjacent L-3 or L-1
zones. The street pattern is part of a regular interconnected grid with many options for access
and circulation to nearby destinations.
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2. Relationship to the SurroundingAl'eas; ‘A

a. Properties that are well-suited to multifamily development, but where
adjacent single-family areas make a transitional scale of development
desirable. It is desirable that there be a well-defined edge such as an

. arterial, open space, change in block pattern, topographic change or
other significant feature providing physical separation from the single-
Sfamily area. However, this is not a necessary condition if existing
moderate scale multifamily structures have already establzshed the scale

. relationship with abutting single-family areas;

The subject property appears to be part of a general zone transition with more intensive zoning a
block to the south (NC1-40 at E. Yesler Way) to less intensive zoning to the north (Single
Family 5000 near E. Alder St). There are no well-defined edges between the existing zones in
this area, and many of the zone changes occur mid-block. A zone transition that coincides with
the platted street would better meet this criterion.

The proposed rezone would maintain the existing pattern of a transitional scale of development
with a zone change mid-block from L-1 to L-3. A rezone of this parcel from L-1 to L-2 would
introduce a new zoning designation in this area, which would prov1de additional transition from

the south to the north.

Existing development in the area includes moderate scale multi-family structures, as described in
response to SMC 23.34.016. Development between this site and the Single Family zone further
to the north includes primarily low to moderate scale townhouses and single family residences,’
which have estabhshed the scale of relatlonsh1p with the Single Family zone to the north,

b Propertzes that are definable pockets within a more intensive area, if it
is desirable to preserve a smaller scale character and mix of densities;
The area is not identified in the adopted Neighborhood Plan or Comprehensive Plan as a pocket
within a higher density zone where it is desirable to preserve smaller scale character and a mix of -
densities. The development surrounding the proposed rezone parcel also does not indicate a
definable pocket with these characteristics.

c. Properties in areas otherwise suitable for higher density multifamily
development but where it is desirable to limit building height and bulk to
protect views from uphill areas or from public open spaces and scenic -
routes;

As described in analysis for SMC 23.34.009 and 23.34.018.B.1.b, the only views in the area are
territorial. The block to the east is occupied by a Park. There do not appear to be any significant
views from uphill areas to the west or from-the Park to the east. There are no SEPA Scenic

Routes designated in this area.
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d. Properties where vehicular access to the area does not require travel on
"residential access streets" in less intensive residential zones. :

All streets adjacent to this site are designated non-arterial residential access streets, as are the
streets to the south (through L-3 zoned areas) and to the north (to Single Family zoned areas).
Travel to this site from the south would bring vehicular access through residential access streets

via more intensive zones (NC1-40 and L-3).

Travel to this site from the north would bring vehicular access through residential access streets
via less intensive residential zones (L-1 and Single Family 5000). This is an existing pattern in
the immediate area. The proposed rezone would not significantly alter that pattern.

C. Areas zoned single family that meet the locational criteria for single-family
designation may be rezoned to L2 only if the provisions of subsection 23.34.010.B are

met,

The proposed rezone does not include any rezone of single-family designated pafcels.

SMC 23.34.018 Conclusion: The proposed rezone site appears to meet some of the zone,
function, and locational criteria for L-2 zoning. Overall, it appears that the area around the
proposed rezone site is at or beyond the maximum density and zoning principles intended for L-2
zones. ' :

SMC 23.34.020 Lowrise 3 (L3) zone, function and locational criteria.

A.  Function. An area that provides moderate scale multifamily housing opportunities in
multifamily neighborhoods where it is desirable to limit development to infill projects
and conversions compatible with the existing mix of houses and small to moderate
scale apartment structures.

