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From: "] Michael Edwards"

To: "Carol Lumb"

Date: 10/09/2008 2:56 PM

Subject: Tukwila Shereline Master Program Update....Planning Commission meeting Oct. 9, 2008....Edwards
coniments

Attachments:

Dear Ms. Lumb,

The attached include my comments in .doc form and also a signed pdf file for the PC Hearing of Aug. 28th, 2008
(submitted prior) and for the PC Hearing of Oct. 9th, 2008. The latter includes an attachment letter from counsel (SMP
9_9_08 Attny MEdwards.pdf). I am sending all of this in one package so that you do not need to gather all of the
leters I have sent to you now and in the past under my signature. -

Please review and advise if they are readable by you.
Thank you so much for your time and consideration.
Michael

J. Michael Edwards

Friday Harbor, WA
360 378-6076
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J. Michael Edwards, DDS, MD, FACS
265 Carefree Way
Friday Harboyg, WA 98250
360 378-6076
360 317-8381 (cell)

October 9, 2008

City of Tukwila Planning Commission

C/O Department of Community Development

&

Mr. Jack Pace

Biregtor of Comimunity Development
Department of Community Development

6300 Sonthcenter Parkway Boulevard, Suite #1060
Tukwila, WA 98188

Re: Planning Commission Public Hearing of the City of Tukwila's *Shoreline Master Program® QOct. 9%,
2008

Parcel #7888900164 (owner)

Adderndum to prior written comments for Public Hearing of Aug. 28%, 2008 and attaclument

Dear Planning Commissioners and Mr. Pace,

Again, { regret that I can not atiend your public hearing the evening of Oct, 9, 2008 as 1 am attending local
meetings with my own Commission and Foundations. Ir lieu of my personal attendance please receive this
second letter of my coneerns and.comments as well as the attached letier from counsel, which reflects my
views as well, for the record.

My additional general comments and questions for your consideration:

I attended the Open House on Oct, 1%, 2008 and asked quessions specific to my property with regard to
existing parking within the proposed “buffer zone™ and wezzanine TT build-out ete.. Having this
oppottunity to discuss my concerns specific to my. property was welcomed and productive. This given I
would encourage the City to continne this aspect of the. ‘public input* process in the coming months.

~ Particniarly for those property owners who do not have structure in-place or approved plans for same is
there going to be provisos to financinlly mitigate constraints on buifding-out their property or for those
property owners who are rebuilding their structures and fall under the SMP wriggers?

Agait, thank you for your ime and consideration, Please feel free to call me at your will if you have any

comments or questions.,

I am,

L. Michael Edwards

San Juan County Public Hogpital District #1 Commissioner
Inter Island Healthcate Foundation, Board of Directors®
San Juan Community Hospital Committee, Co-Chair*
*501{c)3 organizations




J. Michael Edwards, DDS, MD, FACS
265 Carefroe Way :
Friday Harber, WA 98250
360 378-6076
360 317-8381 (cell)

City of Tukwila Planning Commission

C/O Diepartment of Coranunity Development.

&

Mr. Jack Pace

Director of Community Development
Departinent of Conxmunity Development

6300 Southeenter Parkway Boulevard, Suite #7100
Tukwila, WA 98188

Re: Planning Commission Public Hearing of the City of Tukwila's *Shoreline Master Program’ Aug. 28,
2008
Parcel #7888900164 (vwmner)

Dear Planning Commissioners and Mr. Pace,

As a-fellow Commissioner and public servant 1 regret that 1 can not attend your public hearing the evening
of August 28", 2008 as | am atiending special meetings with my owa Commisdion and Foundations. In my
absence 1 would like to futvoduce M. Ted Whesler, my general contractor for my building, as my
spokeosparson,

It is my understanding that your Comunission does not have subsequent public hesrings scheduled.  Again
as & fellow Commissionet also addressing a monumental matter in my jurisdiction, a month of public
exposure and reflection is inadequate for your assimifation of the publi¢’s will and gnidance I would think.
As such 1 encourage you to continue to make your plans known to those intimately involved and public-at-
fatge with additional Tand owner targeted and community mailings, stafl fevel workshops and follow-up
public hearings as we need more public input and involvement in the development of the plan details.

