Council Meeting Date: February 28, 2011 Agenda ltem: 8(a)

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM
CITY OF SHORELINE, WASHINGTON

AGENDA TITLE: Closed-Record Appeal of Certificate of Appropriateness issued for
Ronald School
DEPARTMENT: City Attorney

PRESENTED BY: lan Sievers, City Attorney

BACKGROUND AND PROCEDURAL HISTORY:

This is a closed-record-appeal of a Certificate of Approprlateness |ssued by the City of
Shoreline Landmarks Commission for the Ronald School located at 749 N. 175" Street,
Shoreline Washington. The Commission is established under SMC 15.20.020 and an
interlocal agreement with King County to provide historic landmark designation and
protection. The Commission is guided by the Rules and Procedures of the City of
“Shoreline Landmarks Commission (Exhibit 11') and the Rules of Procedure For Cosed
- Record Hearings Before an Appeal Authonty of the City of Shoreline (Attachment F).

If the City receives an application for a development proposal which affects a city of
Shoreline Landmark-it will: not be considered a complete application unless
accompanied by a Certificate of Appropriateness.  SMC 15.20.036. The Shoreline.
School District filed an application for a.Conditional Use Permit for its redevelopment of.
Shorewood High School including restoration, integration, and upgrade of the original
Ronald School. High School construction requires a Conditional Use Permit in low-
density residential zones such as the zoning for Shorewood High School. '

The Ronald School was designated a City of Shoreline landmark in October, 2008
because it is a rare surviving example of a semi-rural school building constructed during
an era of early suburban expansion in the area, and embodies distinctive characteristics
of early 20" century school design. The designation controls alteration of the significant
features consisting of all exterior portions of the building and the land surrounding the
building within 15 feet on the east, west and south and to the 175" right of way on the
north without a Certificate of Appropriateness. (Exhibit 1). The high school reconstruction
will be located in the NE quadrant of the site and attached to the exrstrng Ronald School
from its south side.

An application was submrtted for a Type Hl Certificate of Appropriateness by the
Shoreline School District on September 2, 2010 (Exhibit 2A-D). A Hearing was held by
the Shoreline Landmarks Commission on November 17, 2010 (Transcript, Ex. 95).The
Commission’s Findings of Fact and Decision approving the Certificate of -~
Appropnateness was issued on December 3, 1010 (Exhrblt 1; Attachment A hereto)

! Exhibits refer to the Record before the Shoreline Landmark Commission. Copies are-available at the
Clerk s Office and City Council Office and a CD has been provided to councilmembers.
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This appeal was timely filed on January 7, 2011 by Shoreline Preservation Society
(Appeal; Attachment B hereto).

HEARING:

Under the Commission Rules and Procedures the Type Il Certificate of
Appropriateness may be appealed to the City Council based on the record before the
Commission. Rule IX (1); KCC 20.62.110 adopted by SMC 15.20.025 G. The Council
- is familiar with the closed record hearing format for quasi-judicial land use actions where
an open record pre-decisional hearing has been held by the Planning Commission. The
difference here is that the decision by the Council is a ruling on an appealed approval
rather than an original action on the land use application based on a recommendation.

The City Attorney will be representing the City Council for advice on procedural
questions during the hearing and to assist in drafting the Council’s written findings and
decision.

The adopted appeal procedure under the Landmark Commission Rules allows the
Council to request: additional information of the parties or the Commission at the public
hearing. The Commission’s staff report is attached hereto as Attachment C (Ex 88). A
Commission staff representative will be available to answer any questions from the
Council. Both parties, the School District and the Appellant Shoreline Preservation
Society, will be allowed 16 minutes of argument exclusive of questions from the Council
and responses. Under Shoreline rules of procedure for closed record appeals, the
burden of proof is on the appellant Shoreline Preservation Society to establish that the
decision of the Shoreline Landmarks Commiission is not supported by the
preponderance:of the evidence. The Council will deliberate in an executive session after
the hearing. The Open-Public Hearings Act creates an exception for the Councul
meeting devoted to discussion of quasi-judicial matters between named parties?.-

The actlon alternatlves include:

1. Remand the proceedlng to the Commission for reconS|derat|on if. an error of fact
may exust in the record.

2. Modlfy or reverse the deCIS|on of the Commission |f the decision is based on an
error in judgment or conclusion.

3. Deny the appeal and sustain the deC|S|on of the Commlssmn

~ The Council enters findings of fact from the record and conclusrons in support of
its appeal decision and may adopt all or portions of the Comm:ssmns findings and -
conclusions.

APPLICABLE LAW:

2 RCW 42.30. 130" ”...Provided that this_chapter shall not apply to:

‘@ That portion of a : 1851 body which relates to a :
matter between named partles as distinguished from a matter. having general effect on the
rona cIass or group; *- . .

26



Under Rules and Procedures VI 6 the criteria shall be:

A. The extent to which the proposed alteration or significant change would
adversely affect the specific features or characteristics specified in the
latest of the preliminary determination of significance, if any, or the
designation report; .

B. - The reasonableness or lack thereof of the proposed alteration of
significant changes in light of other alternatives available to achieve the
objectives of the owner and the applicant.

C. The extent to which the proposed alteration or significant change may be
necessary to meet the requirements of any other law, statute, ordinance,
~Tegulation, code or ordinance;

D. The extent to which the proposed alteration or significant change is
necessary or appropriate to achieving for the owner or applicant a
reasonable return on the site, improvement or object, taking into
consideration factors specified in KCC.20.62.100, as adopted by reference

- in SMC 15.20.025, and Part VII of these Rules and Procedures and the
economic consequences of denial.

KCC.20.62.100 and Part VIl of the Rules and Procedures are attached hereto for
convenience (Attachment D and E respectively).

FINANCIAL IMPACT: None.

RECOMMENDATION

Conduct the closed-record hearing and deliberate in executive session. Council should
pass an Ordinance adopting findings, conclusions and a decision at a subsequent
meeting tentatively set for March 7, 2011 to accept, reject of modify the decision of the
Shoreline Landmarks Commission.

Approved By: . City Manager %@ity Attorney ___

Attachments- . _

A. Commission’s Findings of Fact and Decision approving the Certificate of
Appropriateness
Appeal Statement :
Landmarks Commission Staff Report for Certificate of Appropnateness
KCC 20.62.100
Part VIl of the Shoreline Landmarks Commission Rules and Procedures
Rules of Procedure For closed Record Hearings Before an Appeal Authority
of the City of Shoreline

mTmoow
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G. Opening Brief of Appellant — Shoreline Preservation Society
H. Shoreline School District Response Memorandum
I." Response to Shoreline Preservation Society Appellant Brief
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King County

: OfﬁoeothsnestahocsandEoomnﬁcDevelopmatt
Historic Preservation Program

400 Yester Way, Sutte 510 [MS: YES-EX-0510]

Scatlle, WA 98104
206.2968635 (V) 206.205.0719 ()
gov/landmarks

 CITY OF SHORELINE LANDM MARKS COMMISSION

FINDINGS OF FACT AND DECISION -
Ronald School Certiﬁcate of Appropriateness No 1021

PROPERTY: - Ronald Sclivol

“PROPERTY ADDRESS‘ T4 N 175% sueee, Shorehne, WA £
- .WNER o o Shoréline Sehool Dfstrict - i o
APPLICANT: " Naney Callery, Bassemmmteas

i«

. ‘The Shoreline Landmarks Commxssxon (Commnssmn) approves a cerhﬁcate of appropriateness
(COA) to constrict a new school biiilding aiid testore elercnits 6f Rotiald School a C1ty of ;
Shorelitie Tandinark, Iocated at 749N 175™ Sireet im Shordline, W‘ashmgtoxi. :

. ‘Public Heanng The Comlmssxon held a’ pubhc hearing ou & COA aﬁphcatxom for ﬁw Royald

" Schiool 'on Novembei 17, 2010 at-tlie Richmond Masoriic Center, 753 N 185 "'Strest; Shoreline,

 Washingtori. “Staff submxtted the ceitificate of appropristeness spplicitien; suppemng
" documentation, including the Design Review Cominittee recommeéndation, and staff .

* . xécommendation to commissioners prior to the meeting. Vicki Stiles, the City's special inéritber to -
* the Comitnission, rebuséd herself from the hearmg due to'conflct: eﬁ!nferﬁt becaubwShéis the

- Bxéoutive Directot of the Shoreliric Historieal Musenti-(éiifrent it of thiestbject bulding).

Commissioner Brisin Rich retuised himself fom the kearmg beda‘wé« ke is emplbwd by Bassefti
: Archltects, the Apphcant for tlns COA

R

i At tkc hearmg, staff provided bnef sumrﬁary of the propesa}, foli‘o%'e&by apresﬁataﬁbn by the
: .Apphcam, Nancy €allery of Basseiti-Architétts, and'a s&atemmt%yﬁue Walledr; Supeiintendent of
. Shoreline School District, Ms. Callery said the project was necessaty fir stderto ieatithe i
_.requirerhients of the s¢hool bond recently approved and to provide a replacement for Shorewood
- High Sehiool. Shéalso provided details 6n the daxga -Of the préposed Hisw building; its attachment -
" to Ronald Scdof, and the restoratior of cittain elererits-of fhie landridrk building, Shé fucther
" described the alfeiatives which te Schiool District cofisidered prior fo submitting tieearrent
proposal Ms. Walker read a statement askmg the Commission to appmveﬂleappﬁcaﬁon '

: 'I'huty-three people oﬁ'ered oral t@sﬁmony of these, 17 spake agamst »appfowng the application
. and 16 spoke in favor of approving it, ch of’ thosc who spoke agairist appmval ‘and-one who
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Y Thef fe,aug&s of significance; ! clude, aIL e;g;enor portwns of the bmldmg, and aII of the land
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Findings of Fact and.Decision

" Ronald School COA No. 1021
_ December 3, 2010

Page 2 of 7

spdice in favor also submitted written statements at the headﬁg ‘One additional person, submitted

written testimony at the hearing in favor of approval. Prior to the hearing, written testimony was
received from 29 people: fifteen opposed the project or said that more information was needed
before a decision could be made (seven of these people also testified at the hearing); twelve were in
favor of the project (ﬁVe of %he'm alsa tcsﬁﬁed atthe héaring) ‘In additien, one petson « commented
penmt for the schook currently be,mg ponsxdered by the Cny of Shorelme Nelther of these issues
are admissible under the Commission’s ‘rufes and regulations. Other exhibits were submitted prior

.~ to the hearing a list of Whlch is contained in Attachment A — List of Exhibits.

""I‘he Commission’s decmon to approve the COA apphca,uon was based on it meetmg the Secreta.ry

of the Interior’s Standards for the: Treatment of Historio Properties, specifically-Standards 1,2, 3 576,

7,9 and 10; Shoreline Municipal Code }5. 20; and Criteria VL6.A-D of the Rules and Regulatmns

of the Shoreline Landmarks Commissipn. :See D&elgn Rewew Committee Report (Exhxbxt No.4 1}
for dlscussmn of apphcable standards.

| EINDINGS.

The Cermmssron foxmd tha,t the‘yropcsed prOJect 1s in compha.nce thh the abovc»noted standards
and eriteria. In makmg ifs dec;smn, tbcCommwoa ad0pted the follewmg specxﬁc findings:

I Re,nald Schg@h&sxgu Acant. unden anerton Al for its assocnatlon with the broad- theme of
.. -education and under €nten9n A3.gs.an:e; llent example of early 20th. century school
desxgn, cxeeuted dn:2 mqgl&st c _1qal R\c\aval sty}e The penod of sxgmﬁcance is 1912~

PN

P -area, withinthe:boundaries ofthe designated grea. The boupdaries-extend to the pargel limits
on-{henesthand to, a,lme 15.] feet ﬁ:em the hmldmg on the east, south, and west sxd&s

3. The bmldmg was constmcted as a schoolhouse, w1th classrooms and ofﬁc&s For many
.' ) years the building has-honsed.the-Shoreline Historical Museum. The pmposed new use will
ain be edueation, but; aqp{art of a }argcr schqgl complcx,; and w1th hlgh sc}mol studenbs »
bsmgﬂi_,&pnmarysﬁ)ws Yo e . o o g

o 4 Schaol dasmcts ughze b;nlding gu:dehnw that racommend speclﬁc faclht;m and m for

+ . {modem.schoal campuses. The subject site is Smaller than is recommended for |,
. ‘:cgntemperaryhxgh schoel facllum, and is two-thmds the size of the other htgh school in the
-district ﬁShorecrest} . . . o

;.. 5. Various sxte resrigtions, including poor seﬂ& for construcﬁon, tedffic levels in adjaccnt
mdenhal nelghbodloqu and-the l;leed to continue using the adjaccnt lngh school bmldmgs
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-:»  while the new one is being constructed, necessnated siting the proposed new bulldmg at the
- -north and éast s:de of the site, in proxumty to the landmark, o

“-6. Inadditionto other locations on the site, addmonal altematlves were considered mcludmg
. ..the demolition of the. landmark and the relocanon of the !andmark to another parcel

"7 The proposed new bulldmg has 2 rhythxmc paltem of feneetmtxon that complemehts but does
not rephcate the rhythm of windows in the landmark. : '

8 _The proposed new bmldmg hasa vocabula:y of’ buﬂdmg base, body and comice that -
e complements but does not rephcate the same vocabulary on the landma:k. B

9, . The proposed new bmldmg is composed of several components w1th the components

- closest to the landmark consisting of more translucent elements, creating a §ubtlé effect of
separatxon between the new and old buildings. These components are also compatiblein
_massing to the massmg of the landmark but do not rephcate the massmg.

"10. Ronald School i is located closer to the street than the proposed néw building to the east. Itis
-set back slightly from the front plane of the landmark and approxmately 35 feet from the o
" east (s1de) elevation to, wsuany accetifuate the landmadc o

- . 'I 1. A new hmldmg could, be constructed to thhm 15 feet of the Iandmark on the east, south or
west withetit having to obtam a COA N L . -

- 12, Nonhistoric driveways located on elther 31de of Ronald School will be temoved and .
repIaoed with landscapmg and sndewalks, tijore in Keepmg w1th the ongmal site.