As noted in response to SMC 23.34.016, the area includes a mix of densities of multi-family housing,
a few single family residences, and some institutional uses.” The majority of surrounding residential
development appears to include low to medium den31ty ground-related housmg, as a response to
development activity in the last 10 years built to maximum permitted zoning of L-1 and L-3.
Surrounding blocks include some single family and moderate scale apartment structures, as well as
institutions. :

B. Locational Criteria.

1. 1. Threshold Conditions. Subject to subsection B2 of this section, properties
that may be considered for an L3 designation are limited to the following:

a. Properties already zoned L3;
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The proposed rezone parcel is zoned L-1. Parcels immediately to the south are zoned .L-3.

b. Properties in areas already developed predominantly fo the permitted L3
density and where L3 scale is well establlshed

As noted in the Site and Vlclmty Description, and in the response to SMC 23.34.016,
development in the area is varied. Properties to the south of the proposed rezone parcel include
some institutional and older mixed-use structures that appear to be developed at or beyond the
permitted L-3 density. Properties to the north of the proposed rezone parcel include some
institutional and residential development, most of which appears to be developed at or near the
maximum permitted L-1 densities. The scale in this area is well established and this is one of the
few remaining underdeveloped sites in the area. The proposal appears to meet this criterion.

c. Properties within an urban center or village, except in the Wallingford
Residential Urban Village, in the Eastlake Residential Urban Village, in
the Upper Queen Anne Residential Urban Village, in the Morgan
Junction Residential Urban Village, in the Lake City Hub Urban
Village, in the Bitter Lake Village Hub Urban Village, or in the Admiral
Residential Urban Village; or

The proposed rezone site is located within the 23" @ Jackson-Union Residential Urban Village.
The proposal meets this criterion.

d. Properties located in the Delridge Neighborhood Revitalization Area, as
shown in Exhibit 23.34.020 A provided that the L3 zone designation
would facilitate a mixed-income housing development initiated by a

- public agency or the Seattle Housing Authority; a property use and
development agreement is executed subject to the provisions of SMC
Chapter 23.76 as a condition to any rezone; and the development would
serve a broad public purpose.

The proposed rezone site is not located in the Delridge Neighborhood Revitalization Area.

2. Properties designated as environmentally critical may not be rezoned to an L3
designation, and may remain L3 only in areas predommantly developed to the
intensity of the L3 zone.

The proposed rezone site is not demgnated as, or adjacent to, any environmentally critical area.
The proposal meets this criterion,

Other Criteria. The Lowrise 3 zone designation is most appropriate in areas generally characterized by the
Sollowing:
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a. Development Characteristics of the Area.

. L. Either: '
a. Areas that are already developed predominantly to the
permitted L3 density and where L3 scale is well -
established,
b. Areas that are within an urban center or urban village,
except in the Wallingford Residential Urban Village, in
the Eastlake Residential Urban Village, in the Upper
Queen Anne Residential Urban Village, in the Morgan
Junction Residential Urban Village, in the Lake City Hub
Urban Village, in the Bitter Lake Village Hub Urban
Village, or in the Admiral Residential Urban Village; or
¢. Areas that are located within the Delridge Neighborhood
Revitalization Area, as shown in Exhibit 23.34.020 A
provided that the L3 zone designation would facilitate a
mixed-income housing development initiated by a public
_agency or the Seattle Housing Autliority; a property use
and development agreement is executed subject to the
provisions of SMC Chapter 23.76 as a condition to any
rezone; and the development would serve a broad public
purpose. -

Response reflects that found in SMC 23.34.020.B.1.b through 23.34.020.B.1.d. The proposal
appears to meet these criteria.

2. Areas where the street pattern provides for adequate vehicular
circulation and access to sites. Locations with alleys are
preferred. Street widths should be sufficient for two (2) way
traffic and parking along at least one (1) curbside.

As noted in earlier sections, all streets adjacent to this site are designated non-arterial residential
access streets that are part of a larger grid street system, and provide many alternatives for access
to nearby areas. The proposed rezone site block does not include an alley, which is similar to
block conditions to the south in the adjacent L-3 zone.