My initint general comments and guestions for your consideration:

Why mix substantial vegetation with a levee system, in the name of “improving habitat’, when it is
recognized that vegetation can veduee levee structural integrity per the US Ammy Corps of Engineers and
they preclude it? Your drafl SMP follows their current slope paramieter but tiot with regard to vegetation,
Levee stiuctural integrity sliould be the first and foremost consideration aid not be compromised us the
protection of life and property is paramount in serving our community. If substantial vegetation is
mandated beyond your control why is a *beneh’ necded as vegetation readily grows on a slope? Taking Iand
{rom property owners to add trees on-a *bench’ doesn't seem worthwhile since trees would probably not
itapact water temperature within-the City of Tukwila and 4 significant number of trees would obstruct views
of'the river.....the major paint oP'watking along the river’s edge I would think,

As the Green River water flow during storms is controlled by a dam why should this not mitigate the current
jebee systein as being *inadequate’ for flood conitrol? 1s there a history of the current levee system being,
inadequate in this regard or Is this speculation?

My initial specific comments and questions relative o my property noted above for your consideration:

My bullding has considerable office build-out and gn additiona! 6,000 sq, &. of available mezzmiine office
space, My patking requirements to build-out this additional office space ave dependant on the parking



Tl

spaces in the proposed Green River ‘buffer’ zonie. As my building has few docking doors the paved area in
the proposed “buffer’ zone currently can be available for additional doors as well, This is ncutely salient o
tue as iy building is currently on the market for re-lease and the potential lessees want more office spaee
and/or docking dears. :

in the event of a natural dissster again (my boilding suffered considerable roof and inferior damuge in the
storm of Dec. 2006) I would be beholden tw the draft SMP construets to allow destruction of 45 of my
current:building, us it is 80 from. the current OHWM, if the costs of restoration were more than 50%.67 the
building’s worth as I understand it, Is this-correct? If so does this not discournge restoration of older
bulldings that have fullen into-disrepair?

Thaels you for your time and consideration. Please fael free to call me at yoor will if you have any
comiments or questions,

I am, -
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J. Michael Edwsrds

San Juan County Public Hospital Disirict #1 Corumissioner
Inter Istand Healihcare Foundation, Board of Directors™
San Juat Conmunity Hospital Committes, Co-Chair*

*301(x)3 organizations



Ocrober 9, 2008

VIA BLECTRONIC MAIL
AND HAND DELIVERY

Tukwila Planning Comumission

¢/ o Department of Community Development
6300 Southcenter Blvd., #100

Tukwila, WA 981 88

RE:  Shoteline Master Program Update
Dear Commisstoners:

This lettet is written on behalf of all of the undersigned commercial and industdal property
owners in the City of Tukwila, We are writing jointly to impress on you our deep concern
regarding the advclae impacts of the Draft Shoteline Master Program (“SMP”) on our
propetties and the City as a whole. This letter identifies key shared aveas of concem, This
lettex does not contain an exhaustive discussion of all issues raised by the SMP. Individual
propesty owners will provide futther information specific to their properties and interests
sepagately.

1. Public Participa tig}ﬁ;

The last opportunity for property owner input to the SMP amendment process was in the
yeat: 2000, Since then, the proposed ameadments (and ’{ppllulbl(_ Depattment of Feology
(“DOE?) rc,gulmom) have changed da.amaucaﬂy Yet, the City has failed to reestablish the
citizens advisoty comruittee that existed in 2000 ot to provide any other mechaniss for
mmmngful dialogue between the City and affected property ownets. ‘The Planaing
Commission should tecommend that the Ci ity provide oppmtunmu. for this dmloguc,
including the formation of a citizens advisory committee. '

Section 9.1 of the SMP, which addresses when the development standards of the SMP will
dppiy is vague and inconsistent with other SMP pmvisions. Property owners cannot tell
from this section when the developthent standards in the SMP will apply. 1n addition, the
standards of TMC 18.70 are referenced but not included in the SMP text, leading to
inconsistencies and confusion. Finally, some of the standards in Section 9.1 and TMC 18.70
result in the application of SMP dnvelopmeut standards in an overly broad and burdensotne
manner. The Planning Cormission should closely examine Section 9.1 of the SMP and
TMC 18.70 and recommend revisions to these sections so that they are integrated, consistent
and clear. In addition, many of the “tnggers” for SMP applicability should be qigmﬁca.ntiv
revised ot eliminated altogether, mcludtng the low threshaold for application of the SMP in
the case of renovation, the provision limiting reconsteuction in the case of destruction, and
the provisions limiting tetenanting of buildings that have been vacant for six months {for
nonconfortning uses) or two years (for nonconforming structures).




