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2013-2014 

Proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendments 

 

The proposed amendments to the Comprehensive Plan that are listed in the table below were 

submitted for consideration during the 2013-2014 amendment cycle. This summer the Council 

will adopt a policy docket resolution that states which of these amendments Council will 

consider in 2014.  In December 2013, the Mayor will submit a bill and Department of Planning 

and Development Director’s Report with the Mayor’s recommended amendments.  In January 

2014, the Planning Commission will provide recommendations to the Council on proposed 

amendments.  In March 2014, the Council will pass a bill amending the Comprehensive Plan. 

 

Abbreviations: 

DPD—Department of Planning and Development 

FLUM—Future Land Use Map 

 

App. # Applicant Brief Description of Proposed Amendment Application 

1 DPD DPD proposes amendments to the University Community Urban 

Center neighborhood plan, including Future Land Use Map 

changes, placeholders for future policy amendments related to 

open space, economic development, diversity of housing types, 

and building form, and amendments to infrastructure and facility 

data. 

 

2 Roosevelt 

Neighbors 

Alliance (RNA) 

The RNA proposes to change the FLUM to expand the boundary 

of the University Community Urban Center to include the 

Blessed Sacrament Parish south of Northeast 53
rd

 Street and east 

of 8
th

 Avenue Northeast. 

3 Nancy Bocek and 

neighbors 

Ms. Bocek proposes to change the FLUM to remove the area 

west of the middle of the block between 9
th

 Avenue Northeast 

and 10
th

 Avenue Northeast and north of Northeast 47
th

 Street 

from the University Community Urban Center. 

4 DPD DPD proposes amendments to the Central Area neighborhood 

plan, including Future Land Use Map changes and placeholders 

for future policy amendments. 

5 DPD DPD proposes amendments to the Duwamish 

Manufacturing/Industrial Center (MIC) and Stadium Transition 

Overlay District, including FLUM amendments and placeholders 

for policies related to protection of land for industrial uses and 

whether the Overlay District should be maintained or changed to 

another zoning category. 

6 DPD DPD proposes to change the FLUM to remove an area west of 

16
th

 Avenue West, east of the railroad tracks, and north of West 

Dravus Street from the Ballard/Interbay MIC and change the 

designation from industrial to mixed-use commercial. 

7 Ian Morrison, for 

Hummel 

Mr. Morrison proposes to Amend the FLUM for property south 

of Armory Way and west of 15
th

 Avenue West to remove it from 
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Architects, PC Ballard/Interbay MIC and change the designation from industrial 

to mixed-use commercial. 

 

8 Ian Morrison, for 

1290 Broadway 

REIT 

Mr. Morrison proposes to amend the FLUM for property north 

of the Ballard Bridge, east of 15
th

 Avenue West, and south of 

NW 54
th

 Street to remove it from the Ballard/Interbay MIC and 

change the designation from industrial to mixed-use commercial. 

9 Brent Carson, for 

4000 Property 

LLC 

Mr. Carson proposes change the FLUM designation of  property 

bounded on the north by Northeast 45th Street and on the west 

by 38th Avenue Northeast, formerly occupied by a Battelle 

research facility, from single family to multifamily. 
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May 15, 2013  
 
  
TO:    Councilmember Richard Conlin
 
FROM:   Diane Sugimura
 
SUBJECT:   Suggestions for Comprehensive Plan annual amendment cycle
 
 
The Department of Planning and Development has identified a number of topics that we 
believe should be considered in the 2013
Even though we are in the process of conducting the state
of the Plan and aiming for adoption of wide
below represent new or revised policy directions that will stand the test of time and are very 
unlikely to be changed through the major review process.  
 
The suggestions below are still in early stages of formulation as DPD works through particular 
issues with community groups, and there is not specific language available.  However, all of the 
processes are actively moving forward on these topics, and we believe that having complete 
language available in November when the Mayor sends recommended amendments to Council 
will afford the broader public, beyond these projects’ stakeholders, sufficient opp
review and comment prior to Council action.  For amendments stemming from community 
processes, moving the amendments forward now can help move more quickly to 
implementation steps, making more efficient use of community volunteers’ time.
 
The numbered paragraphs in the description of each topic below correspond to the questions 
included in the Council’s amendment application form.
 

A. University District Urban Center

As you know, DPD is currently working with the community in the University District to develop 
an area study for the neighborhood.  From our conversations with the community so far, we 
have identified several possible types of changes we want to continue p
 

1. At this time, we do not have specific policy language to recommend, but the following 
points help describe the general purpose and direction of likely amendments:

• Allow increased heights, especially in the core of the neighborhood.  For 
example, amend UC
Based on community feedback, it’s likely that DPD will recommend zoning for 
higher midrise and some highrise in this area.

• Remove reference to specific subareas (e.g., University Garden
likely to play a major role in the future growth of the neighborhood.

• Remove the confusing and seemingly unnecessary policy UC
and policies of the UCUC Neighborhood Plan are not intended to change the 
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Suggestions for Comprehensive Plan annual amendment cycle

The Department of Planning and Development has identified a number of topics that we 
believe should be considered in the 2013-2014 annual Comprehensive Plan amendment cycle.  

the process of conducting the state-mandated major review and update 
of the Plan and aiming for adoption of wide-reaching Plan revisions in 2015, the proposals 
below represent new or revised policy directions that will stand the test of time and are very 
unlikely to be changed through the major review process.   

The suggestions below are still in early stages of formulation as DPD works through particular 
issues with community groups, and there is not specific language available.  However, all of the 

esses are actively moving forward on these topics, and we believe that having complete 
language available in November when the Mayor sends recommended amendments to Council 
will afford the broader public, beyond these projects’ stakeholders, sufficient opp
review and comment prior to Council action.  For amendments stemming from community 
processes, moving the amendments forward now can help move more quickly to 
implementation steps, making more efficient use of community volunteers’ time.

umbered paragraphs in the description of each topic below correspond to the questions 
included in the Council’s amendment application form. 

University District Urban Center 

As you know, DPD is currently working with the community in the University District to develop 
an area study for the neighborhood.  From our conversations with the community so far, we 
have identified several possible types of changes we want to continue pursuing.  

At this time, we do not have specific policy language to recommend, but the following 
points help describe the general purpose and direction of likely amendments:

Allow increased heights, especially in the core of the neighborhood.  For 
, amend UC-P2, which calls for heights up to 65’ south of NE 43

Based on community feedback, it’s likely that DPD will recommend zoning for 
higher midrise and some highrise in this area. 