The approximate street widths at and adj acent to this block are:

20™ Ave: 66° Right of Way, 26 paved parking and driving width
E. Spruce St: 56’ Right of Way, 25 paved parking and driving width
21% Ave: 66’ Right of Way, 29 paved parking and driving width
E. Fir St: 56’ Right of Way, 24’ paved parking and driving width

Under SMC 23.53, minimum street widths are required, depending on the zone and whether the
street is an arterial or non-arterial. All adjacent streets in this area are non-arterials.
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For L-1 zoned sites, the minimum non-arterial right of way width is 40°. For L-3 zoned sites, the-
non-arterial right of way width is 52°. All of the adjacent streets would meet the minimum non-
arterial width for L-3 zoned sites. This width is intended to provide sufficient traffic and on-
street parking for the maximum level of development expected in L-3 zoned sites.

The proposal appears to meet this criterion.
b. Relationship to the Surrounding Areas.

1. Properties in areas that are well served by public transit and have
direct access to arterials, so that vehicular traffic is not required-
to use streets that pass through less intensive residential zones;

The area surrounding the subject property rezone proposal is well-served by transit lines. The
nearest bus stop is at 20™ Ave & E. Yesler Way (one block to the south), with transit service
approximately every 30 minutes. Other nearby stops are located at 23" Ave & E. Yesler Way
(four blocks to the southeast), with three bus routes with service as frequently as every 15
minutes at peak times. Direct pedestrian access is available from the subject property to these
transit stops, with paved sidewalks connecting the areas. ‘

The streets accessing the proposed rezone site are designated non-arterial residential access
streets, as are the streets to the south (through L-3 zoned areas) and to the north (to Single
Family zoned areas). Direct access to the nearest arterial (E. Yesler Way, one block to the south)
would be from 20th Avenue, a non-arterial residential access street that would bring drivers

through an L-3 zone.
The proposal meets this criterion.

2. Properties in areas with significant topographic breaks, major
arterials or open space that provide sufficient transition to LDT
or L1 multifamily development;

As described previously, there is a topography change from west down to the east at this block,
but it is oriented in a perpendicular direction to the Zoning transitions that run north-south in this
area. Zoning transitions in this area often‘occur mid-block, which prevents even the use of a
platted right of way as a break between zones.

The proposed change from L-1 to L-3 zoning for this parcel would maintain the existing
condition of a mid-block change from L-3 to L-1 in this area. Rezoning all three parcels of the
subject site would prevent a split zoned development site, and also provide a zoning transition
- from L-3 to L-1 at the E. Spruce Street right of way (see Site and Vicinity Description for a

description of the entire Site).

The proposed rezone appears to meet this criterion, but the criterion would be better met by a
rezone of all three parcels of this development site to L-3 zoning.
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3. Properties in areas with existing multifamily zoning with close
proximity and pedestrian connections to neighborhood services,
public open spaces, schools and other residential amenities;

As described earlier in the analysis, the subject property is located within a few blocks of several
schools, parks, and residential amenities. The area has very good pedestrian connections, with
paved sidewalks along all nearby streets. The streets are connected in a grid system with small
block sizes to further facilitate pedestrian connectivity.

The proposal meets this criterion.

4. Properties that are adjacent to business and commercial areas
with comparable height and bulk, or where a transition in scale
between areas of larger multifamily and/or commercial
structures and smaller multifamily development is desirable.

~ Commercial areas are located one block to the south at E. Yesler Way. Medium density multi-
family development is also located to the south, with larger multi-family structures located
adjacent to E. Yesler Way. The subject site is not directly adjacent to these areas, but would be
contiguous with the L-3 zoning that provides a transition from these areas to the L-1 and Single
Family zones to the north.

The proposal appears to meet this criterion.