13 The proposed new bmldmg on the rear of Ronald School i$ two stories Ingh, oné story '
shox’cer than the landmark, Qrealmga subtle eﬂ‘ect ofseparauon ﬁom it and emphamzmg
vxsual preference of the i ) Lol .

L ',414 ‘No hlstonc mafenals that afe: demgnated featurss of sxguﬁcanee will be remeved. There
"7, will be a miror alteration of featurés on thé rear of the building, wheré the proposed new
-, ; building will be attached. This alteration will incjide thé rétioval of fion-historic windows
w.... and the mﬁllmg of the wmdow openmgs as requ:red by bmlding code for adequate fire
"7 separation. . ‘

... 15. There wﬂl be tmmmal 1mpact on spatml relationships, as the pnmary elevauons of the .
- .. building wil be’ maintained, with only the addition 'of 2 new bmldmg at the rear. Cm‘rently
. the building is surrounded by a parking Tot aind’ dnveways, toth non-hlstonc elements and
these will be removed. L

16, All dtstmctlve miaterials, features, ﬁmshes and’ construchon techmques (feaiures of
s gmﬁcance) will be presérved. Some bnckwork wnlf Eerepomted to. mafch the ex:shng
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" mortar joints. Where the proposed new bmldmg is-attached on the rear of i building, the
. existing exterior brickwork will be maintained and will bé preserved w1thm the envelope of

e the proposed new buﬂdmg

17. Deteriorsted woodwork aind brickwork will be repaxred. In'cases where WOOdWOI‘k is too
detenorated ta repair, replaoement will match the h1stonc woodwork based on physmal and-

o photograpmc évidence. o
18. The ex:stmg windows are replacement windows and are approxmatcly 40 years old: The
‘proposed new replacements will rephcate the ortginal windoWs usmg historic photographs
- and physical evidencé as gnidande. They will match ffie originals in désign, tekture, visual
- _qualities, and dimensions, and if budget allows, material. The windows will contain
-insulated glass panels, and wxll have alow-E coating, but thls shouId not alter the wsual

x"";_quallty

19. Bxterior brickwork will be cleaned using a low-pressure ‘wash atid: mﬂd detergent. These.are
. ., common and acceptable methods for cleanmg historic bnck :

e 20 Only that portion of the proposed new buzldmg that is \mthm the ﬂemgnated boundanes of
the landmark can be reviewed by thi¢ Commiission; thus review authority is Timitéd'to a 15
foot area extendmg from the landmark’s. south, east, and west elevations. However, for-
discussion purpases, the eniire niorth portion of the prePOSed new buddmg (that closmt to
the lnstonc bu:ldmg) was conSIdered in the evaIuatton I

21 The proposéd new: buiildingd dow not déstroy, aniy hxstpﬁc ﬁae(tum ot spatxal relaﬁonshlps.
The windows at the rear of the landmik will be retfiovedand infilled; tit the wiidows "
themselvqi are not ongmal The west portion of the fear éleyation has been re-sided with
. new matenal, and an elevafor was added Tfme wi]l“be wnoved §ig atfachmenf of the

» proposed néw building, The' spatial relationship-at the frbnt of fhe buildurg, consistmg of the
setback from the street and the prominence at the eid 6f T indén AVéhiie will not change.
-~ The spatial relauonshlg to the east, historically consisting of open space but now containing
! ‘,' -a drivéway, will be’ xmprpvéd with the removal of the drivé and an opén courtyard bétween -
the historic bmfdmg aiid the, pmposed new bmldmg. The spaﬁaf f«alaﬁonﬁhtp 10 flie west,
oW consxsung ofa drgveway and open space, will also be improved by the femoval of the
dnveway immediately adjacent t6 the historic building. Thls elevation’ would 'beeome more:

prominent, as it faces the entIy for the new school.

22 The proposed new bmldmg is compauble thh the exnstmg besause tthas a base, body, and

. cornice atrangement much like hie historic building, but with &t matérials, Final material
selection has not been made, bif will be reviewed with staff before coristrtction begins. The -
proposed new building also has a symmetrical thythin of window opédings, but doesn’t
duplicate the- Tandmark. The portions of the proposed new buildmg immediately ad]acent to

.. the landmark are pnmanly glass, resulting in a visual separatlon of the proposed nievw"
bmldmg from the old and creating a focal point that visally emphasm ihe landmark.
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-23. Floor hc1ghts for the proposed new buﬂdmg will match those of the old, thcrcby ranforcmg
the compatibility of window openings and cornice lines. ' _

' 24. Massing and size of the: proposed few building is compatlble as Well with the new. secnons
closest to the landmark beinig comparable in height and volume. The larger volumes of the' -
proposed new building are set ﬁp;thex back on the site to minimize visal eompetmon with-
the Iandmark. . .

25 The proposed mew bmldmg, asad@elgned, has minimal impact on the vxsuaI and physmal
integrity of the landmark - ¥ it wereremoved in the future, existing historic brick would -
remain intact and unimpaired, . Whége there was eriginally wood siding, new wood sxdmg
could be reinstalled. Exxstmg mndew opemngs would also be intact and could be rwtored

- with new sashes. :

The minutes of the Shoreline Landm‘ , Commlsswn pubhc hcanng of November 17, 2010 aré on
file in the King: County H“istonc Prese - ﬁon Program office, 400 Yesler Way; Suite. 510, Seitile;. -

Washmgton.

" The following exhibits weze enterédfiiit&{ixé record: Soo Attachment 4 - List of Exhibits.

'. i DECISIOL{

At its November 17, 2010 meetmg the Commxssmn unammously approved a ceruﬁcate of.
_ appropriateness, as recomménded by thie Design Review Committee and staff, including the
" --conditions described in the DRC Refiort (see Exhibit No. 41) to constfmet & new sohool bmldxhg

~ and restore historic elenwnts of Ronz{ld School
SHOREL]NE LANDMARKS comssmN

0 LaufeKMcemskey’ Chisir

TRANSMTFTED tfus 3ni day of Deecembet, 20&0 tothe foﬂovnngpartm andimtmed petsons:
’Nam;ycmay. BagsemArduteets T e Pmﬂ‘Cohm,Cuyot’Shopdmc _

* YLotne McConachic, Bassetti-Architects ’ : .-BobFerguson, King County Counalmembgr i

' ,‘Schalka‘ Sﬁdreimchxooi Diskiet” SRR R TxawsAlTéyf.ngCountyCoundlSmff
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Jennifer Altena Sarah Lovejoy
© DéanL. Barth . 5t v ! -PaleLydin. . R S
) KatcBauman,GGAxd‘umts o L ZeimgMoCartt S
John Behrens . " David S. Mann -
_Boni Biery Lisa Mannery
Wes Brandon . - Afia Christine Menké:
Beth Burkell,, ;. . - AsronMiller  ©
K.athyCaxrow,ijowwoodP’fSA . GehevaF. Norten T
‘Raymond S. Collfns -~ = * ‘Matert Norton
Loren Day Patti Par Norwood
Amy Daybert, En%e?pnse News . Angela Nouwens
. Linda Delgado . .. .Margie Olson .
Wendy DiPeso- "~ . - Fidlen M Olymian' - IRE L
Bill Dunbar -~ - - - TG s ¢ ~Nirginita M Pmlse,t.r SR
Debi Bhdichman. - r.0  cinoegv oo el L -SpzannePapdeq
AmnErickson , . .. Elaine Phelps 7
Alfred Frates, Jr. * “*Richdrd Pother -
Tanya Frates - Teri Potter
Karen Frazier Christie Quigley

. SuzauneGillete - Robert L. Ransoin o

‘Julio and June Gomalez Henry Reed, Shorefine Historical Museum
- Jeff Greene, GG Axchitects . . Conaié Samson

Judy Griegel Garry Schalliol
_ Suzanne Gugger - et e e e N Keith $eully -~ -

* Kathy Hall ‘ TR e -'ShbmimeﬁistoﬁealMusaun,doleeSh{m Paer it
Morcia Heriis, Shoreline Sehoal D:sfmt i &% - Shrcling Bresarvation Shciety da,Jartethy RN
Lois Harrison * Roger Smith . il
Dianc Hettrick, Shoreline AmNews Linda Stein )

. Michelle Hickman -Amy Stensrud ) .
G. Richard HiHl, Mc(&xllough HﬂlLawF’rm- e .'D&VcandeanneStephms o

~Lisa Hirohata Jan Stewart ’
Leanne S. Hofford Sigeid-Strom .
Julie Houff . Lisa Surowiec
KenHowe ~ 5% Les Tonkin, TonkmlHoyne/Lokan Architects
" Jocelyn Hudson . Neal Vonada -
Mike Jacobs )
Cam!e!ohmm LT R
_ SteveKeflet * i L R s
Suc Kienast, Bo&h orical Segietyy..s . ¥

" Kate Krafft, Krafft & Kmﬂ’tArduteas v "Ken Winsiick |
Sharon Leitner - Satah Kinahd Vaneé Woadaiad
Flo Lentz, 4Culture JeanWren -

- 3t 2.¢ o ae e
eI aRNGLT T T e Tt 3

NOTICE OF RIGHT TO APE EAL OR RECONSIDER
‘Appeal. Any pcrson aggrieved by a decnsnan of the Shoreline Landmarks Cominission 1s&umg or de:lying izwholeorin pan, aType
1l or I Certificate of Appropriatendss may, within 35 catendar ddys ofmaxfmg of noticé of the axtion; dppealthe decision to the

. Shoretine City Council. Written notice of appeal shiall'be filed with the Historic Preseryation offiger gad thie City Clexk and shall be. |
-accompanied by a statement setting forth &egmndsofdteappeﬂLsupporﬁngdmmaﬁsandmgmmLt!{OC20‘621lo A,as
adopted by reference in SMC 1520, 01‘? )

Reconsideration. Any pason aggneveéb;:zdemsamof the Shareline hndumksﬁmmnmen wwmgm dmymgmwholnorm
part, a Certificate of Appropriateness may, within 20 calendar days of mailing of notice of the decision, petition the Commission for
reconsideration on the grounds the décision was based.on 1) cror of omissions of fact; or, 2) that new information beéaeing oo the
decision, and not feasoniably availuble to'the Comniission at thie time of the deciston, is available. . The written pctluomslmlbp ﬁled

- with the Hxstoncheriraeon Officer and: shall be accompanied by 1) a statemeat setting forth. e grounds for ﬁzépenuon,aqd,Z)
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any supporting documents. Within 70 calendir days of a petitioa for reconsideration, the Commission shall review the record, and
may, af its discretion, reader a revised decision. The Commission may, at its discretion, hold another public hearing on the matter.

r
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:GENDLER & MANN, LLP
] Ammvswr-LA_w . _ )
MichaelWsGendlers  ~ ¢ .. HZFoURTHAVENUESURETIS R (QOEYEAIAREE
- DavidS.Mznn Lt ShATHLEWASSI - ‘ o ‘ - Fax C06) SZE05 1Y
. BmdanWDouckers . - - _ . ‘L
January? 2611 ,
. "ScottPasse}i
- - Shoreling: CxtyCIetk o
: :3'175091\/1161?816"" N e T
' '-'Shorehnc; WA 98133
. 'ngdomtyl’mservambn Ofﬁoer
L« Histofie Preservation Program
R 701 F:ﬁhrAVe, Sulte 2000
3.. S

) _Rg:; ; Appeal of Ronald Schaol Certiﬁcate of Appropnateness No, L021

'DearMs Koielt and Mr Passey

“

; Putsuant t‘o PartiX' (f)‘df the ] Ruies bfl’roceduve- oﬁhc C' ty of Shorehnes Landmarks :
i -“SPS”) appea,ls‘ & Roriald Schosl Cemﬁcatc. :

' cif’ Apprpp ateﬂess Na ‘1621 issued ﬁ&eember 3 -j20 10. '[‘he Sﬁorcfﬂfe Pmsexvatxom Soc:efy isa -

_ o hast..neal heﬁtage, Eﬁltui‘alan"d ehvifaﬁmentaiassetstﬁmaghout ﬂxeSho‘réIIﬁ__q ted " Th =
¢ Sporclinie Prcseivation Society is a party 6f record with lepal standing inthié Cefifficate of ~ "
- AppreptiatenesyBecision on the Ronild School by dhe City of Shoreline Landmarks :
- Coniishioti; Members of its board of ditestors Tive in the Shoreling dfeq; Ind A pact_ed by

. anyﬁltsmhons to'thé Rtmald Scﬁocl We simhtporate’ by ‘refefotioe, e Entire fils on the D
- Ceitificate-of Afipioptiafensss ecisio (xncmding alf commmietit Ictte;‘s‘ ﬂoéuﬁlenfs power points.
. atid SN of the- HeéiingL SPS Cuﬁdrﬁonaf Use Petfhit mmeﬁt Iett’ét Teliféd filés afid all”

retat%ﬂ:SEPAdoemnents , DT

The. Rona[d S‘cheol is the oldest pubhc buddmg in Shote{me, fmtlt in 191”2 s as Stickis of
_ iniestimable value to the Shotehne commurity. The Rofald School was Landmarked in 2008
-+ witha tioniftiaficn by the Shoréling Histotical Musetin to ths Shioreling KO L Candmarks -
. Cotnitfission. The Shotelide School sttnct, in its effort {0 webuild fite ShoremodHS has
unﬁfmmately chioséi to forever altacr this !nstonc lanidinark, when tnany other alternauves xmght
have been ehoseﬁ tﬁat woukf not have aﬁ“ected it slgmﬁcanﬂy ' .

_\:. t.