Remove reference to specific subareas (e.g., University Garden
likely to play a major role in the future growth of the neighborhood.

Remove the confusing and seemingly unnecessary policy UC
and policies of the UCUC Neighborhood Plan are not intended to change the 
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mandated major review and update 
reaching Plan revisions in 2015, the proposals 

below represent new or revised policy directions that will stand the test of time and are very 

The suggestions below are still in early stages of formulation as DPD works through particular 
issues with community groups, and there is not specific language available.  However, all of the 

esses are actively moving forward on these topics, and we believe that having complete 
language available in November when the Mayor sends recommended amendments to Council 
will afford the broader public, beyond these projects’ stakeholders, sufficient opportunity to 
review and comment prior to Council action.  For amendments stemming from community 
processes, moving the amendments forward now can help move more quickly to 
implementation steps, making more efficient use of community volunteers’ time. 

umbered paragraphs in the description of each topic below correspond to the questions 

As you know, DPD is currently working with the community in the University District to develop 
an area study for the neighborhood.  From our conversations with the community so far, we 

ursuing.   

At this time, we do not have specific policy language to recommend, but the following 
points help describe the general purpose and direction of likely amendments: 

Allow increased heights, especially in the core of the neighborhood.  For 
P2, which calls for heights up to 65’ south of NE 43rd St.  

Based on community feedback, it’s likely that DPD will recommend zoning for 

Remove reference to specific subareas (e.g., University Gardens) which aren’t 
likely to play a major role in the future growth of the neighborhood. 

Remove the confusing and seemingly unnecessary policy UC-P4: “These goals 
and policies of the UCUC Neighborhood Plan are not intended to change the 
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policy basis for consideration of rezones proposed after adoption of these goals 
and policies.” 

• Update or eliminate all figures since they no longer correspond to long-range 
planning ideas in the neighborhood. 

• Add references to the potential suitability of highrise development and incentive 
zoning? 

• Rework open space references to focus on the community’s desire for a park or 
plaza in the core of the neighborhood. 

• Add reference(s) to increasing the diversity and density of jobs in the 
neighborhood; existing goals and policies are all focused on residential growth 
and amenities. 

• Add updated language to support transportation choices, such as a bike plan, 
pedestrian facilities, transit coordination. 

• Extend Urban Center boundary northward near University Way toward Ravenna 
Boulevard. 
 

2. The City adopted the University District Neighborhood Plan in 1998.  The ongoing effort 
between the City and the community is an opportunity to update some of the policies  in 
that original plan. 

3. The neighborhood plan helps guide key City decisions about the physical development 
of the neighborhood.  The updated neighborhood plan’s inclusion in the Comp Plan will 
continue to provide guidance for development in the area. 

4. The amendments will provide a benefit to the community by recognizing the current 

neighborhood conditions and the neighborhood’s desires, which would be reflected in 

policies that will help guide actions by both City departments and private developers. 

5. The recommendations will be derived from extensive community engagement that 
considered the existing vision, goals and policies and will reflect revisions to some of 
those earlier statements. 

6. The suggestion is based on our work with the community so far, and the final 
recommendations will be reviewed by the community prior to Council review. 

 
B. Arena-related 

The memorandum of understanding among the City, King County and ArenaCo called for two 
studies of land use issues in the vicinity of the proposed basketball arena.  The MOU directs 
one of the studies to “…evaluate the necessary policies … to protect maritime and industrial 
uses and reinforce the role of the manufacturing/industrial center (M/IC) as a manufacturing 
and industrial sanctuary.” The second study, referred to as the stadium district study, is 
reevaluating the effectiveness of the existing Stadium Transition Area Overlay District (STAOD) 
and the existing Comprehensive Plan policies for that area.  It is expected that each of the two 
related studies could result in amendments to the Comprehensive Plan. While the two studies 
are ongoing with draft recommendations scheduled for July 2013, the types of policy changes 
that could be pursued based on work to date are summarized in #1 below.  
 

1. Potential changes that could emerge from the industrial land study include policies 
that restrict removal of land from the Duwamish M/IC or that further discourage 
development of non-industrial uses in the M/IC.   One outcome of the stadium area 
will be an evaluation of that area’s inclusion within the Duwamish M/IC  and a 
recommendation about one of the following policy approaches:  Continuing  to use a 
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zoning overlay with stronger guiding policy in the Area Specific Land Uses section of 
the Comprehensive Plan; removing the area from the M/IC and adding it to the 
Downtown Urban Center, with extension and enhancement of Downtown Urban 
Center land use policies for the area; or removing it from the M/IC and adding 
policies that establish it as its own unique category of place. 

2. The Plan includes the stadium area in the Duwamish M/IC and designates that land 
for industrial uses.  The Plan also contains several policies that limit uses in the 
M/IC and on industrially zoned property to industrial uses.  The recently adopted 
Container Port Element of the Plan further strengthened the concept of land use 
compatibility near Port facilities. 

3. The two studies will produce recommendations specifically about the use of land in 
the M/IC and in the stadium area, for which the Comp Plan currently establishes the 
relevant policies.  The schedule calls for both studies to produce draft 
recommendations in July of this year, with the goal of having final recommendations 
available in time for the executive recommendations in the fall. 

4. The recommendations will further strengthen the City’s commitment to restricting 
uses in the M/IC and will help formulate a more particular concept for the future of 
the stadium area. 

5. Recommendations for both of these topics are being developed with the help of 
advisory committees that include people with professional interests in the future of 
these areas. 

6. Once the draft recommendations are published, DPD will solicit comments from the 
broader public, beyond the advisory committees. 

 
C. Ballard/Interbay 

DPD has initiated a land-use study of an approximately 3-mile corridor along Elliott Avenue W 
and 15th Avenue NW from Interbay to Ballard. The purpose is to develop a vision for the lands 
close to this heavily travelled, multi-functional route.   
 

1. So far in this study, DPD has identified one possible amendment to the Comprehensive 
Plan, and that is a change to the Future Land Use Map that would remove a small land 
area along 16th Ave. W. from the M/IC and change the designation from “industrial” to 
“mixed-use commercial.” 

2. The land that would be affected by this amendment is currently designated by the 
Comprehensive Plan as part of the Ballard Interbay Manufacturing/Industrial Center and 
for industrial uses. 