SMC 23.34.020 Conclusion: The proposed rezone site appears to meet all the zone, function, and
locational criteria for L-3 zoning. A zoning transition that coincides with the public right of way
would provide a better transition from L-3 to L-1 zoning in the area, and would prevent a split-
zoned development site at this location. Therefore, DPD has recommended a condition below to
rezone all three parcels at this development site to L-3 zoning,

RECOMMENDATION — REZONE

Based on the analysis undertaken in this report, and the weighing and balancing of all the
provisions in SMC 23.34, the Director recommends that the proposed rezone from Lowrise 1 to
Lowrise 3 be CONDITIONALLY APPROVED.

ANALYSIS - SEPA

The initial disclosure of the potential impacts from this project was made in the environmental
checklist submitted by the applicant, February 23, 2010, and annotated by the Department. The
information in the checklist, supplemental information provided by the applicant, and the
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experience of the lead agency with review of similar projects form the basis for this analysis and
decision. : : ‘

The SEPA Overview Policy (SMC 25.05.665 D) clarifies the relationship between codes,
policies, and environmental review. Specific policies for each element of the environment,
certain neighborhood plans, and other policies explicitly referenced may serve as the basis for
exercising substantive SEPA authority. ‘

The Overview Policy states in part: "where City regulations have been adopted to address an
environmental impact, it shall be presumed that such regulations are adequate to achieve
sufficient mitigation" (subject to some limitations). Under certain limitations and/or
circumstances (SMC 25.05.665 D 1-7) mitigation can be considered. Thus, a more detailed
discussion of some of the impacts is appropriate. -

Short-term Impacts

Approval of the proposed rezone to L-3 would allow more variety of commercial uses, 5 to 10
feet of additional height and increased density (specific requirements depend on the proposed
Multi-Family Land Use Code ordinance currently in review with City Council). Short-term
impacts resulting from construction are anticipated including: decreased air quality due to
suspended particulates from demolition, grading, clearing, and building activities and
hydrocarbon emissions from construction vehicles and equipment, temporary soil erosion,
increased dust caused by drying mud tracked onto streets during construction activities,
increased traffic and demand for parking from construction equipment and personnel, increased
noise, increases in carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gas emissions, and consumption of
renewable and non-renewable resources. Several adopted codes and/or ordinances provide
-mitigation for some of the identified impacts including; the Stormwater, Grading and Drainage
Control Code regulates site excavation for foundation purposes and requires that soil erosion
control techniques be initiated for the duration of construction. The Puget Sound Clean Air
- Agency (PSCAA) regulations require control of fugitive dust to protect air quality. The Building -
Code provides for construction measures in general. The Noise Ordinance regulates the time and
amount of construction noise that is permitted in the City.

Most short-term impacts are expected to be minor. Compliance with the above applicable codes
and ordinances will reduce or eliminate most adverse short-term impacts to the environment.
However, impacts associated with air quality, noise, construction traffic and parking warrant
further discussion. Any future development on the site will likely exceed the threshold requiring
Design Review and SEPA, so additional analysis of the short-term impacts will occur at that
time. However, the short-term impacts to air quality are discussed below.

dir

Greenhouse gas emissions associated with development come from multiple sources; the
extraction, processing, transportation, construction and disposal of materials and landscape
disturbance (Embodied Emissions); energy demands created by the development after itis
completed (Energy Emissions); and transportation demands created by the development after it is
completed (Transportation Emissions). Short-term impacts generated from the embodied
emissions results in increases in carbon dioxide and other gteen house gasses thereby impacting
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. air quality and contributing to climate change and global warming. While these impacts are

‘adverse they are not expected to be significant due to the relatively minor contribution of
greenhouse gas emissions from specific future projects in the rezone area. The other types of
emissions are considered under the use-related impacts discussed later in this document. No
SEPA conditioning is necessary to mitigate air quality impacts pursuant to SEPA policy SMC
25.05.675A. '

Long-term Impacts

Long-term or use-related impacts are also anticipated as a result of approval of this proposal
including: increased bulk and scale on the site, increased traffic in the area and increased
demand for parking, increased demand for public services and utilities, increases in carbon
dioxide and other greenhouse gas emissions, and increased light and glare.