We beheve the Historic Preservatxon Oﬁicer for King Cotinty HP and the Shoreline Landmarks
Qomxmsswn issued: the COA-(Ceruﬁcat'c o_f Appropriateness) Decision in error, because the
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. design pla.ns will s1gmﬁoant1y glter the Landmarked building: It is part:cuiaﬂjr cgregious, that the
- *Shoreling™ Landmarks Commission (which actually had 5o represenfation ffom Shoeline), has - -

- biidde a decision that detritietitally affects a nedly 100 year old; landiiarked building thavisat b

. thevery higart:of our City's: Town Center, and which: has great stgmﬁcance to Shoreling culturally .

and ecenomcaﬂy

. A Introduction.~ History y of the Decision . . - S ;

In order to understand how our o()mmumly got to.this point; itis impoxtant 0. estabﬁsh a short.
" history of the Ranaid School and its significance, The 1912 building was nopsinated
Landrarked in 2008 by the: Shoreline Historical Museum, which has beexglggt}g@d! fhe buxidmg
since 1975, The-Museom owned the building untii this fall, and Shorefine, ;Schiool, District owns
the property in 2 longstandmg paxtnershrp The Moseum had received numerous grants (State,
 Couinty and Nen-profit) and faised significarit ﬁmdmg to make many improvementsonthe |
 building; including retrofitting for earthquake concetns, an elevator for handicapped ACCEIS; and
. restorationof many historic: features. And, of course the Museim prowded stewa:dsh:p and
-ectintless educational programs-over the last 35 years for the communities, h@stmg over 10,009
Visitors per ycar The Museum haghhghted the history of both the commumty and scheol dIstnct

23,2008 'raeShomiinesmolDlsmdxdnotsuppmtmseﬁort, et e ( -
---_'-Thcrewere twor mger_;cntsua for Landmapkmg thc Ronald Schoel Crm:nnnA-l for xts |

il e vI ‘ aege E g - .. daﬂlghtbam Bl :
- expanded t 1ts current size. The Shoreling School District hud doric rempdelmgof ﬂ;; huﬂdxgg
" several times, includitig installation of thie current windows. The buxldmg was left in dxsrepau'

andabandoned byﬂ:cShorehm’» School sttmgtml%l o el

o In January ZOIO the Sﬁonelxne School Dlstnct plqced a $ISG milhgn B@nd -opt: the ,bal.iot f@r
© rebuilding two High: Sohools, ws;th np clear description to the voteis o,f swhiat wias to bie- xcoteéon,
- especially with regaid to the Tate of thie Ronald Sehool. In fact, the D:stﬂct mggncted fo send out
_ avofers' pamphlet to epram to voters and taxpayers what was. prop@sed. Justpxwr tothe, . _
electlon, an “Agreement in Prmcxplc was mked at the eleventh hour, which would have moved

C
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'the ‘buiilding to-a nearby lot, but with neither actual certain i that the: proposed property was

avsilable nor any legally binding contract. The proponen}:s touted this as-a “Splution” ih ordeér to-
gaener supportfrom Toyal Misseum supportars who ware:rlistast to vote against a: eliook

.' ‘measure The voters:approved thie bond believing the Museum and Ronald Schiool wouldbe
saved, But, in the end, the Sthool District: would not help acqulrc thiat. property and: thig deal fell

through, being based iipon 110-substance.

"B Statement of Gr iinds for-Anpea

1. TheCommission Erred in-thé fundanvental protectmn oftite
landmark émd carrying oitk fhe “mteni o{ tﬁe law” "'

o Fhe: Commrsswn made ‘the follong errors m canymg outthe mtenf" efﬁle Shorehne
Landmarks Preservatlon code o A o L. .

" 4. Thedecisionisin dmect violation of the.interit of the Shoreime Mumcxpal Ccde

- Chapter 15 20 Landmaxks Preservation. The stafute states m 13, 20 010 B:"

Such cultural and historic f¢sources aré 4 Significdrnt pait of the
heritage, education and economio base of the cify of Shoreline, and
*thie économnic, caltural and aesthictic welk being of thé &ity cannot -
be maintained or ¢nhianiced by drsrcgardmg its hentag@and by
o allowmg the unnecessary desﬁ‘uchon or defaoement of such R _

"+ The decision will c cause “unnecessary destruction and deﬁcemen{ df Sudh fesaurces'" o .
 vidlation of this statute and the Seeretary of Iterior Standards and the Landmaiks Commission’s
* 'Riilés of Procéduresand Cxiterfa for COA (belnwé “The: pwpﬂsed cfesrm changes toithe tﬂamf ,

" tHobailding vill altét anid dbfhee the existing balldiig fiatocafin that 1§ w part 6t the difgtial

strictire, built in 1912, . The proposal will “encsse™ the-reai wall, rid ittach it to the hevihige -~ g
strugture so'thiat it's “stand-alon¢ chagacter”is lost.. Aiso the surrgunding property out o 15° i

. i?adﬂmaﬁced aﬁd 'ﬂirs proposal wrll dﬁstroy ﬂ)ﬂt spaha! relahbﬁship and ‘the sp’ace mtmdmg thev '

bwlﬁiﬂg S i o .
=b 'I‘hmi ecision vwlates thc mtentof fhe Gols il Policrcs of the Shbmlﬁre o
Cdmpréhemve Pk!n. Specrﬁcally Wethmk rtvmiates aa&mdermrﬁes T

Goai 3 g Enceurage hrstorrc preservatroa to pmvxdecﬂntext and perspectwe to thé

Commumty Desrgn Polrcxes Hrstonc Preservatmn Polrcm. e
R CD 54: Preservc, enhance and mterptet Shorelmc S hlstoncal and archedlogleai
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~ » CD:S8:Review prépbsé& changes 15. hlstorw Iéﬁdmarkgiies and sfricturesto
' -ensure-that these resouess: continue to bea part ofthe: community.

. CD 60 Encourage stewardshlp of‘hlstone sntes and stmctures

. CD 61: Work cooperatlvely Wlth qthex: Jumdicﬁons, agcncxc;sg organizations. and;
pmpexty owners to pmserve h:ston,c resoiitees, .

AILFOUR sides of he: th QrIp.' i g af R x_xatd Sc ol,wcmdeslgnated as landmarks by tliis
- Commission in 2008 as well as’ fhe grounds outto 15 feet. This decision violates the very
. integrity-of the Iandmarkmgprotxss -As stated in the Shareline Preservation Sosiety’s November
17,2007 Yeiter to the Commission; “Bml&mg an; attractxvc and suqcessﬁfl new HSis not .
: dependent on impacting thi§ historic: buxldmg There was never any effost to design aronnd the
building, There was always and still is plenty of mom: to-design:around this building and. let it
{teach history. “Unlik what youlve bcen told by the:S8D. anq Bassettx, defaczxng and irrsparsbly
harinitig this IOO-year-old Landmazked bmldmg is N@T ne.c.css;ary to achleve educational goals.”
(attached asExhxbLt 1) R e B . S

%7 af.i&faaorrs;andms B

: o iance ef a Cerixﬁcate of Appmpnatenws, the:
school district was required to demonsh'al‘e thauatﬁe pnoposal would compl)f with the Sécretary of
" Interior’s Standards for the Treatmcntof Hlstonc Pmperhes, Fhe Comnnssxon s devision fails
tocomglywxﬂx.thgsestaadards e e

i

Shoreline Frosetva ‘ﬁenngwly i nqt ) ongm Its,asgxemomihauhe pmpgsal :
' ‘d‘ ¢ Scoretary of Interior's stindaids; ‘Noted historical expeit Kate Krafft, the:..

‘ ongma! auﬁxor of City of Shoreline Laridmark: Registration Form for the Ronald School, -

. ‘provided hepmritten, comments. - (attaslx@daﬁ Exhﬂni;&) - Ms. Krafft noted firstthat affer

. reviewing the DRC teport {6 the. : ssi n,she belgyed that & bstam;wrﬁemﬂ
inforination was.niot prevrded to the Dwgn Revmw Commxttee (DRC) nor mchrded in thifs.

seport to fhe full commission.”. Ms, W%m to state: ‘Her, gpinions: thatneithierstandard 2
(mamtenano; of lustoncal character) nor standard 9 (new addmons) are met.  Staindard 2 is not-

. met becaiise the “historic architéetural character of extant exterior features of the ongmal 1912
schoolhouse shall not be refained and }Jmscrved.” -Mis:Krafh disagregs strongly with thie DRC
Report’s characterization of the alteration as “minor.”. Ms. Krafft concludes that Standard 9 is - -
ot me’ubecause the new: addltlon wﬂi ‘if1 fac&— dmoyiuafonc spaﬂal relauenshlps and the
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historic fonn‘ of thie original 1912 sch“!house, contiary to hovrthe addition is oharaetenzed‘m
the DRC rcp'rt Ms ' -:’-‘ raff concludcs that “{t}hls adverse unpact urnot nea@ssa yand canbe
avoi thedemgn

for-the modern schocﬂ facxhty shomd be revxsed §0 that itis located ﬁcrther to: the east and.
soiithéast: of Ronald:Sehool. and is only dlrecﬂy connectcd to the west side: of thie cuttent seuth

-elevation.”

' KCHP Staff had: suggested thatthe Commxssxon should-consider Ms Kraﬁ’t sisugpestions.
.. seripusly; bet the Commissiohers.and Bassetti dismissed her ideas:giving them-only a few.
- mipifés-of cuirsety eonsidératian.af the hearing, even though.she is-an-experton the: Landmiaiked
Building havingwritten.ihe ofiginal landmark nomination report. But; her propesal oﬁ‘em" a better :
compxomisc solation: that honors the iritent: of thé-eriginal :des1gn L

' e Sundarly, Flo Lemz, anoﬂmr noted expert from 4Cu1ture attended the hearmg anﬂ
. spoke The gist of some ler cominents is included in an opinionthat the proposal DOBS NOT
‘mieet the Criteria; and that somie key Guestions and observations about the inpdéts and précedents
that would be set by this degision potenfmﬂy affecting ALL King County Lanidtaarks. Sheasked -
the Commxsstonets to consxder some conccpts that might impact Ronald School xf the; pmposed _

| were merely 4 Small pomon ofa much Iarger bmtdmg, and what kmd of preeedent weuldthat
set? Thcse are senous quesuons whlch were never properly addressed by the paneL

'Ifhe Deemon Faﬂs to. Meet Rules: of Procedure Crxterm 6B

Again, as recegmzzd by the Conmussien, a proposal for Cerﬁﬁcate of Appropuateness must also
meet Ciiferia, VL.6.A-D.of the Rufles-of Procedtre: 'The decisiofi fmls to. comply Wlth Cfnteﬁa

6B. Cntena 6B r;:qmms yon to eensxder

The teasonablcness or lack ﬁ1¢teof of the prop@Sed alteratxon af mgmﬁcant
changes in hght of otlier altematives; avaﬁabie to achieve the ébjectives of the

... ewnerand ﬂieapphcant.

Despme repeated mques’ts by the pubhc mcludmg membms of the Shorelme Preservahon

Society, for an alternative that left the Ronald School both intact and isolated sufficiently so that
. it stands out, We find no record that alternatives were considered by the Shoreling School Di’@tnct
- astequired: -This is a fundamental failure.: Without 2 docuniented review of: altematwee the. =
Landmarks OOmmxssmn cannot take a decxstonon this apphcatmn. : : .

- The place for prepanng and xevxewmg altemanvw is through the SEPA envtronmental review
process. Becaysé the School Dzstnct failed to address altematives during its SEPA review, -
however, the SEPA documéiitation is insufficient for the Landmarks Commission’s réliance.

" Indeed, the failure to address alternatives, and particularly in the situation where the underlymg

stbstantive law requires a review of alternatives, results.in a SEPA checklist and threshold -
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, iafion that was obtairied thiough a lack of inafeyial dlsclosure SEPAthreshold -

- determmahonsgbtmned through the Jack of matenal disclosure. mustbe mthdmm WAC 197
- AT330 L .

T At the Heamxg the appli'cant, Bassetti presented altematmw that were suppose:dly xevxewed by
. Design Review Committee, however the minutes.of that mecting do not shiow aiiy evidénce these
alternatives were actoally discussed. So the Commissioners assertion that they did so, at:the
" hearingappearsito bean error.. (Bassetti claimed,  durin; this presentation that “soils® were thie _
. Primagy’reason:for. 1ot selecting these alternatives; but no: evidence has-ever been presented:ta

- &plainthe techinical-basis for this degision-and why: fhiat mieant:tiat the Ronald School voidd ot
«beleft infact:) Ity & serfons:question; why SSD aisd Bassetti did not subrit theser altermativés to.
the-record before Désign Review,.and why weten’t-these altématives iuade aviilable ts SES: with
its repeated records requests? Also these alternatives were never prescnted to the pubhc duting:
the.88P-design. process:-An exbiaustive.$earch of the 85 records.on. thxs matter and FOIA’s by

. 8PS niever- produced these siipposed. aitcmatuvcs

' 4; - The Comlmssron Faxled to Foi[ow Procedures

> ‘Ifhe deelsron isinerior beeausc it vxolates SMC 15; 20 and Shorelme Landmarks OOmmIssxon
. *Rules ofEmcedure” puzsuart to. SMC 15 20 .