3. Designating future uses of land is one of the primary purposes of the Comprehensive 
Plan, the designating of M/ICs is a tool the City has chosen to use for that purpose.  
Because development regulations, including zoning, need to be consistent with the 
Plan, when the City’s desired outcome for an area changes, it is necessary to provide 
the policy direction for that change in the Plan.  DPD has been working with the 
community to analyze conditions in the area and to develop recommendations about 
possible changes and expects to have a final recommendation prepared in time for 
Council consideration as part of this year’s amendment cycle. 

4. The ultimate outcome could be redevelopment of the parcels covered by the 
recommendation that would produce more commercial uses that could occur under the 
current designation, and could include residential uses that are not permitted today. 
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5. Community representatives, including stakeholders in BINMIC are participating in 
discussions with DPD about the future of the entire corridor and are reviewing potential 
recommendations for changes to Future Land Use Map designations. 

6. While we are not prepared to make final recommendations at this time, discussions so 
far with the community appear to support this type of change. 
 

 

D. Central Area Neighborhood Plan 

DPD is working with the community around 23rd Ave. to update portions of the Central Area 
Action Plan, and we anticipate that process will generate amendments to the Central Area 
Neighborhood Plan in the Comprehensive Plan.  
  

1. Potential Comprehensive Plan amendments include updating and clarifying goals and 
policies to reflect the current context and changed conditions in the neighborhood.   
Recommended amendments could also include changes to the Future Land Use Map 
as this work identifies locations would zoning changes could leverage public and private 
investment, particularly at the key nodes of 23rd at Union, Cherry and Jackson. 

2. The Central Area Neighborhood Plan was adopted into the Comp Plan in 1998.  The 
neighborhood’s goals and policies for guiding growth and change may need to be 
refreshed, based on physical changes that have occurred in the neighborhood and on 
possible new visions current residents may have for the neighborhood. 

3. The City has determined that the Comp Plan is the appropriate vehicle for conveying 
the growth goals for all the neighborhood planning areas.  DPD has begun research 
and outreach to the community to discuss possible updates to the neighborhood vision 
and neighborhood plan.   At this time, we anticipate having final recommendations in 
time to be part of Council’s consideration of this year’s amendments. 

4. Outcomes from amending the neighborhood plan policies in the Comp Plan include 
renewed interest from the community in shaping the future of the area and new focus 
for that future that takes into account changes over the past 15 years, plus the 
aspirations of the current community. 

5. The proposed changes would be a new version of the community vision, based on 
ongoing discussions between City staff and the community. 

6. The recommendations DPD will forward in the fall of 2013 will be the product of an 
inclusive process of community engagement intended to understand and document  
directions that will have support of the community. 

 
If you have questions about these suggestions, please contact Tom Hauger of my staff at 684-
8380 or at tom.hauger@seattle.gov.  
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Adapted and excerpted from: 

University District Urban Design Framework existing conditions report, Draft June 2012, pgs. 11, 38. 

http://www.seattle.gov/dpd/cms/groups/pan/@pan/@plan/@udistrictstudy/documents/web_informational/dpds019212.pdf  

Dashed blue line—Station Area Overlay District 

Residential blocks proposed to be withdrawn 

from Urban Center Boundary 

Proposed New Alignment for University District Northwest Urban Village Boundary 

4700 – 5000 blocks of 7
th

 Ave NE, 8
th

 Ave NE, 9
th

 Ave NE. Zoned LR1 and SF 5000 

Boundary midblock between 9
th

 NE and Roosevelt Way NE & NE 47th St from midblock 9th/

Roosevelt and 7th Ave NE.  
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City of Seattle 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT APPLICATION  

Use this application to propose a change in the policies, future land use map, 
appendices, or other components of the adopted City of Seattle Comprehensive 
Plan.  Applications are due to the Seattle City Council no later than 5:00 p.m. on 
May 15th for consideration in the next annual review cycle. Any proposals received 
after May 15th will be considered in the review process for the following year. 

(Please Print or Type) 

Date: May 15, 2013 (extended answers – May 29, 2013) 

Applicant: Neighbors of the RNA neighborhood/Nancy Bocek (contact person), Mary 

Hausladen, Judith Wirth, Eric Larson, Richard Anderson, Philip Thiel 

Mailing Address: 5011 9th Ave NE (Nancy) 

City:  Seattle     State:  WA    Zip:  98105       Phone: (206) 632-7760 

Email: nancybocek@gmail.com 

Contact person (if not the applicant): N/A 

Mailing Address:      Email: 

City:       State:       Zip:       Phone: 

Name of general area, location, or site that would be affected by this proposed 
change in text (attach additional sheets if necessary) 

4700 – 5000 blocks of 7th Ave NE, 8th Ave NE, 9th Ave NE to midblock between 9th Ave NE 

and Roosevelt Ave NE. (Please see attached: <Attch 1_Map_Comp plan UDNWUV boundary 

amendment proposed_513>). 

If the application is approved for further consideration by the City Council, the 
applicant may be required to submit a Sate Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) 
checklist. 

Acceptance of this application does not guarantee final approval. 

Applicant Signature:    

 
Date: May 15, 2013 
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REQUIRED QUESTIONNAIRE:   Comprehensive Plan Amendment Application 

Please answer the following questions in text and attach them to the application.  
Supporting maps or graphics may be included.  Please answer all questions 
separately and reference the question number in your answer.  The Council will 
consider an application incomplete unless all the questions are answered.  When 
proposing an amendment, you must show that a change to the Comprehensive Plan 
is required. 

Our answers in boxes. 

1.  Provide a detailed description of the proposed amendment and a clear statement 
of what the proposed amendment is intended to accomplish.   Include the name(s) of 
the Comprehensive Plan Element(s) (Land Use, Transportation, etc) you propose to 
amend. 

We respectfully request the City to amend the Urban Center boundaries in the 

Comprehensive plan to exclude a few blocks of our community to preserve the unique single 

family homes, open space, and institutions that reflects “Seattle heritage”.  

As Prof. Emeritus Philip Thiel describes, “It encompasses the Blessed Sacrament Church and 

Parsonage; the University Child Development School; the University Branch of the Seattle 

Public Library; the Seven Gables Theatre; the University Playground (one of the U District’s 

rare open spaces);  and a significant number of 1900-1920 craftsman houses, many recently 

rehabilitated.” See attached letter and map from Prof. Thiel for more details. (<Attch 

2_PThiel ltr 052313>, <Attch 3_PThiel map attch_ltr 052313>.) 