Several adopted City codes and/or ordinances provide mitigation for some of the identified
impacts. Specifically these area: the Stormwater, Grading and Drainage Control Code which
requires onsite detention of stormwater with provisions for controlled tightline release to an
approved outlet and may required additional design elements to prevent isolated flooding, the
City Energy Code which will require insulation for outside walls and energy efficient windows,
and the Land Use Code which controls site coverage, setbacks, building height and use and
contains other development and use regulations to assure compatible development. Compliance
with these applicable codes and ordinances is adequate to achieve sufficient mitigation of most
long term long-term impacts, although some impacts warrant further discussion which will occur
during the SEPA and Design Review process at the time of a development proposal for this site.

Drainage

Rain water on roofs and on the driveways is the major source of water runoff on the site. The
rain water on the roofs will be collected in gutters and connected to the storm drainage system.
No drainage will be directed to the adjoining streets. Verification of an appropriate stormwater
control system and its proposed location of connection to the public system will be required to be
shown on the construction plans. No additional mitigation measures will be required pursuant to
SEPA.

Environmental Health

Operational activities, primarily vehicular trips associated with future construction and future
development energy consumption, are expected to result in increases in carbon dioxide, and
result in increases in carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gas emissions which adversely impact
air quality and contribute to climate change and global warming. While these impacts are
adverse, they are not expected to be significant due to the relatively minor contribution of
greenhouse gas emissions from this project and do not warrant mitigation under SEPA.

Height, Bulk, and Scale

Development under the proposed rezone would result in an additional 5 feet (under existing Land
Use Code requirements) or 10 feet (under proposed Code changes) of building height. This
could result in shadowing to adjacent properties, and reduced light and air.
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The Land Use Code includes setback requirements for commercial and mixed-use development
adjacent to existing residential zones, intended to address some of the height, bulk, and scale
impacts of new development.

Any development that exceeds Design Review thresholds in SMC 23.41 would be required to go
through design review. Design review considers mitigation for height, bulk and scale through
modulation, articulation, landscaping, and fagade treatment.

Section 25.05.675.G.2.c of the Seattle SEPA Ordinance provides the following: “The Citywide
Design Guidelines (and any Council-approved, neighborhood design guidelines) are intended to
mitigate the same adverse height, bulk, and scale impacts addressed in these policies. A project
that is approved pursuant to the Design Review Process shall be presumed to comply with these
Height, Bulk, and Scale policies. This presumption may be rebutted only by clear and
convincing evidence that height, bulk and scale impacts documented through environmental
review have not been adequately mitigated. Any additional mitigation imposed by the decision
maker pursuant to these height, bulk, and scale policies on projects that have undergone Design
Review shall comply with design guidelines applicable to the project.” The height, bulk or scale
impact issues will be addressed during the Design Review process for any new project proposed
“on the site. Additional mitigation is not wairanted under SEPA.

Traffic and Transportation -

The parcel proposed for rezoning currently includes 31 surface parking spaces. The other two
parcels that make up this development site include approximately 23,803 square feet of
institutional building use. The development intended by the applicant if this rezone is approved
is for 16 apartment units on the parcel currently occupied by surface parking.

Under existing Land Use Code requirements, it appears it could be possible to build
approximately 8 dwelling units on the site currently occupied by surface parking: If the parcel
were rezoned to L-3, it would be possible to build approximately 16 dwelling units. If all three
parcels were rezoned to L-3 and all structures were demolished, it might be possible to build -

" approximately 48 units total, under existing Land Use Code requirements. It’s likely that the
unit count of any of these scenarios would be much less than 48, since any development would
have to meet other development standards, Design Review, Guidelines, and Department of
Neighborhoods review of potential historic structures or sites.