“The ongmal COA, hmring date planned for October 14“‘ was; postponed thh only 24 brs no&ce
agdinst stated policies. AND-it was postpofied for séveral conflicing-iedsons, iiicluding & |
. claimed “Appearancs of Faitiess™ becatise of 4 néed o havé iore commissioners present (ﬂns

wavas-requisted by-Shoreliiie- School Distriet).. (SEC Rulesof Procédure- 14, Notice: ‘of the: -

. cancellation-or reschedulinig:of a meeting shall bégublished riot Tess #hei six days bejbre ﬁze
scheduled imeeting and-not less than six days before thechanged meeling date. *) Taiths end, the
- Hearing was aftended by only four cortitnissioners.(the same nuimber whiek hiad been iritendéd

for'the original hearmg date); and with-one:having to recuse himself becanse-ie works for
. Bassetti. So; thiere erided up being only thres comimissionsis (ot of the. -supposed wiiie tiember -
.- Commission by statuté) to decide this atter as the Shorelmé Landinarks Conisission, wﬁh‘NO
- ONE fiom Shorelme mpresented on: the. commxssxon, on me fate of the oldest pubhc hmldmg m

ﬂ:e Cxty

Smee ihe postponanent was not mquu'ed for the stated reason 40 allaw mon: Comxmssmners o

participate: - we:quiestion whetherthere-was aiy lepitimiate reason to grant the delay ‘We sugg%st-
.that it was desired by the applicants to allow them timé to athend the record regardinig  * -+~
_ ““alternatives™ (see above under "Failure to comply ‘with Rules of Procedure and SEPA (Lack of-
- . proper considetation of otfier Altemahves), and that the hedting itself was therefore xmprOperly
rescheduled. Atthe hicaring riew versions of proposed altématives, whick had not been seen in
_the record before, “appeared” in.a power point, despite SPS’s. repeated requests fo obtain these
fecords. These “alternatives” were not-shown'i in relation te SEPA nor were thcy showni to the- -
public mroughout the last two years as far as we can dctermme -And-they wete not mcnuoned i -
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itie-Design Review rifiutes:

 The ity Coungil should derermme i

oﬁgtnaﬂy—échedufed Landrmrk Commtssnon heénng October 14"' and :

- (b) the applwants tequested a delay it the heamxg oly after: havmg ﬁad the eppértumty to
“read-tiie-documents sbmitted firior to that-date ‘by the appellants, which neted the
absence of alternatives in the: appheants’ wecordi and -

. (c) the* appearance of fairness™ was tiok acﬁmlly i rssﬁesiﬂce exaeﬂy ‘the sdnite
- Individual Commissioers who-were available on the: ongmal heating: date-Were dilthere
and only.the Commissionerswho were pteSent at fhe reschedlﬂéd date a monthelatef, with

1o objectwn bytha*appheants,

It is: reasonable to conclude that the reason the applzcams asked foraciclay Was:o allew them.
{ime to alter their record by creafing new documents to caunter the reoord submifted by the
.. appellaiits, This mirst be seep asabuse of the process, - e

§ Theﬁe are also many-errors and flaws in-the currcnt ﬁmcuon of the Iandmarks Coxmmssmn that
. undennme its: fzmdamental m;egmy and eﬁ’ecnveness ’ e VR i

o Ex-?parte communreatxons by fsf' ": , ‘ 54 enemﬂdetffared atﬁze tima of dcizberahans, but
. whtch slearly mﬂuenced theirdecision. Comurssione Stephen@ayﬁedmd thit heand: ihe
-Chau' had been conversmg about the case befete the heanng This appeats to violate: -

R

. SMC 1520 Pt 1266 No: Ge""‘" : wﬁex‘ shiall: @omxaﬁméate With.6r- attcmpt to
influgnce any other Cemm:ssmneteoneemmg any-matter before the Comraission,.
- . or which it redsoirably ke eigiecti sefore the Contiissivh, ih which

such Cotmmssmner has mwﬂﬂi& of fntnr.@stot i :""flj e ‘eétconﬂrﬁ eﬁinterest

. SMC 15 29Pt 1.3‘ @emnnssienetsmuﬁ dﬁeldeanymm;;adidaimaﬁers: #

R brougﬁtheforethec:omxmssmnehiy based on the pubhcmeot@laﬂdsuéhthmgs
s that&heymay*pﬁopcﬂytakejadicfaineﬁc& Commissmefseshoulﬁ avm&aﬂ ex
R pwtescommuanns ooneemmg aay quasxamdicxaifpmw:ding L

Ce - When the ﬁml:metxon was made thereWasm SECONB ’i‘ﬁisisaﬁtﬁdaniental

. :parliamentary pmoedmé«thatshuuld have beeti: fottowed and sHows fecklessness on the patt ef .
* the Commission and Chairin cari'jﬂng out -tk dutl&t‘ and eat:elessnws aboutﬁieWefght pid -

1mpact of their actions.
¥ Thelack ofa Shoretmc Membet requxred by SMC 15 20 and KCC 20.62 and Interlocal
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‘ Agreemcnt 10 vote on all mafters pertaining to landmarked properties within Shoreling isof

. major concern (see inter-local, agreement). SMC-15:20.020 B:: “,, . special mcmbsrmpmenung
hie City of Stioreline: The special siieber shall attend all imeetings, and pasticipté.in.and vote
~on ali matters pertaining to the destgnatmn and profection of landmarks design réview, and:

_ specna] valuation apphcable to praperties within the cxty

As atesult of this appeal action, 4 vote- mtght ﬁnally be made o th{s mportant misHer by 4 body
. with actual Shoreling represetitation, thie City Conneil. Fhie onlylocal participation:frogii the
* Shoreline azea so-faris the Schoeol Blstmt repx;esematlon, mstead ofthc Clty itself. Thatj _]ust isn’t

proper.

_ % Jvaspoor judgement fog the Comnﬁssipn to;allowa “goad: faith™ request: byBassem to-

. provide necessary design details, eventhough they state “The profect is currently-in the

. Schematic Design, so many-af the propoesed-design and construction detatls have.not yet been o
Jully developed”. This showsa senous disregard for the impagt-to Rotiald Schooel,-wher the
District has never demonstrated ood faith™ to this landmarked building community in thxs

entire matter. (see: attashed letter fmm Jan Stewart)

» . At least-two Landmarks Cemmlssmner tenns are: smsrently explred, mcl'udmg the
Shcrehne member .

. ; ‘ The Dmgn Revxew Ccmmxttee; was madn up of 3 membnrs One ofl?he membexs wasa
Bassetti employee Brian Rich, who Had t¢ fecuse himself from the décision process. So the

N recommendatios of this comumiifies-eathe from.only 2. members;. and which forrued the basis far - .

- the.signing of the CQA’ “Agmemenﬁ’ 1o proceead en,Septembcr 9 before the Oonumsswﬁ was
- dhleto- votg. oo G

- . Thies posmons‘are vacdiiton tb&cnmnt cemnussmnv
Delays anddxﬁicuity { _’ taf "j"g meerds Even ﬂaough ms stated Fi- the KC Stahite that .
ta;ae r@eondmgs of hearings.are a requirement, Kitig:County:Historic Presetvation office; took
over one month to provide 8PS a taped copy of the hearing. SPS did not receive 4 copy of this
.tape until New.Years:Eye day; which-was eriginallirequested the night of the COA hearing, -
 WU/FH10, This-wasabaidship for the group; becanse: of the short amount of time left before thi-
" appeal deadlisie; To add inilt- o injury; the pablie.comment section-of thie tape.is udintelligible.
- Asof 1/1/11, SPS Has:stil} niot received auy fingl minutes or. traseript-ofithe hearing." “Draft” .
minutes have been circulated, which are incorrect and incompléte. The Draft minufes indicate
- commissioners,being: ‘present who. were abisent and #¢ports on. actions: token:t the end of the
.. mieting that were.siof; The Draft minutes assert-that Commissioner: Viicki Stiles waspresentand
- she.was not there and that there was business. condueted with Commlssmnet Bnan Rick present

after the Ronald School COA Heanng, which was also incorrect.

I addition'to the problem with King County records, SPS has detailed,and‘doc;umented inthe - - -
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recordy the fiistea i difficinlfios.of obtiinin teords fom Stoteline Sohool Distiict. As -
mentioned above, we never did receive proper responses to our requests for all docurents:
showitig any aItematrvas that lefi the Ronald Schitio! i mtact, wluch were teduested duiiig this

-SuHmer.

SPS.-assetts that fhesé delays-and lack of provision: of crudial recotds represeits a failure to
comply with the Open Records Act: and we regerve the right to: amcnd our appeai when and if
thesg. addmonal records are ébtained,

C } Relxef'R'e'quest'ed

- IT 6ur Appeal for the reasons detarled abeve and REMAND thls
' deolswn baek to ﬁze Shorelmc Landmarks Commission. 4 .

Gwen the cxroxs and OHHSSIODS il the peeord televant to the De:ﬂétt Revxew Commxttee Meetmg

owner, appi:cant and the twocomnusst@n representaﬁves be mvoked. Further we; bcheve ali
-ongoifig substaritive decisions affecting design & restoration of RSB go back to-the Landmarks.
Commission for saview, and be not dealt with merely by the: appﬁcant consulting with KC

* 'Historic: Preservation Staffas requested by the applicantand stated i the current C@A
-Agreement dated September 9, 2010 _ . } '

In addmon, with-or mfhouf. a DENIAL SPS suggests that ﬁarther condzttons need to-be piaced on

this Certificate to preperly thest the Scoretary of Interior Standards for Reéhabjlitation, the COA

‘Critefia-and Rules of Proeedute, the Shorcline: Muiiicipal Code arid Comprehésisive:Plan. For:

_example; Counoil canmqulre the Applicants-o revisethe plan to comply with the proposalput

- furward by Ms Kats. Kiafft in Hier lotter i in the tecoid: Thore are inany: pmbxhues that could be -
formulated to traly preserve. the integri’ty of the Ronald School with thoughtfil apphcanonof

{ogic, and- the full’ mxent W cary ottt the Shareline Landtuiarks Preservauon Code ' .

" SPS-urges the Cox.mcﬂ 0. take action on thls mattet to bctter protect ’che Ronsld School.
If what has befatfen the Ronald School, is the ouficome availableta all Stiorefine Landmarks, then
rio historical property is safe and the City’s Landmarks Preservation code is not worth much.. -~
The intent of the Landmarks Preservation code is good, but it is-up to this coimeil to ‘actually

uphold thie intent of the law: We redlize this is a grave responisibifity, and we appreciate that the
Council will take it seriously. Shoreline can make a statemient that shows it is.really serious about .

. pmservmghxstoryandxmplemenunga“heritagetomsm model. Butthatwdlonlyhappenzf

Shoreline actually upholds 1tls owrt preservatldn laws.
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CITY OF SHORELINE LANDMARKS COMMISSION
CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS: RONALD SCHOOL -
STAFF REPORT

: November 17 2010

PROPERTY NAME: Ronald School

) APROI_’ERTY, ADDRESS: "7.49 N. 1-75”‘,Street

' AOWNER: Shoreline School District No, 412

APPLICANT: Nancy Callery, Bassetti Archltects

PROPOSAL: Construct an: addltlon at the rear of the bulldmg and restore certain extenor features.

_ BACKGROUND ' ' -
Significance: . Ronald School is sxgmﬁcant undcr Criterion. AI for its association w1th the broad

theme of education. Used as-a school building for nearly 60 years, it is an uncommon example ofa
semi-rural school building constructed during an important era of early suburban expansion in north

' King County; The period of s1gmﬁcance is 1912-1951. The school is also significant under

: .,Classncal Revival style o

Criterion A3 as an excellent example of early 20th century school desxgn, executed in-a. modest :

o Features of ngmficance‘ All extenor portions of the bmldmg, and all of the Jland grea w1thm the
boundaries of the desxgnated area. The boundaries extend to the. pml lnmts on the north andtoa E

- ling 15, feet from the bmldmg on the east, south, and west s1des

: Certlficate of approprlateness (COA) The mxt(al COA apphcatlon Was reoelved on Seéptember 2
) .2010 and reviewed by the Design Review Committee (DRC) on September 9. The specml

* commissioner for Shoreliné was invited, but recustd herself priof o thie meéfing because of her
position as, the Executive Director of the Shoreline Historical Museum. At the meetinga ~ =

| presciifation was made by the’ apphéant and colleagues from Bassetti Architedts and Greene -

. Gssawdy Architects. Additional atiéndéss incliided Pail Coher; City of ‘Shoreline and Rich Hill,

legal counsel for the school distriét, of thié law firtn MéCullough Hill, -DRC uriahimously ‘
' tecommended approval to-thé full Commission with the conditions that the applicant submit

.additienal substantial changes for review by staff and that photos.be submifted upon eomglg,tlon of
) the prOJect. An agneement was sxgned Wwaivihg @ pubhc heanng but subsequent dxscussmns viith
‘interested parties in Shoreline resulted.in a décision to hold’ a.heanng, based on pubhc conceri

" abouf; preservatwn of the building. At this hearing the Cortimission can make a final decisidr to

- approve, dpprove with condmons ot deny the application. The Commission’s decision is sub_]ect to

T appea} to the Shorehne Cxty Council putsuant to Shorelme Mumc1pal Code i5.20.

' RECOMMENDATION Approve COA No. 1021 as recommended by the DRC at its September
9™ meeting, if thie Commission féels adequate alternatives have been considered. The followmg
facts support thlS recommendatmn -
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.o The project returns Ronald School to its ongmal use as an educational facility.
- o' School districts utilize bujlding guidelines that recommend specific facilities and sizes for
those modern school campuses. The subject site is smaller than is recommended for modern
_ high school facilities, and is 2/3 the size of the other high school in the district (Shorecrest).
e Various site restrictions, including poor soils for construction, traffic levels in adjacent
- residential nelghborhoods and the need to continue using the adjacent high school buildings
~ while the new one is being constructed, necessitited concentrating the proposed facility at
- ‘the north and east side of the site, in proximity to the landmark. :
o In addition to other locations on the site, additional alternatives were considered mcludmg
o the demolition of the landmark and the relocation of the landmark to ariother parcel.
. o The proposed facility has a. rhythmic pattern of fenestration that complements but does not
replicate the rhythm of windows in the landmark. ,
o The new school building has a vocabulary of building base,  body and cornice that
complements but does not replicate the same vocabulary on the landmark.
o The new school bulldmg is composed of several components, with the components closest
A to the landmark consisting of more translucent elements, creating a subtle effect-of
separation between the new and old buildings:. These components are also compatible in
* massing to the massing of the landmark but do.not replicate the massmg
¢ Ronald School is located closer to the street than the proposed new addition on the east "The -
addition is set back slightly from the front plane of the landmark and apprommately 35 feet '
-~ from the east elevation to visually emphasize the landmark. ‘
A new building could be constructed to within 15 feet of the landmark ont the east; south or
west without having to obtain a COA. :
s “Non-historic driveways located on eithér side of Roriald School will be'reioved and T
" replaced with landscapmg and sidewalks, more in keeping with the original site: * * -
+ The addition on the réar of the building is'two stories high, orie story shorter: than the
_landmark, creatmg asubtle effect of separation from it and a visual emphasm on the volume ,
 “of space of the landmark.
e Emstmg non—hlstonc wihdows will be replaced with new windows that rephcate the hlStOl‘lC g
. Twindows.
"o The attachied DRC Report prov1des additionial mformatlon to support the ﬁndmgs stated
. above and also references applicable standards for this review, meludmg those from the
' Secretary of the Intenor s Standards for Rehabzlztatton , .