The requested boundary change requested = 4700 – 5000 blocks of 7th Ave NE, 8th Ave NE, 

9th Ave NE to midblock between 9th Ave NE and Roosevelt Ave NE. No change to boundary 

at Blessed Sacrament Church and University Child Development School. (Please see <Attch 

1_Map_Comp plan UDNWUV boundary amendment proposed_513>.) 

a. If the amendment is to an existing Comprehensive Plan goal or policy, and you 
have specific language you would like to be considered, please show proposed 
amendments in "line in/line out" format with text to be added indicated by 
underlining, and text to be deleted indicated with strikeouts. 

UC-P3  Encourage a vibrant mixed-use residential neighborhood in the University 

Gardens Core area (between NE 50th Street, Brooklyn Avenue NE, NE 43rd Street, 

and 9th Avenue NE. Roosevelt Avenue NE.)  

UC-P23  In the University Gardens Core (the area generally between NE 50th Street, 

Brooklyn Avenue NE, NE 43rd Street, and 9th Avenue NE. Roosevelt Avenue NE), 

create a connected network of open spaces integrated with development. 

Provide open space and recreation facilities for seniors. 
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b. If the proposed amendment would also require a change to the Seattle Municipal 
Code (SMC), please indicate the SMC section(s) needing amendment.  If you have 
specific language you would like to be considered, please show proposed edits to 
the SMC in "line in/line out" format as described above. 

The proposed amendment would require a change in the Municipal Code; specifically, in the 

Land Use Code, which is Title 23 of the Municipal Code. The change would be in the 

boundary of the University Community Urban Center on the official land use map cited in 

Section 23.32.016 of the Code. 

c. If the amendment is to the Future Land Use Map, please provide a map that 
clearly outlines the area proposed to be changed. 

Please see attached map that shows the boundary changes we requesting. (Please refer to: 

<Attch 1_Map_Comp plan UDNWUV boundary amendment proposed_513>) 

2.  Describe how the issue is currently addressed in the Comprehensive Plan.  If the 
issue is not adequately addressed, describe the need for it. 

The current boundary includes 4700 – 5000 blocks of 7th Ave NE, 8th Ave NE, 9th Ave NE to 

midblock between 9th Ave NE and Roosevelt Ave NE. We request this area removed from 

the Urban Center. 

3.  Describe why the proposed change meets the criteria adopted in Resolution 
31402 for considering an amendment to the Comprehensive Plan. The criteria are 
listed at the end of this application form. Is a Comprehensive Plan amendment the 
best means for meeting the identified public need?  What other options are there for 
meeting the identified public need? 

Because this is a change to the Urban Center boundaries, the Comprehensive Plan needs to 

be amended. To the best of our knowledge, as citizens in the University District, our 

proposed boundary change aligns with the criteria listed below: 

o Its intent cannot be accomplished by a change in regulations alone; 

o It is not better addressed as a budgetary or programmatic decision; and 

o The timing of the amendment is appropriate and Council will have sufficient information 

to make an informed decision; 

o City staff will be able to develop within the time available the text for the Comprehensive 

Plan and, if necessary, amendments to the Municipal Code, and to conduct sufficient 

analysis and public review; and 

o The amendment has not been recently rejected by the City Council. 

o This proposed boundary change can be reviewed by such a process prior to final Council 

consideration of the amendment. 
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4.  What do you anticipate will be the impacts caused by the change in text, including 
the geographic area affected and the issues presented?  Why will the proposed 
change result in a net benefit to the community? 

We respectfully request the City to amend the University District Northwest Urban Village 

boundaries in the Comprehensive Plan to exclude a few blocks of our community. These 

blocks have minimal impact on the Light Rail Transit Area Development or in future increases 

in population density within the Urban Center.  

 

These blocks do not fall within the Station Overlay District Boundary, on the edge of the 10 

minute walk from U District station at Brooklyn Ave NE and NE 43rd St, and are currently 

zoned L-1 and LR-2 for increased density, allowing for future development of a low rise type 

more in keeping with a ground related neighborhood.  

 
This proposal will benefit the community. It will: 

o Support the Urban Design Framework that emphasizes livability and pedestrian friendly 

streets. 

o Support a diversity of housing choices and residents, with attention to preserving historic 

Seattle homes. 

o Preserve the architectural integrity of significant public and institutional buildings. 

o Ensure that our community has fair opportunity to participate in any rezoning process.  

o Preserve surrounding historic houses and the ground related L-1 zone.  

o Maintain walkability on 9th Ave to University Playground, University Library, University 

Child Development Center and Blessed Sacrament Church, which is used by many 

different age groups.  

o Preserve many of homes that are owner occupied or properly cared for by landlords with 

good neighbors.  

o Attract and retain life-long residents. We need our old houses with yards and a 

neighborhood feel, with habitat for birds and other wild life. Many of the older homes 

are where the urban canopy is preserved.  

o Keep zoning low around the University Playground Park, the University District’s only 

true open space in one of the densest neighborhoods in the state! It is critical that it is 

not overshadowed by tall buildings.  
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5.  How would the proposed change comply with the community vision statements, 
goals, objectives, and policies of the Comprehensive Plan?  Please include any data, 
research, or reasoning that supports the proposed amendments. 

Being in the urban center boundaries means continual pressure to up zone, which puts at 

risk the neighborhood heritage, open space and breathability, and unique sense of place.  

Higher buildings and increased lot coverage reduce open space and urban canopy such as 

the large and mature trees, breathability and walkability.  

 

CRG6  A city that celebrates and strives to protect its cultural legacy and heritage, to 

preserve and protect historic neighborhoods and to preserve, restore and re-use its 

built resources of cultural, heritage, architectural, or social significance in order to 

maintain its unique sense of place and adapt to change gracefully. 

6.  Is there public support for this proposed text amendments (i.e. have you 
conducted community meetings, etc.)?  Note: The City will provide a public 
participation process, public notice, and environmental review for all applications. 

We briefed the Roosevelt Neighbors’ Alliance (RNA) board on Monday, May 13th, about our 

plan to request these boundary changes, but because we knew so little about the process, 

we were not able to give them full understanding of it. We will continue to communicate 

with them to keep them informed.  

 

We have contacted many neighbors in these blocks to include them in awareness of this 

proposal and invite them to participate with us.  Public support was evident in the number 

of residents (~50) who came to a meeting with Dave LeClergue, DPD, with only a few days 

notice. There is a belief that being in the University urban center, with light rail station 

imminent, that significant densification is expected and will eliminate the neighborhood’s 

unique character and history. 