The applicant has provided a Traffic Impact Analysis (for First Place School at 160- 20"
Avenue, Seattle WA, by Transportation Engineering Northwest, dated June 17, 2010). This
analysis includes an estimate of trip generation and distribution that might be possible under the
proposed rezone of the single parcel from L-1 to L-3. The analysis indicates that under the
proposed rezone of the single parcel, a total of 60 trips per day could be expected. This includes
an increase of 5 traffic trips per hour in the morning and 6 traffic trips per hour at night at peak
travel times, beyond existing conditions. The analysis shows that approximately 60% of the trips
from this site would move south toward E. Yesler Way. Another 30% would move north
towards E. Cherry St, and the remainder would move east and west from the site. This
distribution indicates that six traffic trips per hour would translate to an additional 3 or 4 cars per

hour on adjacent streets.
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Using this rationale, if all three parcels at this development site were rezoned to full L-3
potential, a total of 180 additional traffic trips per day with 15 traffic trips per hour in the
morning and 24 traffic trips per hour in the evening could be expected. Continuing the trip
distribution analysis from the Traffic Impact Analysis report, adjacent streets may see up to an
additional 12 cars per hour at peak travel times.

DPD has reviewed the Traffic Impact Analysis and the anticipated impacts of rezoning all three
parcels in this development site to L-3, and has determined that neither scenario would have a
significant adverse impact. Additional mitigation is not warranted under SEPA. -

Parking .

The parking policy in Section 25.05.675M of the Seattle SEPA Ordinance states that parking
impact mitigation may be required only where on-street parking is at capacity as defined by the
Seattle Transportation Department or where the development itself would cause on-street
parking to reach capacity. Parking utilization in the vicinity appears to be below capacity and
on-street parking can be found during the daytime or evening hours. Any future development
must meet the Land Use Code requirements and would be expected to accommodate the parking
demand generated by the project, as well as replace any required parking on site (such as the
surface parking currently used to meet First Place School permit requirements). Mitigation of
parking impacts will be considered during the SEPA review of any future proposed project on
the rezone site. '

Summary

In conclusion, it is anticipated that the development potential of rezoning of all three parcels at
this development site from L1 to L-3 will result in probable adverse impacts to the environment.
However, due to their temporary nature and limited effects, the impacts are not expected to be
significant. Conditions to mitigate the potential development impacts will be imposed during the
SEPA review of future development proposals.

- DECISION - SEPA

This decision was made after review by the responsible official on behalf of the lead agency of a
completed environmental checklist and other information on file with the responsible
department. This constitutes the Threshold Determination and form. The intent of this
declaration is to satisfy the requirements of the State Environmental Policy Act (RCW 43.21C),
including the requirement to inform the public agency decisions pursuant to SEPA.

[X]  Determination of Noh-Signiﬁcance. This proposal has been determined to not have a
significant adverse impact upon the environment. An EIS is not required under
RCW 43.21C.030 2C.

[ ] Determination of Significance. This proposal has or may have a significant adverse
impact upon the environment. An EIS is required under RCW 43.21C.030 2C.




Application No. 3011035
Page 35

RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS - SEPA
" None.

RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS — REZONE

1. All three parcels (Parcel numbers 9826701222, 9826701245, and 9826701300) of the
First Place School development site shall be rezoned to Lowrise 3. - .

Signature: - (Signiture on file) ‘ Date: _August 12, 2010,
Shelley Bolser AICP, LEED AP, Senior Land Use Planner
Department of Planning and Development

SKB:jj
I:BolserS\DOC\Rezones\3011035\3011035Rec SEPA_Determination.docx
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Summary Comparison of Proposed Changes: Existing L3 and L4 Zones to HLHﬂuw

Zones

Existing Lowrise 3

Existing Lowrise 4

Proposed Lowrise 3

FAR+Density

FAR:n/a .
Density limlt: 1 unit/800 sf of lot area

FAR:n/a
Density limit 1 unit
600 sf of lot area

QUTSIDE Designated Growth Areas’

_ INSIDE Designated Growth Areas!