TESTIMONY RECEIVED Twenty—thxee letters have been received as of the date of this repo"t o
and aré submitted for the; record.- Of these letters only three significantly detailed a response to the
criteiia used for reviewing COAs. They dre more thoroughly disciissed below: Eleven letters
. suppott approval of the COA, nine are in opposition to.the proposal, one discusses-the issue but -
doesit’t offer a recommendation, one recommends delay of the application-until community -
members are satisfied with the design, and one discusses a recent SEPA teview of the project. - _
. Some additional information has been provided including a newspaper article relatmg to design of .
the new school and mmutes from a school board ineeting. :
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: Issues regarding submitted testimony and applicable criteria: :
. Boni Biery said that a recent SEPA review done by the school dlstnct used incorrect
information. The SEPA process is a separate process from the COA réview and this
_ comment is inadmissible,
"o Sue Kienast asked what criteria allow the gutting of Ronald School. The criteria are the
* " same adopted criteria used by the Commission to decide all certificates of appiopriateness,
"+ Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Part VI of the Rules and Regulat‘zons of the King
_’County Landmarky Commission. The interior of Ronald School i isnota demgnated feature
of SIgmﬁcance S0 a certificate of approprlateness is not reqmred for mtenor modification ot
"¢ demolition,
o Helen Oltman commented that “The ENTIRE Ronald School buﬂdmg was mstoncally
. landmarked...” It was not. Only the exterior of the bulldmg and the land around the
" ‘building was designated as a-City of Shoreline Iandmark.
" e Janet Way.(president of Shoreline Preservation Socmty) sublmtted oomments to the City of
‘ 'Shorelme related to the conditional use permit for the new building. Much of her letter
. contains information that is not pertinent to the certificate of appropriateness apphcauon,
o mcludmg mention of the “flawed” SEPA process noted above and therefore is not
T ."admszIble in this proceeding. She also suggests that “Shorelme School District shall
+. ““nominate the exterior ofthe King County | Landmarked Ronald School Buildingfor
*¥ “Eandmark stafus, through the National Register of Historic PIaces * Ronald Schiool is a City .
. of Shorelme landmark, nota ng County landmark Llstmg on the NRHP does not afford
“aniy additional protections.” The laridmark des1gnat10n is the orily legal mechamsm that ‘
' provides authority for review of changes to the building. :
. Three letters speclﬁcally address the criteria for reviewing certificates of appropnateness

B 1 Janet Way indicates that the new bmldmg does not meet any of the Secretmy s
© . Standards, but the most perfinent are:

Standard 2 (hzstorzc character will be retained and preserved) where she indicates that .
Ronald School was historically 4 “stand-alone” stricture and attaching a very large bulldmg
to it will significantly alter that. STARF RESPONSE: The building will no longer be

- “stand-alone”, but the new building to'which it is attached is sufficiently broken up into
. components as to give the appearance of sevéral bmldmgs, and thé attachment will occur at
_therear, Iearvmg three full facades that allow Ronald School to read as a smgular historic
-bulldmg
" Standard 4 (changes that have acquired historic significance will be preserved) where
.'she indicates that the Shoreline Historic Museuin’s stewardship of the landmark for thié last
35 yeats is significant. STAFF RESPONSE: The museum did not implémentany =
- SIgmﬁcant physical changes.other than the addition of an elevator and that does not meet the
- minimum criteria of 40 years for historic significance.
" Standard 9 (new additions shall be dzﬁérentzated yet compatible) where she mdlcatcs _
. that the overall massing of the new structure is incompatible with the landmark, and that the
- new height and materials too closely match the ongmal STAFF RESPONSE: The new
building is sufficiently broken into components as to minimize the overall massing and bring
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it down to a size that is compatible with the landmark. The height is intended to
approximate the landmark height but new details such as a modified cornice and
‘contemporary materials sufﬁmently dlfferentiate it from the landmark while maintaining

adequate conpatibility.

2. David Mann and others indicate that the applicant did not considet other alternatives
available (per Part VL6.B of Rules) and that if these were considered, their review isnot
documented. STAFF RESPONSE: While this was not part of the COA application, staff
and the Design Review Committee were made aware of other alternatives considered,
including other locations of the school site; and the potential to demolish or relacate the

. landmark. The Compiission niay want to clanfy other alternatives thh the applicant

and wity they were not selected. .

3. Kate Krafft indicates that Secretary s Standards 2 and 9 are not met, but there are -
alternatwes to the proposal that would meet these Criteria and avoid the lmpacts to the
easternmost portion of the south elevation. Hef  suiggestion is to move the new school
building further east aiid southeast, yet still attacki it to the landinark, but only to the.
westerimost Half of the south elevation.  STAFF RESPONSE: This would potentially
. preserve the windowed east hialf of the south eIeVatlon, dependiiig on building code -
' requirements for fire Separatichi, It is possxble that these windows would still rieed to be
‘enclosed even if the bulldmg is niot attached. However, staff feels this proposal is a good
© solution and would meet the ctiteria for approval of the COA as does the cuterit proposal.
: The Comniission may want to dlscuss ﬂus optlon in more detail wnth the apphcant

-
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the designation proceedings, not tess than ten calendar days before the date of thie hearing. No heanng shall
be required if the commission, the owner and the applicant, if the applicant is not the owner, agree in
writing to a stipulated certificate approving the requested alterations thereof. This agreement shall be
ratified by the commission in a public meeting and reflected in the commission meceting minutes. If the
commission grants a certificate of appropriateness, such certificate shall be issued forthwith and the hlstonc
preservation officer shall promptly file a copy of such certificate with the director.

5. If the commission denies the application for a certificate of appropriateness, in whole or in part,
it shall so notify the owner, the person submitting the application and interested persons of record setting
: 'forth the reasons why approval of the application is not warranted. =
s D. The commission shalf adopt such other supplementary procedures consistent with K.C.C. 2.98 -
as it determines are required to carry out the mtent of this section. (Ord. 11620 § 15, 1994: Ord. 10474 § 7,
1992; Ord. 4828 § 8,1980).

20.62.100 Evaluation of economic impact.
. A. Atthe public hearing on any application for a Type If or Type III certificate of appropnatcness
or Type I if referred to the commission by the historic preservauon officer, the commission shaff, when -
. requested by the property owner, consider evidence of the economic impact on the owner of the denial or
partial denial of a certificate. In 0o case may a certificate be denied, in whole or in part, when it is -
established that the denial or partial deriial will, when avallable incentives are utilized, deprive the owner of
a reasonable economic use of the landmark and there is no viable and reasonable alteinative-which would
have less impact on the features of sxgmﬁcance specified in the preliminary detemunauon report or the
designation report.
B. To prove the emstence ofa oondmon of unreasonab[e econamic return, the applicant must
- establish and the commission must find, both of the following: .
. L.The landmark is mcapable of earning a reasonable economic return without making the
" alterations proposed This finding shall be made by considering and the apphcant shall submit to the
" commission evidence establishing each of the following factors: -
a. The current level of economic returr on the landmark as consxdered in relanon to the following:
(1) The amount paid for the landmark, the date of purchase, and party from whom purchased,
including a description of the relanonshxp, if any, between the. owner and the person from whom the
landmark was purchased;
o (2) The annual gross and net income, if any, ﬁ'om the landmark for the prevxous ﬁve (5) years;
iternized operating and maintenance expenses for the previous five (5) years; and depreciation deduction
" and annual cash flow before and after debt service, if any, during the same period;” -
(3) The remaining balance on any mortgage of other financing secured by the lanidmark and °
annual debt service, if any, during the pnor five (5) years;, .
(4) Real estate taxes for the previous four (4) years and assessed value of the landmark according
to the two (2) inost recent assessed valuations;
(5) All appraisals obtained within the previous three (3) years by the owner in connecuon with the
purchase, financing ot ownership of the landmark;
’ : (6) The fair market value of the landmark immediately pnor to its dwgnauon and the fair market
value of the landmark (in ifs protected status as a designated ladmark) at the time the application is filed;
(7) Form of ownership or operation of the landmark, whether sole pro;metoxshxp, for profit or not-
- for-profit corporation, imited partnership, joint venture, or both;
(8) Any state or federal income tax refurnis on: of relatmg to the landmark for the past two (2)

-b. The landmark is not marketable or able to be sold when Ixsted for sale or lease. The sale price
asked, and offers received, if any, within the previous tivo (2) years, including testimony and relevant
documents shall be submitted by the property ownet. The following also shall be considered:

)] Anyr&lmtcbrokerorﬁrmengagedmsel[orlwseﬂlelandmark; :

(2) Reasonableness of the price or lease songht by the owner; :

(3) Any advertisements placed for the sale or lease of the landmark .-

. €. The unfeasibility of alternative uses that can eam a reasonable economic retumn for the landmrk
as considered in relation to the following:

(1) A report from a licensed engineer or architect with experience in !ustonc restoration or.
reliabilitation as to the structural soundness of the landmark and its suitability for restoration or
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rehabrhtaﬁon '
(2) Estimates of the proposed cost of the proposed alteration and an estimate of any additional cost

. that would be incurred to comply with the recommendation and decrslon of the commission concerning the

* - appropriateness of the proposed alteration;

- (3) Estimated market value of the landmark in the current oondruon after completion of the
proposed alteration; and, in the case of proposed demohtron, after renovation of the landmark for continued
use;

_(4) In the case of proposed: demohtron, the testimony of an architect, developer real estate
consultant, appraiser or other real estate professional experienced in historic restoration or rehabilitation as
to the ecohomic feasibility of rehabilitation or reuse of the existing landmark;

~ (5) The unfeasxbrhty of new construction around, above, or below the historic resource.

, d. Potential econornic incentives and/or funding available to the owner through federal, state,
county, city or private programs.
, . 2. The owner has the present intent and thé secured financial ability, demonstrated by appropnate
documentary €vidence to complete the alteration.
C. Notwithstanding the foregomg enumerated factors, the property owner may demonstmte other
“appropriate factors applicableé to econiomic return.
-‘D. Upon reasonable notice to the owner, the commission may appoint aix expert or experts to
- provide advice and/or testimony concerming the value of the landmark, the availability of incentives and the
economic impacts of approval, denial or partiaf denial of  certificate of appropriateness.

E. Any adverse economic impact caused intentionally or by willful neglect shall not consutute a

basis for gmnrmga certificate of appropriateness, (Ord 10474 § 8, 1992: Ord. 4828 § 10, 1980). :

20.62.110 Appeal procedure,
A. Any person aggneved by a decision of the commission decrgnatmg or rejecting a nomination

_ for designation of a landmark or issuing or denying a certificate of appropriateness may, within thirty-five

- calendar days-of mailing of notice of such designation or rejection of nommatron, or of such issuance or .
denial or approval of a certificate of appropriateness appeal such decision in writing fo the councrl The
written notice of appeal shall be filed with the historic preservation officer and the elerk of the council and -
. shall'be accompanied by a statément sefting forth the grounds for the appeal, supportmg documents and-

argument,
B. If, afier exammatron of the written appeal and- thc record, the council determmw, that; 1. An
. error in fact may exist i the record, it shall refiand the prowedmg fo the cominission for reoonSrderatlon
- er, if the coungil deterinines that:

2. the decision of the commission is based on'an erior in Judgment or conclusion, it may modlfy or
- " reverse the decision of the commiission, -
o C. The council's decision shall be based solely upon the record, provrded that, the oounorl may at
its discretion publicly request addmonal mformanon of the appellant, the-commission or the histosic-
preservation officer.

- " D. The cotncil shall lake final action on any appeal from a decision of the commmron by .
adoption of an Ordinance; and when so doing, it shall make and enter findings of fact from the record and
reasons therefiom which support its acuon. The council may adopt all or portions of the commitission's -
findings and conclusions. .

: .B. The action of the council sustaining, reversing, modxfymg or nemandmgadecrsron of the .
commission shall be final unless wrtiuntwentymlendardays from the date of the action an aggtieved:
person obtains a writ of certiorari from thie superior court of King County, state of Washington, for the

purpose of revrew of the-action taken. (Ord. 10474 § 9, 1992: Ord. 4828 § 11,1980). ~

20.62.120 Funding.

-~ A.The commission shall have the power to makeandadmmxstergrants of funds recervedbylt
from private sources and from local, state and federal programs for purposes of: : _
...+ . - 1. Maintaining, purchasiiig or restoring historic fesources located within King County which it
" deems significant pursuant to the goals, objectives and criteria set forth in this chaptér if such historic

resouzces hiave been nominated or designated as landmarks pursuant to this chapter or have been designated
. as landmarks by municipalities within King County or by the State of Washington, or are listed on the
National Historic Landmarks Register, the Natronal Register of Hrstonc Places; and
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writing to a shp&latéd certificate approving the requested élteratxons or changes or

- modifications thereof. If the Commission orders a Certificate of Appropriateness, such
" certificate shall be:issued forthwith and the Historic Preservation Officer shall promptly: ﬁ{e a

copy of such cemﬁcate with the Shorcime Planning Ditector.-

12:1f the Commission denies the application fora- Cemﬁcate of Appropnatcness in whole or in

part, it shall 'so notify the awner, the person subniitting the-application, the Shoreline
Planning Director, and intetested:  persons of record setfing forth the 1easons why approval of

the apphcatton is net warranted.

~_ 3. Any mter%'ted pcrson of reco,td may appeal the approval or demal of a Cerhﬁeate of

14 At the pubhc heanng ofv any a‘ppﬁcattqn fot a Certlﬁcate of . Appropriateness the Commission

L

-

- shall, when requested by the PRty awafer, consider evidence of the'economic impact.on

‘the-owner of-the desiial 6r paitiaf denial 6f a certificate. T tio-cdse muy a certificate be
denied, in whole.orin- patt, when itis established that the denial or partial-denial will, when -
available incentives are utilized, deprive the owner or a reasangble economic use of the -

- < -object, improvement, ot'site; and: there s no available alternative-wiiich has less impact on

the features of significance or éharacteristics specified in the prehmmary determination of

szgmﬁcance or: the d%lgnatwn report.