3, . Shoreline Buoffers

Shoteline buffers for commercial and industiial properties are expanded to 100 t0125 feet
vniformly applied to all properties without any site specific analysis. The SMP and
appendices fail to provide scientific and technical support for the City’s approach (e.g., that
achieving a 2.5:1 slope everywhere along the tiver is needed). This approach is not needed
to achieve “no net loss™ of ecological functions necessasy to sustain shoreline natugal
resources, Rather, by imposing such a requirement everywhere, the City appeats to be trying
to maximize the opportunity to pursue future restoration projects to itprove ccological
functioning at tremenidous cost to the property rights of private landowners. The Planning
Commission should recommend elimination of the “one size fits all” buffer and instead
recommend variable buffer widths gmded by clear and appropriate standards, The
Commission should tecommend provisions ensuting that the cost of infrastructure ot
habitat improvements is not imposed solely on shoreline property owners.

There are a number of development standards that should be revisited due to their impact
on development, These include the landscaping, site design; and height standards, among
others,

The landscaping requirements along the bank ate so cost prohibitive, and require so many
pertnits, that imposing these requiremnents will prevent economic development in the atea,
costing the City tax tevenue.

‘The SMP’s requirement that parking facilities Ioading docks and sesvice aveas be located on
the landwatd side of the development is inconsistent with fact that warehousing, distribution
and similar uses are allowed in nvany places in the shoreline are uader the City’s SMP and
zoning code. kn many plnces the foregoing requirement will result in such facilities facing

- the public street, which is both acsthetically and functionally problemmatic. Similarly, the
requirement that blank walls be avoided “on the public and river sides of buildings” is
nonsensical, as it would appear to preclude such walls anywhere, which is inconsistent with
the types of uses allowed under the City’s SMP and zoning code. The Planning Commission
should recommend elimination of these requitements. '

The 45 foot height limitation between the landward edge of the river buffer and the edge of
the shoreline areq sexves no appatent purpose and would hinder rational building design for
many allowable uses. With appropriate landscaping, thete is no reason why greater height
should not be allowed — aind, indeed, in many cases greater height will setve important public
goals such as increasing economic vitality and allowing creative site design. Staff has
indicated this requirement setves to protect residential views; however, these views are from
hypothetical fature residential developm(,nt Furthermore, the City has not conducted view
studies showing that there would be any view blockage. Accordingly, the Planning
Commission should recommend substantially revising or eliminating the 45-foot height limit.

5. Public Access



The SMP calls for Puhlic access to the shoreline and along the shoreline without
compefisation to private propesty owners whose land is used for this purpose. This unfairly '
places the cost of pubhc access on private property ownets. The SMP does not take into
account safety, secunty, liability and insurance burdens on prvate property owners. The
Planning Commission should tecommend the elimination of mandatory public access
requirements.

6. Zeonomic L

The cutrent plan would make very functional and valuable propesty in the City non-
conforming. This impaigs the value, matketability and insurability of the propesty. Creating
a large aren of non-conforming uses will encourage economic stagustion and blight in a large
and impottant segment of Tukwila. The Planning Commission should not act without a full
econoniic impact study.

7. Role of City

The City has deferted unduly to DOE. The City sought and adopted DOF’s comments on
the SMP (including those on buffers) before releasing the deaft SMP for review and
comment by Tukwila property owners. “The City had the process backwards. The Shoreline
Ma.mg,g,ment Act grants the City discretion to adopt tegulations that take into account the
unique conditions and circomstances of the City. The Planning Commission should
consider first the interests of those who own propetty, work and live in the City.

Thank you for your cousideration of these comments. We look forward to working

cooperatively with the City to develop a SMP that gives appropriate consideration to
propesty owner interests.

Sincerely,

THE UNDERSIGNED COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL STAKHOLDERS

cer Tukwila City Council
Mayor Jim Haggexton
Jack Pace
Carol Lumb
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