Housing Type: FAR*

Cottage Housing 11

Rowhouse 130r14 i

Townhouse 120r13 1/1600 or no liemit
Apartment 140115 1/800 or no limit

FAR* Density*

11 1/1600

130r14 no limit

130r14 1/1600 or no limit.
150r2.0 1/800 or no

* additional measures regarding parking locations, amenlty area and sustainable development réqulred to permit added FAR and density.

Building Height

30'+5'
with 4:12 pitched roof

37+5
with 4:12 pitched roof

OUTSIDE Designated Growth Areas®

INSIDE Deslgnated Growth Areas!

Cottage Housing: same as LR1 o

Rowhouses, Townhouses and Apartments: 30'+5' for roof with
minlmum 6:12 pitch and +4' for partlally below-grade floor;

or 30'+10* for roof with minlmum pitch of 6:12 and no added
height for partiaily below-grade floor.

Cottage Housing: same as LR1

Rowhouses and Townhouses: 30%45' for roof with
minimum 6:12 pitch and +4' for partially below-grade
floor, or 30'+10' for roof with minimum 6:12 pitch and no
added helght for partially below-grade floor.
Apartments: 40'+5’ for roof with minimum 6:12 pitch; or
40'+4' for partially below grade floor.

Townhouses: average 300 sf/unit,
ground level and directly accesslble;

Townhouses: minimum 200 sf/unit
plus 15% of lot area, ground leval

Cottage Housing, Rowh: and h ame as LR1
" Apattments: same as LR2, except that for apartments that gain

Building Setbacks Front: Average of neighboring prop- | Front: Average of neighboring SameasLR1
: erties up to 15, minimum 5 propertles up to 20, minimurn 5
Slde: Minimum 6, Increasing with Side: Minllmum 7, increasing with |
heightand depth heightand depth !
Rear: 15% of lot depth up to 25! Rear: 15% of lot depth, minimum 5' R .
: minimum 15' . | 'upto 25 maximum
In addition, modulation of fagadess | In addition, modulation of fagades
required: Generally modulation must { is required: Generally modulation .
. be 5" wide with a depth of 4' must be 5' wide with'a depth of 4% *
Building Width and Depth Appliestoall lots Applies to attlots QUTSIDE Designated Growth Areas? INSIDE Designated Growth Areas
Limits Maximum Width: Maximum Width: - "
Apartments 75' Apartments $0' Applies to all lots Appliestoall lots
Townhouses 120' Townhouses 150° Maximum Width: 120" Maximum Width: 150" -
. . y . Maximum Depth: applies only along slde Iot lines abutting Maximum Depth: 2pplies only along side lot lines abutting
. Maximurm Depth: 65% of lot depth Maximum U.mv th: 65% of lot depth another [ot, In which case the portion of a structure more “another lot, In which case the portion of a structure more
than 4' above grade and less than 15' from the lot lineis than 4' above grade and less than 15 from the lot line Is
timlted to 65% of lot depth, limited to 65% of lot depth,
Lot no<m_‘mmm Applies toall lots Applies to all Jots n/a
. . Apartments: 45% Apartments: 50%
Townhouses 50%
Residential Amenities Apartments: 25% of ot area or 30% If { Apartments: 25% of lot area or 30% OQUTSIDE Designated Growth Afeas’ INSIDE Designated Growth Areas'
Vs 1sabove ground If¥31s above ground

Cottage Housing, Rowhouses and Townhouses: sarme as LR]
Apartments: same as LR2, except that for apartments that

minfmum 200 sf/unit. and directly accassible added FAR and density, 150 square feet of residentlal amenity gain added FAR and density, 120 square feet of residential
area required per unit, with 50% required as common amenity | amenity area required per unit, with 50% required as common
drea at ground level amenity area at ground level,
Green mmnﬁo_‘\rm:mmnmvm:m Same as Exfsting LDT Same as Existing LOT Same as LR1
Parking Same as Bxdsting LDT Same as Existing LOT SameasLR?

'designated growth areas include urban centers, urban villages, and station areas.
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