: PA’*R-TMH’: 'EVﬁLUAﬂON OF EGONQMIE" TIMPACT

" At the pubilic heating o atiy application. ﬁf)r a Certxﬁcate of Appropriateriess the Comxmssmn
- shiall, when requested by the property owiiés; consider evidénce of the economic impact on,
the-ownér of the detial of partial denial of a cértificate. In no casemay a cettificatebe

denied, in whele or i part, whemw it is established that the denial or partzal ‘denial will, when .

- dvailable incéntives ate utilized, depnve the éwner of a reasonable ecoriomic use of the
* Hndinack, and there is ne:viable and reasonable afternative which-would have less impact on

the features of significurive or chiatasteristics spedified in the preliminary detetmination of

_ 315g111ﬁcansc or the designution tepott. (KC C. 20.62.100 A as adopted by reference in SMC '
o 1 20.25) ,

In oonsxdermg what consﬁmt'es' an unrmmzable accmomic return, the Commission will

" gonsiderthe property éwners: reasanable axpeetatmns of economm petum on the property
,mﬁludmgthe folb’wmg .

A_. Thé nwnm’slmawledge af the-preliminary- detea'minauon of szgmﬁcance or the landmark
d desrghaﬂon at the tithe of acquiisition, or whether the property was designated subsequent
to acquisition. ﬁwnersateprwumedtohaveeons&ueuveaauceefpwhmmary
determinations and designatios of landmarks filed with the Division of Records and
*. Blections and of mmgmdwaﬁ’ectmgthe pmpertyand mdlcaung ltslustonc '

. Jstgntﬁcance
' B-.. Wheﬂwt-the_ landmark property was pnrchased for use or for investment.

" Riles ard Procedures of the City of Shoreline Landimarks Commission . . PagelS .
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L If the landmark pmpexty wis: purchased for use(e g. ‘as atesxdence or far busmess
.use) dees the landmark designation interfere with the property's.intended use?

2. Ifthe property was purchased as an mvestment fe.g. tental mcome) does the landmark
. desighation adversely affect the return.on thie- investment conmdenag altematwes and

s ~mccnzttves available to-theowner?

' .' 3. To: prove the existence of a-condition of unrcasonable economic zetum ihe apj)llcant
mustestablish and the Commission must find both of thc foﬂowxng: (KCC 20.62, 160

: B as: adﬂpted by reference in SMC 15.20. 025)

a. That fhe landmark is mcagable af eammg a reasnnable economm retum thhmxt

making the alterations op significant clianges propased. . This finding shall be -
made by.considering the record and the applicant shall submitio-the: Conamsmon

* evidencs establishing cach of fhe following: factors: (KCC 062100 B, 25
adopted by:referencs ifi SMC 15.20: 625) . . e )

“ --(l) ‘The current level:of eoonomlc retum on the pmperty as. cons:dergd in tclaimn
to.thé following: ‘ e

{2) The'amount paid for the Jandmark, e dateof pumhase, and party from

- whiotn purchased, including a description of the: relationship, if any,
between the ovimer and the person from: whum thie: pwpe;zl,y wag purehased.

x Cb) Fhe-anmial gtoss and net income,. ﬁmy,ﬁ'omthe' indigiitle:for ghi

' prevxous five years; rtenuwdeperahng and satitenance ¢ :

previous.five yenrs; and. dq:pxccxahen deduction.ad syl cash flow:
befcme audaﬁexdgbt semoe ifany,durlngxhe Saine pgmd. o

" - (c) Thc xiemammg balancc on any mo;ggage otofher ﬁngacing sty the
cetTn L landmark andannua} debt semce,, ifs any,dunngthe piiex ﬁw&years o

' .(d) 'Ihe remauung balance on any mox:tgage or other ﬁnancmg secumd by the
landmark and aunual debt servwe, if any, durmg the samepenod )

e '(a} Real cst’ate faXes~for thc ptewqus faut m&aném vaiue oftbe
" laiidivagk according to the two most recent assqssed Yaluauons.

. Al appraisals.obtained withiz the proviows-thres: yetss: by the ovaier in
* confiection with the purchase; fifiancing or.ownership. of the !andmarkand
all«mhcr apphcablc appraisalsﬁa ﬂw'smnt ayaﬁable S

' 'A(g) 'Ihefaumarlcet value. of;he !andmarknnmedmclypuerteitsdmxgnauon )

and the fair market value of the landniark at. ﬁ1e ame the Certificate of
Appropnateness apphcauon is ﬁled

R

Kales and Procedures of the City of Shoreline Landmarks Commission R + Paget4
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" (h) The form of owhership or-operation of the landmark whether sole
-proprietorship, for profit or not—forvproﬁt corporauon limited parmerslnp,

_]omt veniure, or both.

Gy Any state o federal iricome-tax returns on of relatmg to the landinark for-
the past two years. Kce 20 62. 100 B.1.4, 8y adopted by reference in

8ME1520. 025)

(2) Fhat the landmark fs ot marketable orable-to be sold or {eased when listed.
The sales priee.orrent asked and-offers received, iffany, sdleor rént, price
asked, and offers received if any withiy the previpus two years, including
testimany and relevant documents:shallbie submxtted by the property owner.

The follovvmg shail also-be censxdexed
(a} Any-real estate brokzror ﬁrm engaged to sell ar lease’ the landmark.

(b) The twsonableness of the price-or rent sought by the « ower.

(.c) A-ny advcmsements plaee.d for thezsal_e, or lease-of the ':IandmankA ce
| 20:62.109 B:l.b.as adopted by reference in SMC 15.20.025)

{3) The unfedsibility of altetnative sés that caiream & réasotiable economic
peturn for thé 'la‘ndmark ascensidered in re1a'tibn to the following-'

) A -report fiomvalicensed enginger or archxtea Witk -expetisnes in
- rehabilitation/restoration as to the structural soutx_jness of the landmark -

and its smtabmty for xehabdltaﬁonlrestomuon. _
- (b) Estxmates of the cost of the proposed alteratlon ot s1gmﬁcant change and

the m@ommendatm,and decxswn o the Commiz‘»smmeoncmng tlie
appmpnateness :of the proposed alteraﬁon of slgmficant change _

o (e) Esumated matket vaIue oﬁthe landmark in ﬁxccurrent oonditlen aﬁer
~ ¢ompletion ofithe. pmﬁesed alteration;-and; in the case of ptopesed
- . demglition, after a:enovation of the landmark for continugduse. -

Y (@ I the case of pt:oposed demahtlen,ﬂxe twumeny ofan architegt; ..
develloper, reabéstate consultant; appraiser or other:real gstate: profes‘smnal
expetiviicad in ichabilitation as'to the edonomic feasibility.of . .
rehab&taﬁonlr&ﬂomﬁon of hxstenc bmtdmgs or reuseof the. landmaﬂc

(e) The unfeasxbﬂﬂy ef Hew oonstmctmn ardund, above, or below the exisﬁng
landmark. (KE€C 20.62.100 B.1.c, asadopted by reference’in SMIC -

- 15.20.025)
Page 15
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{4) The potential economie incentives and/or funding available to the owner
through federal, state, county, city or private-programs. (KCC 20.62.160
B.1.d, as adopted by reference in SMC 15.20.025) A

.b.- The-owner has the present intent and the secured financial ability; demonstrated by
apprapridte documentary evidencs, to complete the alteration or significant change.
(XCC 20.62,100 B.2, as adopted by reference in SMC 15.20.025) In the case of
dempolition or removal of the landmark, the owner has the present intent and secured
financial ability, demonstrated by -appropriate documentary-evidence to-complete the

- building or structure propesed:toreplage the landmark..

. ez=Upon reasonable:riofice.to:the-awner, the Commission may appoint an expért-or
experts to provide advice an/ortestimany-canberning the value of the property, the
* awailability of incentives and the economic impacts of approval, denial-or partial
-~ - denial ofaCertificate-of Appropiatencss. (KCC 20.62:100 D, as adopted by - -

reference in SMC 15.20,025)

. d. ~Any economic impact caused intentionally er by-wiltful negléct shall not cofisttite 4.
‘basis forgranting a Certificate of Apprapriatoness. - -

PAREVHE; SPECIAL VALUATION FOR HISTORIC PROPERTY .
This Part incorporates by reforence the King Connty Administrative Policiés and Procedures

o X e

P O

PART IX: APPEALS AND RECONSIDERATION

CaE e

L Appedl: Anyperson aggricved by a decision.of the Commissiani(D) designating or rejectinig,
it whele 5rinpart, a nemipation.fordesignation. ofa landtarkof (E) fssuing or denying; in-
Wwhele or in part; a:Typé I or IIF Certifivatoof Appropriatencss-fuay, withiit 35 calenddr days
of mailing of notice of any such action, appeal such decision to the City Gouncil. Written
notice.of appeal shall e filed withthe Historic Preservation-Offieer 4nd the City Clerk and.
shilibe aeconipanied bya siateradnt setting fosth.the grounds of the-appeal, supporting -
docaments and-drgument. (KE€G-20.62.110 Ayas adopted by reference:in SMC 15.20.025)

Retosisidération by die Commission. Any person aggrisved by-adetision of the Commission
+ - ). designating or rejecting, in Whole er i part; & nomingtion for designation of'a landmark or
i) lssuinip:or dettying, in whole orin paut, a Cettificste of Appropriatencssmay; within 20

‘dlendardays of mailing of riotice of any decision; petition the Gofuthiission for -
" reconsideration on the ground the decision was based on.(i) errors or emiissions-of fact o (i)
- Higtngw information-beating on the. decision; and not reasomably. awiilable to thie petitioner at

. thetitne of the decision, Is available.

_ Rules andl Péocedures of the City of Shoreline Landinarks Commission . - . Page 16
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| subnutted and OUJY appeal argument is allowed. oo

21

Exhibit A of Resolution No., 130

RULES OF PROCEDURE FOR CLOSED RECORD HEARINGS BEFORE
AN APPEAL AUTHORITY :OF “THE - CITY S OF - SHORELINE
WASHIN GTON

Ag.plicatign of tkgse Rujes '

~ These Rules apply to closed record appeals of recommendatlons and decisions that approve
- deny, or condition a land use application-and #ny other matters designated by the City Council.

A closed record appeal is one where no addmonal_ ewdence or mformatlon is allowed to be :

RN TR O S S I

82

_ The deﬁmtlons contamcd in Chapter I, “Open Record Hearmgs on Land Use Apphcatxons And
Appeals And. Other Designated Matters,” shall apply to this Chapter:. - R .

1*'-*?5-'1‘0 be cons1dered umcly ﬁled an appeal must be recewed no later than 5 p m. on thc last-' '
day of the appeal period;™ i T T Tt I N R -
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3.1

3.2

4.1

"~ a. . Abref statement as to how the appellant is speciﬁcally affected by or infefested

. The relief requestcd, such as reversal or modlﬁcatxon i :

Exhibit A of. Resolutian'!\_fa. 130

Anappcal must be in writing and con;ain o tollowing: -

in the matter appealed;
b. . A brief statement of the appellant's issues.on appeal, noting appellant's specific

exceptlons and objecnons fo. the decrsxon or actlon bemg appealed;

d. Signature, address, and day phone number of the appeIlant and name and address

of appellant's designated representatlve ifany. .00 tmess ol

An appeal may be dISmlSSCd w1thout a hearmg 1f the Appeal Authonty determmes Ahat 1t g
fails to state a claim for which the Appeal Authority has jurisdiction to grant relief, or it
is without merit on its face, ﬁwolous, or brought merely to secure delay.

- Any party may request dxsmlssal of all or part of an appeal at any timé with notice to all
;. parties.; The-Appeal-Authority may.make.a mlmg on-a motion: to dlsmlSS based upon e
written arguments or may call for oral arguments..: S TR ST BN

- a. No person, nor his or her agent, employee, or representative, who isinterested:inca:. 1.5

particular appeal or application currently pending before the Appeal Authonty shall .

- communicate ex. parte, dlrectly or:indirectly, with:any member.ofithe Appeal. Axythority
- conceming the:merits.of that or.a factually.related appeal or apphcatwn All: procedural o
quesnons should be directed to the Director, Clty Clerk or City Attorney. - R

b. No member of the Appeal Authority shall commumcate ex parte directly or;:7

mdn'ectly with any person, nor his or her agent, employee or representative, mterected in
-2 particular appeal:or application that is pending | before the: A,ppeal Authonty \mth regard
to the merits of that, or a factually related appeal or apphcatton. 1rowdit e el

C. If a prohibited ex parte conimunication is made to or by any member of the:... $.5

N . Appeal Authority, such communication shall be publicly disclosed and proper dlscretlon

. shall be.exercised by that person.on whether to disqualify- himself or herself frofii the . ,

Appeal Authonty for that partlcular matter.
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52

53

6.1

7.2

73

. a, ' The time, place, and nature of the hearmg,

- Exhibit A of Resolution No. 130

An appeal may be withdrawn only by the appellant_ G

‘Where an appeal is made by several persons, a group, organization, corporatlon, or other
entity, withdrawal shall be made by the person who had been designated as the party ;-
reprcsentatlvc

An appcllant's requcst to thhdraw shall be granted as a matter of nght and the appeal
“dismissed. | | ' e

When a party consists of } more than.one md1v1dual, Or is,a group, organization, : - ;
~ corporafion, or other entity, the party shall designate an individual to be its. reptesentatwe
- *..and inform the Appeal Authority of the name, address and telephone number of that
- dcsxgnated representative.. The rights.of such-an.appellant shall be exercised. by the
. pérson desxgnatcd as the party representative. Notice or other commumcatwn to; the party
tepresentatlve 1s considered to be notice or communication to party

b. --'The file number, address orother 1dcnt1fymg mformatlon for the underlymg

decmon or action bemg appealcd,

‘e.  The deadline for submitting any writfen argument to the Appeal Authority. .