 

We have not had time yet to bring this to the wider neighborhood community, having just 

learned about it ourselves. However there will be future opportunities to educate and gather 

community input. We are willing to take on many methods to do community outreach, such 

as organize gatherings, present at a Roosevelt Neighbors’ Alliance membership meeting, do 

outreach at local events, neighborhood leafleting, emailing and Facebook.  

 

This Applicant group is made up of individuals that have a long history with RNA. Nancy 

Bocek, Mary Hausladen, Eric Larson and Judith Wirth are past RNA presidents and board 

members. Phil Thiel a long time RNA member, consultant and board member. Richard 

Anderson is a long time RNA member. Our children were born and raised here. We are 

deeply committed to our community and value the character of our neighborhood.  
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Criteria for Comprehensive Plan Amendment Selection (from Resolution 31402) 
 
The following criteria will be used in determining which proposed Comprehensive 
Plan amendments will be given further consideration: 
 
A.  The amendment is appropriate for the Comprehensive Plan because: 

• It is consistent with the role of the Comprehensive Plan under the State 
Growth Management Act; 

• It is consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies and the multi-county 
policies contained in the Puget Sound Regional Council’s Vision 2040 
strategy; 

• Its intent cannot be accomplished by a change in regulations alone; 
• It is not better addressed as a budgetary or programmatic decision; and 
• It is not better addressed through another process, such as neighborhood 

planning. 
 
B.  The amendment is legal under state and local law. 
 
C.  It is practical to consider the amendment because: 
 

• The timing of the amendment is appropriate and Council will have sufficient 
information to make an informed decision; 

• City staff will be able to develop within the time available the text for the 
Comprehensive Plan and, if necessary, amendments to the Municipal Code, 
and to conduct sufficient analysis and public review; 

• The amendment is consistent with the overall vision of the Comprehensive 
Plan and well-established Comprehensive Plan policy, or the Mayor or Council 
wishes to consider changing the vision or established policy; and 

• The amendment has not been recently rejected by the City Council. 
 

D. If the amendment would change a neighborhood plan, it either is the result of a 
neighborhood review process or can be reviewed by such a process prior to final 
Council consideration of the amendment. 
 
E. The amendment is likely to make a material difference in a future City regulatory or 
funding decision. 
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May 15, 2013  
 
  
TO:    Councilmember Richard Conlin
 
FROM:   Diane Sugimura
 
SUBJECT:   Suggestions for Comprehensive Plan annual amendment cycle
 
 
The Department of Planning and Development has identified a number of topics that we 
believe should be considered in the 2013
Even though we are in the process of conducting the state
of the Plan and aiming for adoption of wide
below represent new or revised policy directions that will stand the test of time and are very 
unlikely to be changed through the major review process.  
 
The suggestions below are still in early stages of formulation as DPD works through particular 
issues with community groups, and there is not specific language available.  However, all of the 
processes are actively moving forward on these topics, and we believe that having complete 
language available in November when the Mayor sends recommended amendments to Council 
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As you know, DPD is currently working with the community in the University District to develop 
an area study for the neighborhood.  From our conversations with the community so far, we 

ursuing.   

At this time, we do not have specific policy language to recommend, but the following 
points help describe the general purpose and direction of likely amendments: 

Allow increased heights, especially in the core of the neighborhood.  For 
P2, which calls for heights up to 65’ south of NE 43rd St.  

Based on community feedback, it’s likely that DPD will recommend zoning for 

Remove reference to specific subareas (e.g., University Gardens) which aren’t 
likely to play a major role in the future growth of the neighborhood. 

Remove the confusing and seemingly unnecessary policy UC-P4: “These goals 
and policies of the UCUC Neighborhood Plan are not intended to change the 
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policy basis for consideration of rezones proposed after adoption of these goals 
and policies.” 

• Update or eliminate all figures since they no longer correspond to long-range 
planning ideas in the neighborhood. 

• Add references to the potential suitability of highrise development and incentive 
zoning? 

• Rework open space references to focus on the community’s desire for a park or 
plaza in the core of the neighborhood. 

• Add reference(s) to increasing the diversity and density of jobs in the 
neighborhood; existing goals and policies are all focused on residential growth 
and amenities. 

• Add updated language to support transportation choices, such as a bike plan, 
pedestrian facilities, transit coordination. 

• Extend Urban Center boundary northward near University Way toward Ravenna 
Boulevard. 
 

2. The City adopted the University District Neighborhood Plan in 1998.  The ongoing effort 
between the City and the community is an opportunity to update some of the policies  in 
that original plan. 

3. The neighborhood plan helps guide key City decisions about the physical development 
of the neighborhood.  The updated neighborhood plan’s inclusion in the Comp Plan will 
continue to provide guidance for development in the area. 

4. The amendments will provide a benefit to the community by recognizing the current 

neighborhood conditions and the neighborhood’s desires, which would be reflected in 

policies that will help guide actions by both City departments and private developers. 

5. The recommendations will be derived from extensive community engagement that 
considered the existing vision, goals and policies and will reflect revisions to some of 
those earlier statements. 

6. The suggestion is based on our work with the community so far, and the final 
recommendations will be reviewed by the community prior to Council review. 

 
B. Arena-related 

The memorandum of understanding among the City, King County and ArenaCo called for two 
studies of land use issues in the vicinity of the proposed basketball arena.  The MOU directs 
one of the studies to “…evaluate the necessary policies … to protect maritime and industrial 
uses and reinforce the role of the manufacturing/industrial center (M/IC) as a manufacturing 
and industrial sanctuary.” The second study, referred to as the stadium district study, is 
reevaluating the effectiveness of the existing Stadium Transition Area Overlay District (STAOD) 
and the existing Comprehensive Plan policies for that area.  It is expected that each of the two 
related studies could result in amendments to the Comprehensive Plan. While the two studies 
are ongoing with draft recommendations scheduled for July 2013, the types of policy changes 
that could be pursued based on work to date are summarized in #1 below.  
 

1. Potential changes that could emerge from the industrial land study include policies 
that restrict removal of land from the Duwamish M/IC or that further discourage 
development of non-industrial uses in the M/IC.   One outcome of the stadium area 
will be an evaluation of that area’s inclusion within the Duwamish M/IC  and a 
recommendation about one of the following policy approaches:  Continuing  to use a 
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zoning overlay with stronger guiding policy in the Area Specific Land Uses section of 
the Comprehensive Plan; removing the area from the M/IC and adding it to the 
Downtown Urban Center, with extension and enhancement of Downtown Urban 
Center land use policies for the area; or removing it from the M/IC and adding 
policies that establish it as its own unique category of place. 

2. The Plan includes the stadium area in the Duwamish M/IC and designates that land 
for industrial uses.  The Plan also contains several policies that limit uses in the 
M/IC and on industrially zoned property to industrial uses.  The recently adopted 
Container Port Element of the Plan further strengthened the concept of land use 
compatibility near Port facilities. 

3. The two studies will produce recommendations specifically about the use of land in 
the M/IC and in the stadium area, for which the Comp Plan currently establishes the 
relevant policies.  The schedule calls for both studies to produce draft 
recommendations in July of this year, with the goal of having final recommendations 
available in time for the executive recommendations in the fall. 

4. The recommendations will further strengthen the City’s commitment to restricting 
uses in the M/IC and will help formulate a more particular concept for the future of 
the stadium area. 

5. Recommendations for both of these topics are being developed with the help of 
advisory committees that include people with professional interests in the future of 
these areas. 

6. Once the draft recommendations are published, DPD will solicit comments from the 
broader public, beyond the advisory committees. 

 
C. Ballard/Interbay 

DPD has initiated a land-use study of an approximately 3-mile corridor along Elliott Avenue W 
and 15th Avenue NW from Interbay to Ballard. The purpose is to develop a vision for the lands 
close to this heavily travelled, multi-functional route.   
 

1. So far in this study, DPD has identified one possible amendment to the Comprehensive 
Plan, and that is a change to the Future Land Use Map that would remove a small land 
area along 16th Ave. W. from the M/IC and change the designation from “industrial” to 
“mixed-use commercial.” 

2. The land that would be affected by this amendment is currently designated by the 
Comprehensive Plan as part of the Ballard Interbay Manufacturing/Industrial Center and 
for industrial uses. 

3. Designating future uses of land is one of the primary purposes of the Comprehensive 
Plan, the designating of M/ICs is a tool the City has chosen to use for that purpose.  
Because development regulations, including zoning, need to be consistent with the 
Plan, when the City’s desired outcome for an area changes, it is necessary to provide 
the policy direction for that change in the Plan.  DPD has been working with the 
community to analyze conditions in the area and to develop recommendations about 
possible changes and expects to have a final recommendation prepared in time for 
Council consideration as part of this year’s amendment cycle. 

4. The ultimate outcome could be redevelopment of the parcels covered by the 
recommendation that would produce more commercial uses that could occur under the 
current designation, and could include residential uses that are not permitted today. 
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5. Community representatives, including stakeholders in BINMIC are participating in 
discussions with DPD about the future of the entire corridor and are reviewing potential 
recommendations for changes to Future Land Use Map designations. 

6. While we are not prepared to make final recommendations at this time, discussions so 
far with the community appear to support this type of change. 
 

 

D. Central Area Neighborhood Plan 

DPD is working with the community around 23rd Ave. to update portions of the Central Area 
Action Plan, and we anticipate that process will generate amendments to the Central Area 
Neighborhood Plan in the Comprehensive Plan.  
  

1. Potential Comprehensive Plan amendments include updating and clarifying goals and 
policies to reflect the current context and changed conditions in the neighborhood.   
Recommended amendments could also include changes to the Future Land Use Map 
as this work identifies locations would zoning changes could leverage public and private 
investment, particularly at the key nodes of 23rd at Union, Cherry and Jackson. 

2. The Central Area Neighborhood Plan was adopted into the Comp Plan in 1998.  The 
neighborhood’s goals and policies for guiding growth and change may need to be 
refreshed, based on physical changes that have occurred in the neighborhood and on 
possible new visions current residents may have for the neighborhood. 

3. The City has determined that the Comp Plan is the appropriate vehicle for conveying 
the growth goals for all the neighborhood planning areas.  DPD has begun research 
and outreach to the community to discuss possible updates to the neighborhood vision 
and neighborhood plan.   At this time, we anticipate having final recommendations in 
time to be part of Council’s consideration of this year’s amendments. 

4. Outcomes from amending the neighborhood plan policies in the Comp Plan include 
renewed interest from the community in shaping the future of the area and new focus 
for that future that takes into account changes over the past 15 years, plus the 
aspirations of the current community. 

5. The proposed changes would be a new version of the community vision, based on 
ongoing discussions between City staff and the community. 

6. The recommendations DPD will forward in the fall of 2013 will be the product of an 
inclusive process of community engagement intended to understand and document  
directions that will have support of the community. 

 
If you have questions about these suggestions, please contact Tom Hauger of my staff at 684-
8380 or at tom.hauger@seattle.gov.  
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April 9, 2013 

 
 
Diane Sugimura 
Director 
Department of Planning & Development 
City of Seattle 
PO Box 34019 
Seattle, WA  98124-4019 

Re: 4000 Property LLC – Application for Text Amendment 
 
Dear Diane: 
 

4000 Property LLC, owner of the former Talaris Institute site in Laurelhurst, is pleased to 
submit this request for a text amendment to the Seattle Land Use Code to modify the single-
family rezone criteria.  A companion request is being filed with the Seattle City Council to 
amend the Comprehensive Plan’s Future Land Use Map for this property from Single Family to 
Multifamily.  These two applications, if approved, will allow the owner to request a contract 
rezone of this site and a development agreement to implement the Low Impact Residential 
project that we have been discussing with you, your staff and the community for the past year.  
As you know, this development proposal, if approved, would preserve much of the property in 
publically accessible open space and provide needed housing to the City. 
 
The Proposed Text Amendment Language 

The proposed text amendment is provided below in strikethrough and underline format.  
This text amendment would add a new, specific exception to the single-family rezone criteria in 
SMC 23.34.010.  As you can see, we are also proposing that the code allow this rezone only with 
a contract rezone and a concurrent development agreement pursuant to RCW 36.70B.170.  The 
reasons for this are explained in detail below. 

SMC 23.34.010 Designation of single-family zones  

D. Areas zoned single-family within the map area shown at Map A for 
Section SMC 23.34.010, that consist of one or more lots and meet the 
criteria for single-family zoning contained in subsection B of Section 
23.34.011 may be rezoned through a contract rezone and concurrent 
development agreement to multifamily and/or neighborhood commercial 
zones if the Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map designation is a 
designation other than Single Family and the proposed development 
preserves significant areas of open space with reasonable public access.  
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E. The proposed development agreement may set forth development 
standards that vary from otherwise applicable development regulations, 
subject to the following limitations:  
 
1. Any additional structure height allowed may not exceed a base height 

limit of 47 feet. Uses prohibited in the underlying zone shall not be 
permitted;  

 

Background on Talaris Site 

The property owned by 4000 Property LLC is a unique site.  This 18-acre pastoral 
wooded lot, zoned SF-5000, has never been developed with single family homes.  The site was 
originally developed by Battelle Memorial Research Institute in the 1960s as a research facility.  
4000 Property LLC purchased the site in 2000 to house the Talaris Research Institute, which 
conducted research on early childhood development.   