Loafint re ol

- Time

‘Notice of the hearing shall be given w1thm the tlme reqmred by apphcable ordlnanca(s)

If the time for notice of hearing is not specified by, the applicable ordinance(s), or
applicable ordinances conflict, minimum notlcc shall be 10 calendar days

nsibility fi ailing .

58




7.4

81

82

83

9.1

10.1

102

“The order of hearing will generally be as follows:
ca PreSIdmg Ofﬁcersmtroductoxy statement, o e

“b. ""'Background pres , tatlonby Department ""'_ _'_-:- ,

Exhibit A of Resolution No. 130

* The City Clerk shall be responsible for’ mazlmg the notxcc of ; a ‘closed record appeal
hearmg _

An affidavit or declaratlon attesting to the notice given of the hearing, mcludmg dates and

places of publicdtion and‘a list of those mailed to, shall b6 iade part'of each ofﬁcm] case o

record.

Parties have the nght to be represeuted by an attorney Representatlon by an attomey is

“i-"--'»notreqmred‘ B

-Where %) paﬁy has desxgnated a representatxve the representatlve shall exe 1se the nghts
“risofithe party: :

- All parties an‘d others parﬁcipating' in and observing hearings shall conduct themselves
- with civility and deal courteously with all persons involved in the proceedings.

SECTION 2- DEFAULT

'Appeal hearmgs although generally mformal in nature, shall have a structured format and
.~ shall be conducted in a mannérdesnisd by the Appeal ‘Authotity to'inake the relevant -
. evidence most readily and éfficiently available to the Appeal Authonty and to prowde the

parties afair oppoirtunity for heiting “The Appeal Authonty may’ unpose reasonable
lumtatmns on the leng(h of argument. .

c. - Appellant‘s argument;

59

" -The: Appeal Authonty may dxsmxss A appeal by an Fordér-of default where the appellant, s
. without good cause, fails to appear or is unprepared to proceed at-a scheduled and * .
- properly notlced ‘hearing, .




103

104

11.1,

121 T

A_‘c. o Record of open record hearmg proceedmgs mcludmg the tape recordmg of open - __

. A , Extibit A of Resolution No. 130
d. Respondent’s argument; ©-%77 540 138 0
:* Appellant’s rebuttal argument;~: -~ -

Noththstandmg the provisions of the Shoreline City Code the order of hearmg may be

. modified ‘or a different order established as the Appeal Authority deems: neceesary fora
clear and fair presentation. ‘The order-of the hearing: may also be modlﬁed as: agreed upon

by the parties, wrth the Appeal Authority’s approval..

-<The-order-of presentation at’ hearmg shall not:alter or. sluﬁ any burden(s) or .

«presumptron(s) established: by apphcable law(s)

_ i SECTION 11: EN OF PRO:

~The: appellant shall have the-burden of: estabhshmg ‘that the recommendatlonor decision
is not. supported by the preponderance of the ev1dence ST

Appééﬁé’tatément‘; - s

Lol record heanng, ;

d : Transcnpt of open record hearing. The reasonable costs of preparmg the L
: ’-ii'trarxscnpt shall be pald by the appellant« Sotnmwann, b - i

Wntte _arguments subrmtted by parﬁes (optlonal)
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-13.1

b, . Emdmgs ‘The individual facts:that the Appea! Authority. finds relevant;: credlble B

. statement regardmg the followmg

A

Exhibit A of Resolution No, 130

A decision of the Appeal Authority on the appeal:shal{ mclude but not. be limited to, a.

.-B_&ngrgund The nature and background of the pmceedmg, mcludmg

»=:-~identification.of party representatives partrclpatmg in the hearmg, prehcarmg
determinations, and other similar, information. SRR Dol
and requisite to the decision, based on the record of proceedings. -

¢.  Conclusions. Conclusions based upon the evidence and specific provisions of
Isa—_w- R S AR L AU S

-.dis .. Decision. -The Appeal Authonty 's-decision as'to outcome of the- app&l,to. grant,

141,

deny or remand based upon a:consideration of the.whole record. .

Any party of record may file wrth the Appeal Authority:a written request for -

- reconsileration or clarification. The request must be filed within five (5) workmg days of

the date of the issuance of the-Appeal:Authority’s written decision. : The request shall

- -specifically set forth alleged errors of fact, law or procedure as addressed in the Appeal

142

143

Authority’s decision. The request may also include direction to: a.specific.issue that was
madvertently omrtted from the Appeal Authonty s declsron

s-—'

. The Appeal Authorrty shall act upon the request at rts next regular meetmg by erther -
~deny1ng or. approvmg the request.

. n

Ifthe Appeal Authorrty approves the request, the ongmal decrsron shall be oorrected
- clarified or amended, or, the Appeal Authority can reopen the hearing to consider -
- -correcting or clarifying the record.or.any.deficiencies:of the decision.-If, the-hearing is:

" reopened, the notice of said hearing shall be mailed to all parties of record not less than

151

- five (5) working days from the issuance of the order of the Appeal Authority reopening - "
~the hearing. , Ce e

" SECTI X AL APPE

- The final decision of the Appeal Authority may be appealed to the Supenor Court as
. provrded by RCW 36. 7OC
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- Exhibit A of Resolution No. 130
ECTION 16:

1\ 16.1 These rules of proccdurc are adopted to supplement the requirements set forth in the Clty
ordinances: Any conflicts between these rules and the provisions of Clty ordinance will
be decided consmtcnt with the provisions of the ordmance. .
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RECEIVED .t
FEB 11201
SHORELINE CITY ATTORNEY
BEFORE THE CITY OF SHORELINE CITY COUNCIL
RECEIVED
APPEAL OF RONALD SCHOOL FEB 18 2011
CERTIFICATE OF APROPRIATENESS |  COA No. 1021 CITY CLERK
CITY OF SHOREL#
OPENING BRIEF OF APPET LANT
SHORELINE PRESERVATION
SOCIETY

I. INTRODUCTION

Appellant Shoreline Preservation Society (“SPS”) offers the following pre-hearing

' bﬁef in support of its appeal of the Certificate of Appropriateness for the Shoreline School

j‘ District’s proposal to significantly altér the laridmarked Ronald School.

The :Sh'o’rﬁel'i:n'e:Prieservvationes-ociety-is a'local, Washington State non-profit

organization with a stated 'Ij'liSSiﬁn':tO' “fp's_ter the pfescrvation: of historical heritage, cultural
15 f and environmental assets throtighoiit thie Shorelirie Area.” The Shoielinie Préservation

|| SocietyIsa party of record with-legal standing in the Certificate of Appropriateness

| Decision o1 the Ronald School by the City of Shoreline Landmarks Commission.

19. Members of _ité board of directors live in the Shoreline areé, and are-impacted:by any

20 alferations to t_’he:R‘onaLdrschoo-l;‘ |

such, is of inestimable valiie t6: the:Shorelme community. The Ronald School was
Landmarked in 2008 with a nomination by the Shoreline Historical Museum by the

25 '_f Shoreline (KC) Landmarks Commission. The Shoreline School District, in its effort to

£l OPENING BRIEF OF APPELLANT
' SHORELINE PRESERVATION SOCIETY - 1

! See Extiibits 22 and 27.
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_: rebuild the Shorewood High School has unfortunately chosen to forever alter this historic

(=Y

{| landmark, when many other alternatives might have been chosen that would not have

- affected it significantly.

As discussed belov'v, the Historic Preservation Officer for King County HP and the
1 Shoreline Landmarks Cémmissi_on issued the COA ( Certificate of Appropriateness)
Decision in error, because the design plans will signiﬁdantly alter the Landmarked building

The“Shoreline” Landmarks Commission (which actually had no representation from

e T T . T R VR

Shoreline), has made a decision that detrimentally affects a nearly 100 year old,

10 landmarked building that is at the very heart of our Town Cénter, and which has great

required ctiteria:for approval of a Certificate of Appropriateness.
II. HISTORY AND BACKGROUND
In order to understand how: our community got to this point, it is important to

fF .cstabl:ish: ashort-history of the Ronald School and its significance.

20 The Ronald School preperty was donated by Judge J.T. Ronald who was a pioneer
21§ and former Mayor of Seattle, who owned a large section of property in what is now central
| Shoreline. The original school was a one-room style school house. In 1912 the

| community constructed the current two-story brick masonry building with a full concrete

1 foundation and daylight basement level. It was initially constructed asa four room

GENDLER & MANN, LLP
1424 Faurth Avenue, Sulte 716
OPENING BRIEF OF APPELLANT B o R A

SHORELINE sPRESERVATION SOCIETY -2 st Faw: (208) 6210512
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schoolhouse in 1912 and subsequently expanded to the current eight classroom

1
2 || configuration in 1926.2 By 1971 the building had fallen into significant disrepair.
3 In 1976 the Shoreline Historical Museum took over residence and use of the
| building.* Efforts to restore and reconstruct missing historic features began in 1976. The
5
6 ornate balustrade and portico were restored in 1998 based on historic photography and
71 physical evidence. Major heating and electrical upgrades were undertaken in the late 1980s
8 || andearly 11'99O$.t A new elevator.and lobby construction was completed in 2000. This
9_- included construction of a wheelchair accessible entryway and a new elevator shaft-at the
! 1 South elevation. All floors of the- museum:were made accessible by the installation of a
11
| modern elevator and the construction of elevator vestibules. Phase Il of the restoration
12 ' .
131 plan was completed in 2006 involving the installation of a new roof, parapet structural
14 1 reinforcement, reconstruction and restoration. of the' parapet walls and cornice elements
15 - based on historic plictography arid physical evidence. *
16 In 1989 the _S:choolz'Di?str’;iQt'dceded=the "Ronald School to the Shoreline Historical
8 | Museum for the commuity to use as a museum; 5 The Ronald School achieved King
19:; County Community Landinark: Status-in 1989 and was designated as an official Shoreline
20| Landmark in 20085 According to the Shoreline Landmarks Commission, the Ronald -
21[| School met landmark designation criteria AT for its association with the theme of
{1 education, noting '?It-iSSairwesexample of ‘s_emisru_r_alz school building constructed during an
23 '
24| — |
i 2 Exhibit 64 (City of Shoreline Landmark Preservation Reservation), p. 1 of 12; Exhibit 53
25 (Shorelinse Resolution No. 286).
ld
26 * Exhibit 64.
3 Exhibit 53; Exhibit 59 (Quit Claim Deed).
27 ¢ Exhibit 53, Bxhibit 1 (Designation) o o :
f ‘ GENDLER & MANN, LLP -
281 1424 Fgurm Aw:u;;g 1501;&9 715
11 OPENING BRIEF OF APPELLANT : g i
"' :SHORELINE PRESERVATION:SOCIETY - 3 - . ?22?;;;%‘45-.’15?:‘:“:
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| year.

—

important era of early suburban expansion in north King County." The School also met

‘landmark desi gnation criteria A3 because "it embodies the distinctive characterization of

early 20th century school design, and because it is a rare example of the type."’ All

e’xterio; portions of the building, and the land area within the nominated boundaries were
identified as the landmarked "Features of Significance." ®

By 2009 the Shoreline Historical Museum had been explored by more than 25,000
schoolchildren and visited and used as a community meeting place by 10,000 people per

9

On:January 25, 2010, the School District and Shoreline Historical Museum Board

1 reached an "Agreement In Piincipal" where the Museum would purchase property adjacent

f| to the School property and the School District would relocate:the Ronald:School te the

newly:acquired adjacent property.'® As partofthat Agreement, the Historical District

1 agreed.not to oppose the School District's construction plans:and to’'support both the
|1 District's CUP application and the Certificate of Appropriateness.'! On May 3, 2010, the

{: * -Shoreline School District issued itself a "Determination of Non-Significance" under the

new structure will be built to the east of the existing school
buildings. The new-facility-will include one new building
and the relocation of an existing building and relocation
and reuse of the portables. The Main Building will include

7 Exhibit 1.

8 1d.
2 Exhibit 53.
1° Exhibit 60A. :
1 Exhibit 60B. - . o
, - ANN, LLP
. k ] rdniue; Stifta 715
OPENING BRIEF OF APPELLANT e sr sy
AIETLNUINAS DL T AR L Phorié: (208) 621-3863
. SHORELINE PRESERVATION SOCIETY: - 4 - si'i:(z%q é;u.qm
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IOE |
11
12, |
134
14|l |
51l no longer planning to move the Ronald School,!*
167
18}
199
20|
211
22}
24! .
25

Academic, Performing Arts and Athletic functions totalling
approx. 220,000sf of new space including:

Main Building: The Main building is S5FT, +/- and
approx. three stories in height including a Performing
Theater Fly loft no greater than the 72' maximum height
allowable in height.

Rorald School Building (to.be moved off-site): A
three story building with apprex. 15,000 SF total. The
existing Ronald: School Building will be moved to an off-
site location.

May 3, 2010, DNS(bold emphasis added).'?

On September 2, 2010.the District applied to the King County Landmarks
Commission for a Certificate of Appropriateness for its plans to construct the new
Shorewood High School at a location connected to, and almost completely engulfing and

encapsulating the Ronald School. Contréry to the SEPA DNS, the School District was

III. ARGUMENT
Pursuant .to the Rules and Procedures for the City of Shoreline Landmarks
Commission, aType Il Certiﬁ.catc of Appropriateness is required for any alternations in
appeatance, new construction or addition to a designated landmark." In-order to approve
a Type II Certificate of Appropriateness, the Landmark's Commission:is required to.find

that the proposed altération-mects the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Treatment of

2A copy of the DNS is attached as Exhibit A, Neither the SEPA environmental checklist nor DNS

~ are included in the record before the City Council and apparently were not reviewed by the Landmarks
9. Commission which is entirely inappropriate. SEPA mandates that decisionmakers be informed of the
26 impécts of a proposal prior to making a decision. Infra 15-17.

27|
28

" Bxhiibit 2.
M Exhibit 11, Part VI(2).