The site was the subject of a 2004 Environmental Impact Statement that contemplated 
expansion of Institute for Advance Studies uses on the site.  Two single family plat alternatives, 
consistent with the underlying SF-5000 zoning, were also evaluated in that EIS.   

In 2011, the Talaris Research Institute completed its research and the intellectual property 
was sold.  A modest conference center use remains on the site.   
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4000 Property LLC has been looking for a long-term sustainable use for this property.  
The owner worked with philanthropic advisors and commercial real estate brokers to find 
another non-profit user but was unsuccessful.  The code prohibitions on expansion of these uses, 
parking limitations, and the limited size of the facility, make the property uncompetitive for non-
profit research tenants.  Although the owner could develop the site with a single family plat, as 
allowed under existing zoning, this would eliminate the valued open space.  For the past year, 
ownership has been exploring a Low Impact Residential development alternative that builds new 
multifamily units on existing foundations and on new foundations tucked near existing trees to 
provide effective screening and to preserve the bulk of the site’s existing open space.  This 
option would yield between 250 and 333 market rate apartments and townhouse units and a short 
plat for 8 single family residences.   

The owner is committed to implementing the Low Impact alternative if the necessary 
changes to the Land Use Code can be approved in the near future.   

SF 5000 Development Option 

Before describing the Low Impact Residential development option and proposed text 
amendment in more detail, it is worth explaining the single family development option which is 
permitted under existing zoning. 

As outlined in the 2004 FEIS, the property could be redeveloped into 90+ Single Family 
lots conforming to the existing single family standards.  The site would require mass grading and 
excavation.  Most of the mature trees and landscaping would be removed.  The resulting 
development pattern would match much of the nearby blocks in Laurelhurst.  Although this is 
not the preferred option, the plan shown would meet current zoning restrictions and critical area 
constraints and has a clearly defined permitting process.  
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Low Impact Residential Option   

The preferred Low Impact sustainable development alternative would re-use existing 
foundations and preserve the bulk of the site’s existing open space.  This option would yield 
between 250 and 333 market rate apartment and townhouse units and a short plat for 8 single 
family residences.  The final size and distribution is not yet determined, but units as small as 330 
square feet and as large as 1500 feet would be available.  Smaller units could rent for less than 
$1,000 while larger penthouse units could rent for up to $4,000.  As such, this neighborhood 
would offer housing for a mix of incomes with many units targeted at the local workforce 
housing market and individuals wishing to downsize from larger homes later in life.  The 
primary objectives for this development plan are: 

• Maintain the extensive open space and mature landscaping to preserve its natural beauty 
and to enhance walkability of the neighborhood.  

• Provide a housing option for residents seeking to downsize, for employees wanting to be 
part of a walkable community, and for young families wanting to raise children in a safe 
and vibrant neighborhood. 

• Make use of advanced conservation technology that would substantially conserve energy 
and natural resources.  

• Make use of a substantial portion of the siding, beams and framing materials from the 
older structures repurposed into the new structures.  

• Maximize retention of mature trees and native plants. 

• Minimize new building footprints and impervious surfaces. 

The goal would be to use virtually all of the existing infrastructure including building 
foundations, drainage, utilities, and roadways to minimize excavation and grading.  Only 
minimal earthwork will be required for new building foundations in strategic locations.  
Coordinating redevelopment with the existing buildings along the NE 45th Street corridor would 
focus use intensity and vehicular access and parking at the northern edge of the 
property.  Approximately 86% of the existing trees would remain intact with new residential 
buildings tucked into the mature tree canopy.  Clear cedar building materials would be reclaimed 
and reused.  The desire is that ongoing positive relations with neighbors would allow the current 
permissive use of the open space to continue.    
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 The Low Impact neighborhood also incorporates into the development three properties to 
the north of the Talaris site along NE 41st Street.  One of these properties is zoned NC2P-35 and 
the other two are zoned LR3.  The development proposal would construct a two-level parking 
structure on the property now zoned LR3 with apartments over the central parking structure. The 
property with the NC2P-35 zoning would have a neighborhood commercial center with retail on 
the ground floor level and apartments or professional offices above. This structure has a single 
level underground parking garage to accommodate the neighborhood retail center.  See Graphics 
Boards, Attachment A, pg. 6.  The central garage would also serve the multifamily properties on 
the Talaris site.  This garage allows the development to provide adequate parking to serve the 
entire neighborhood without mass grading and paving on the Talaris site itself for a parking 
structure.  Although these properties north of the Talaris site are an integral part of the 
development plan, the text amendment only addresses the SF-5000 zoned Talaris site. 

 The Low Impact neighborhood also includes development of 8 single family home sites 
near the NE 41st Street side of the site.  A future short plat would be submitted to establish these 
lots.  Development and sale of these lots are critical to the overall economic viability of this 
project. 

Community Involvement Efforts 

In February 2012, 4000 Property’s consultants began an outreach effort to solicit input 
from the Laurelhurst Community Club and other stakeholders in the neighborhood.  Four 
meetings were held with officers of the Club.  In addition, there was presentation at the 
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Laurelhurst Community Club’s November 5, 2012 general meeting. Thereafter, neighbors of the 
site were invited to 9 community open houses to explain the plan and gather community input.  
Over 140 individuals from the community attended these meetings, which lasted up to four hours 
each.  The graphic boards that were used in those 9 meetings are attached at Attachment A.  
These community discussions are continuing.  A mailed notice was recently sent to 1580 
residents in Laurelhurst inviting them to a series of topic-specific meetings.  The first such 
meeting, a walking tour of the site where the location of proposed buildings were marked with 
paint and balloons, was attended by 35 individuals.   

Based on the feedback we have received, we believe that this project can be supported by 
the majority of the surrounding community.  As described below, having a development 
agreement as a component to the land use approval process has been viewed by some as a critical 
element in gaining acceptance.  For that and other reasons, a development agreement has been 
incorporated into our proposed text amendment. 

Why a Text Amendment and Future Land Use Map Amendment Are Needed 

We reviewed the existing Comprehensive Plan and Land Use Code to explore the various 
options for obtaining entitlements for the Low Impact Residential proposal.  Our analysis 
revealed that there is no existing land use process within the Land Use Code to approve such a 
development, even with the unique features and circumstances of this site and this proposal.   

The Future Land Use Map designates this site Single Family.  Land Use Policy 59 
permits upzones of land with a single family designation only under specific conditions, none of 
which apply to this site.   

LU 59 - Permit upzones of land designated single- family and meeting single-family 
rezone criteria, only when all of the following conditions are met: 

o The land is within an urban center or urban village boundary. 

o The rezone is provided for in an adopted neighborhood plan.  

o The rezone is to a low-scale single-family, multifamily or mixed-use zone, 
compatible with single-family areas. 

o The rezone procedures are followed 

Section 23.34.011 of the Land Use Code similarly restricts rezoning of single family 
zoned property.  The policy language in LU 59 and the code language in SMC 23.34.011 do not 
contemplate sites like this 18 acre largely undeveloped parcel located in a highly urbanized area 
of the City, which has never been developed with single family use, and on which is proposed a 
project that would preserve much of the open space and tree cover through clustering of 
multifamily buildings.  LU 59 and SMC 23.34.011 prevent creative sustainable redevelopment of 
this site and without amending the Comprehensive Plan and this code section, this site will be 
platted like other single family blocks in Laurelhurst.   
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For this reason, we are requesting by this letter a text amendment to the single family 
rezone criteria and will be filing with the City Council an amendment to the Future Land Use 
Map in the Comprehensive Plan.  These legislative actions, if approved, will allow the owner to 
apply for a contract rezone and development agreement that would establish the zoning and 
development standards to enable a project-specific development, implementing the Low Impact 
Residential alternative, to be submitted for approval.   

The Importance of Our Proposed Development Agreement 

We have included in our proposed text amendment a requirement to have a development 
agreement as part of any proposed contract rezone for several reasons. 

A development agreement will give the city the ability to recognize the uniqueness of the 
site and impose development standards that allow a low impact approach and clustering of new 
multifamily buildings on many of the existing foundations thus preserving the balance of the site 
in current open space.   It is for this reason that we have requested that buildings up to 47 feet in 
height be allowed so that four story buildings can be constructed on any of the existing 
foundations.  As described above, given the site’s unique topography and tree cover this height 
will not impact the surrounding single family zones that allow a maximum roof height of up to 
35 feet.  

The development agreement also gives both the City and neighbors long term assurance 
of what is going to be developed on site.  Contract rezones with a Property Use and Development 
Agreement (PUDA) have a life of only two years.  In a site of this scale, that is a very short 
development window.  If a project does not proceed immediately under a PUDA, it can lose its 
entitlements.  

A development agreement has terms set by Council in its approval.  The development 
agreement can include detailed conditions for how the site will be developed regardless of when 
the development commences.  It could address, for example, phased traffic mitigation, open 
space preservation and maintenance requirements. In this way, even if the development is 
delayed or phased over time, the City and neighbors will have a higher level of assurance that 
what was agreed to in the early stages will be followed through to the end.  The development 
agreement is the best tool for the long term preservation of this site’s open space areas for public 
enjoyment.  

City policy in recent years has been moving towards recognizing that certain areas are 
uniquely situated as to benefit from a more sophisticated tool for evaluating projects.  The 
provisions for Northgate Overlay at 23.71.020 and Station Area Overlays at 23.61.016 both 
recognize the City’s existing authority under RCW 36.70B.170 to enter into development 
agreements.  Both sections focus on allowing flexibility in certain development standards to 
achieve public policy goals.  As is the case of the Northgate overlay and Station area overlays, 
development agreements are ultimately valuable tools for the City and the community to assure 
thoughtful, flexible and contractually binding development, which a contract rezone alone does 
not provide.   
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Facts Supporting Text Amendment 

As described above, this site is unique.  At 18 acres in size, it is one of the largest 
undeveloped, if not the largest tract of largely undeveloped Single Family zoned property within 
the City.  This property was never platted into single family lots.  Its only use has been for a 
nonconforming Institute for Advanced Study.  The public has been allowed to enjoy the site and 
its park-like setting. 

The location of the site makes it uniquely suited to multifamily residential development.  
It is close to major employers and has excellent access to transit and shopping.  The property 
doesn’t fit neatly into a category contemplated by the land use code rezone criteria for single 
family properties.  It is highly urbanized within a few blocks of the site.  The site itself borders 
Lowrise 3 and Neighborhood Commercial zoning to the north.  The property is not in an area 
covered by a neighborhood plan, nor is it in an Urban Village area.  If the code were to remain as 
is, the reasonable use for the site would be development of a large single family plat.   

Although a plat would allow the construction of some 90 homes, given the land costs, it 
is quite likely each of the homes would sell for well above one million dollars.  This would not 
serve the need for workforce and retiree housing units.  It would not provide replacement units 
for the nearby apartments lost with the recent demolition of Laurelon Terrace.  Further, the plat 
requirement for streets and alleys, front and rear yards, setbacks etc. would require mass grading 
of the site.  This, in turn, would exchange the park-like setting for a series of standard single 
family blocks.  For the owner, platting is a less desirable option, although it is what will be 
developed if the Low Impact Residential proposal cannot proceed.   

Request to Expedite Text Amendment 

The owner has taken the last year to carefully evaluate its options and work with the 
community to arrive at a viable Low Impact Residential option.  It now needs to know, as soon 
as practicable, whether this alternative has the support of DPD, the community and the City 
Council.   

Because the Comprehensive Plan amendment will not be considered for approval until 
March 2014 under the adopted process for such amendment requests, we are asking DPD to 
expedite its review of the proposed text amendment so that it can be considered by the City 
Council by the summer of 2013.  This will allow DPD and the public to weigh in on, and for the 
City Council to act on, the first legislative component to this phased development plan.  If the 
City Council denies the text amendment, the owner can withdraw the Comprehensive Plan 
amendment request and proceed with plat development.  If this text amendment is approved, the 
owner can begin work on a contract rezone and development agreement application that will be 
ready to file if the Comprehensive Plan amendment is approved next March.  This would place 
the project on schedule for a Master Use Permit application for development of the project in the 
fall of 2014 with construction in 2015.   

We appreciate the opportunities we have had to date to explore ideas and options with 
you and your staff.  We have also had an excellent dialogue with neighbors and community 
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