OPENING BRIEF OF APPELLANT

' SHORELINE PRESERVATION SOCIETY - 5
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- Historic Properties; the specific Type II Procedural Criteria, as well as City Code. For at

1
2 least the following reasons, the Certificate of Appropriateness for the Ronald School fails.
3] A, The Decision fails to follow Secretary of Interior Standards
4l As recognized by the /Commissiﬁon, prior to issuance of a Certificate of
Z .' Appropriateness, the school district was required to demonstrate that the proposal would
7 comply with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties.
8 15 The Commission’s decision fails tocomply with these standards.
91 Standard 1 indicates that a “property bé used as it was historically or be given a
10}, new use that requires minimal change to its distinctive materials, features, spaces, and
11

| spatial relationships.”

Attaching and incorporating a modest classic revival 15,000 sq ft building to a huge

| modern 227,000 sq ft building cannot reasonably be.in compliance with this standard.'®

The proposal is-far more than a “minimal change” to the distinctive materials, features,

161 ) ,
1 spaces and spatial relationships. of the existing historic building. The Ronald School will
171
1 - be merely a fagade, consumed and engrossed as part of the enormous new High School

| building. As-ofnow, the Ronald School is a “stand-alone *“structure that can be viewed
| and appfcciatcd fromeall four sides. After this “engrossment” only the front will be left
21  relatively intact. The back will be obliterated and encased in the new building. The West

side will be “significantly altered” according to the Bassetti’s own documents to the

234
| Landmarks Commission.
24|
25|
[rev—
' See Exhibit 2C, Figures.72.0, 81.0, and 82.0.
: ) GENDLER& MANN, LLP
’ 1424 Fourth Avenue, Sulte 715
OPENING BRIEF OF APPELLANT i vy
Z N Y X Phone: (206)621-88
SHORELINE PRESERVATION SOCIETY - 6. e o (206 424 0592
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18
19

20|
21}
22|
23|
24|
25|

26

27|
281}

. X N o o s wo

10-;@‘:
11
12|
13|
14
s
16}
171}

There will be major changes made and the Ronald School will be forever changed
from an old fashioned, authentic schoolhouse, to merely a front porch of a new building, It

will be completely diminished by a much more modern structure and no longer prominent

| as an historical asset.

Standard 2 indicates that “the historic character of property will be preserved. The

| removal of distinctive materials or alteration of features, spaces, and spatial relationships

| thatTharacterize a property will be avoided.” (emphasis added.)

The Commission’s “finding” that there would be only “minimal” changes to the
building’s features and spatial relationships is not supported. As noted architectural

historian Kate Kraftt'? explained to the Commission, -Standard 2 was not met:

The proposed project does not meet this standard as the
historic and architectural character-of the extant exferior.
features of the original 1912 schoothouse shall not be.
retained and preserved. The proposed. project ariticipates
alteranon of a s1gmﬁcant exterior feature — the original

_ - f _

in‘the 'D d "Report The east side of the curtent south
elevation is infact and in combination with the east and
north-elevations serves:to convey the historic:form of the
original 1912 schoolhouse, The west'side of the:current
south elevation was part of the 1926 addition and was
designed to accommodate a further addition at that location.
The east side of the current south elevation is intact: the-
building form and the complete exterior exposure of this
feature should be retained and preserved.

The proposed project will basically encapsulate this feature,
convert it to interior space and significantly change the
building form. Encapsulation: of this:feature:is not
necessary and.can be avoided:'®

7 Ms. Krafft’s Resume is mcluded at Exhibit 73B. Ms. Kraft was the original author of the Clty of
Shoreline Landmark Registration Form for the Ronald School. Exhibit 64.

¥ Exhibit 73A. A
s . GENDLER:& MANN LLp
1424 Foudh:Avenue,Suﬂe 715
OPENING BRIEF OF APPELLANT : 8 '
SHORELINE PRESERVATION SOCIETY - 7 REee
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Standard 3 states, “each property shall be recognized as a physical record of its

: time, place, and use. Changes that create a false sense of historical development such as,

4 | | adding conjectural features or architectural elements frorh other buildings shall not be -
5 undertaken.” Neither the application nor Commission addressed this standard.

6} The SSD/Bassetti Plan for a “hallway” along the south side of the building - an

7 “inte_r_ilal corridor . . . planned to run along the length of the rehabilitated south elévat_ion”,

: and the entire south elevation, which encases the original wall, is clearly a violation of this
10 standard. Even the windows on the south side wﬂl be “infilled” and encased in a glass

11|] covering. The plans for the south elevation are tentative a;nd' conjectural at best using

12 languagé such as “if possible” and “may be”, The south elevation, though denigrated by
131 the plan as insignificant and tlartiary, is actually-historically important. When students used
14 |. :

. to attend the Ronald School; they accessed the building from:the rear. They lined up to ‘

o
h

—
[N

|| taken there as shown in the application, Fig.3.0 of Bassetti Application.'® This is further

—

18 evidence thafthe boundaries in the 2008-designation are now shown to be tragically

. inadequate.

Standard 4 states that “most ;properties change over time; those changes that have
| acquired historic significance in:their own righte shall be retained and preserved.”

23 : It’s important to nete that Bassetti and SSD chose to omit this standard, and 35

24 years of this building’s history, which coincided with the stewardship by the Shoreline

Historical Museum. See “brief history™ above. The Shoreline Historical Museum

19 Bxhibit 2C. .
GENDLER & MANN, LLP )
. . . 1424 Fourth Avenug, Sulte 716 |
OPENING BR Y- ‘ Seattls, WA 88101
OPENING BRIEF OF APPELLANT _ Phone:: (506) 621-8868

SHORELINE PRESERVATION SOCIETY - 8 i Faxt(206) 6240512
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,22

- preserved the building as a complete stand-alone structure and example of a semi-rural

—

~ school of its period, maintained virtually intact. And they used the building as an

. educational asset for the entire community and region highlighting its value and

 that our community valued, as well as the restorations that were implemented. The very use

‘SDOO\JO\LA-&L»(\)

—
o

| work shall be differentiated from the-old and shall be compatible with the massing, size,

'~ environment,”

[Ty

182 - Ronald School by-the new massive sehiool. Again; as explained by Kate Krafft:

19.

23
24|
27,

_GENDLER & MANN, LLP -
' 1424 Fourth Aventie, Sulte 715
- OPENING BRIEF OF APPELLANT th“'gégg,*;;‘;g‘;“
SHORELINE PRESERVATION SOCIETY - 9 i Feke(206)624-0512

uniqueness. The use as a Museum and access (including ADA) for the public is a change

of this.facility represents a change that has historical significance and is important since
Shoteline became a city, even being used as a meeting place for official functions such as
the Shoreline Planning Commission.

Standard'9-state-s:t:1‘1at “New additions, exterior alterations, or.related new

construction shall not destroy historic materials that characterize the property. The new
scale and:architectural features to. protect the historic integrity off the property and it’s
As with-Standard 2, Standard 9 is simply not-met by encapsulating the historic

The proposed project does not meet this standard as the
proposed new “addition” will—in fact—destroy historic
spatial relationships and the historic form of the original
1912 schoolhouse, contrary to how the addition is
‘characterized.in the DRC Report. As:stated above, the
proposed new work is incompatible with a significant
extetior feature - th east side of the current south elevation,
which is:intactand-in combination. with the e3ast and north
elevations serves-to convey the-historic form of the original
1912 schoolhouse. Due to its size and proximity to the east
and south the proposed new work is also incompatible with
the size, scale and proportion, and massing of Ronald
School and will adversely impact the historic and
architectural character of Ronald School and its

71
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environment. This adverse impact is not necessary and can
be avoided, in order to meet Standard 9 and protect the
integrity of this historic property the design for.the modern
school facility should be revised so that it is located farther
to the east and southeast of Ronald School and is only
directly connected to the west side of the current south
elevation.”

Ms. Krafft’s opinion that Standard 9 (and 2) were not met was shared also by Flo

It Lentz, the progtam director for hi‘étoric- preservation with King County’s 4Culture. While
the fi€aring transcript unfortunately failed to capture Ms. Lentz’ testimony, her speaking

‘| notes are attached to her declaration which is attached-as Exhibit B. Ms.-:Lentz also
‘opined that the;e was “no way” thatthe addition would not impact fhe- size, scale,

| proportion and massing of Ronald School and that further, the project would not qualify if

it had come forward as a private project for gither investment tax credit or Landmark

:;:_; designation. Ms. Lentz was very concerned that approval of the Certificate of
Appropriateness for the Ronald School would set a “precedent for massive large additions,

 that future applicants will cite: -and-future»commxssxons wﬂl be bound by.”

B. The Decision Fails to Meet Rules of Procedure Criteria 6B

Again, asrecognized by the Commission, a-proposal for Certificate of

Appropri‘atencss:must‘ also.meet Criteria VI.6.A-D of the Rules of Procedure. The

0 decision fails to comply with Criteria-6B. Criteria 6B requires you to consider:

[t]he reasonableness or lack thereof of the proposed

alteration of significant changes in light of other
alternatives #vailable to-achieve the objectives of- the owner

and the applicant.
2 B hibit T3A.
GENDLER & MANN, LLP :
1424 Fourth. Avenue, Sulta 715 :
OPENING BRIEF OF APPELLANT _ Seattlo, WASS101 |
Ph 208):621-8368
SHORELINE PRESERVATION SOCIETY - 10 P s
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234
24,
25]
26|
271|
2|

Despite repeated requests by the public, including members of the Shoreline
Preservation Society, for an alternative that left the Ronald School both intact and isolated
sufficiently so that it stands out, we find no record ‘that alternatives were considered by the
City or DRC. Thisis a fundamental failure. Without a documented review of alternatives,
the City cannot properly make a decision on this application. 2!

At the Hearing the applicant, Bassetti presented a power point presentation that

 inclifded three alternatives that were supposedly reviewed by Design Review Committee.?

|| However thereis no evidence in the record to support that the DRC reviewed alternatives.
10_: The Staff report to the DRC is:indéed silent on alternatives.?® The DRC report to the-
Iy,
12|
13 ;
ia|
15|
16
17| |
" conclusion that alternatives were considered as required by the procedural critéria.
9|
20|
211

Landmarks Commission is similarly silent on alternatives.?* Finally, the minutes of the
DRC meeting do not show any evidence these alternatives were:actually considered or

discussed.?

This-Council should seriously question why SSD-anid Bassetti did ot subriiit these

SEPA documentatxon is msuff' cient for the Councﬂ’ rehance Indecd, the fanlure to address aItemahves and
partxculatly in the situation where'the underlying substantive law:requires a-review of alternatives, results in a

SEPA checklist and threshold determination that was obtained through a:lack of material disclosure. SEPA:

threshold determiniations obtained through the lack of material disclosure- must be withdrawn, WAC 197-11-
340(3)(&)1911) Infraat 15-17.
Exhibit 93,
3 Exhibit 3.
2 Exhibits 8 and 41.
2 Exhibit 89. Exhibit 40.

_GEND'LER & MANN, LLP
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e C. The Commission Erred in the fundamental protection of the landmark
; and carrying out the “intent of the law”,
2
; In addition to failing to meet the procedural criteria and Secretary of Interior
3
4 Standards, the Commission's decision also conflict with the letter and spirit of the City's
5 | Landmarks Preservation code and Comprehensive Plan.
6 The decision is in direct violation of the intent of the Shdreline Municipal Code,
7 ;V Chapter 15, 20, Landmarks Preservation. The statute states in 15.20.010 B:
8 -
2 Such cultural and historic resources are a significant part of
1 05’ the heritage, education and economic base of the city of
1} Shoreéline; and the economic, cultural and aesthetic well
IBER being of the city cannot be maintained or enhanced by
1 disregarding its heritage and by-allowing the unnecessary
12 destruction or defacement of such resources (emphasis
14 added).
14 The decision will cause “unnecessary destruction and defacement of such
15 resources”, in violation of this statute and the Secretary of Interior Standards and the
16 ﬁ Landmarks:Commission’s Rules of Procedures and Criteria for COA. (below). The

,_..

| proposed design changes to.the.rear of the building will alter and deface the existing

| building in a-location that is a:part of the original structure, built in 1912. The. proposal will
| “encase” the rear wall, and attach it to the new huge structure so‘thét it’s “stand alone

21 -: character” is lost. Also, the surrounding property out to 15* is Landmarked and this

22 -prqp‘os&l will destroy that:spatial relationship and space surrounding the building.
By

24 L ...............................

2% 5 Comprehensive Plan.-Specifically:

261 |

Goal CD IV: Encourage historic preservation to provide contextand

perspective to the community.” ‘
GENDLER & MANN, LLP

. ) . 1424 Fourtwh Avenus, Suite 715
“OPENING BRIEF OF APPELLANT . _ Seattle, WA 86101
“SHORELINE PRESERVATION SOCIETY - 12, RO suaiF v b
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10|
1 landmarks by this Commission in 2008 as'well as the grounds outto 15 feet. This

12|
41l ‘decision violates the very integrity of the landmark process. As stated in the Shoreline
13 f§
14 | Preservation Society’s November 17, 200’1 letter to the Commission, “Building an

151 attractive and successful new HS is not dependent on impacting this historic:building.
16|
17 plenty of room to design around this-building and let it teach history. Unlike what you've
184
191
20| !
21
23|
24i
261

There was never any effort to design around the building. There was always.and still is
been told by the SSD and Bassetti, defacing and irreparably harming this 100-year-old

Landmarked building is NOT necessary to achieve educational _goatls.”26

Landmarks Commission was fraught with procedural irregularities. These numerous

issues, when taken together, should seriously call.into question the decision.

Community Design Policies — Historic Preservation Policies:

* CD 54: Preserve, enhance and interpret Shoreline’s
historical and archeological identity.

* CD 58: Review proposed changes to historic landmark
sites and structures to-ensure that these resources continue
to be a part of the community.

+ CD 60: Encourage stewardshtp of hlStOl‘lC sites and
structures

= * CD 61: Work cooperatively with other jurisdictions,
agencies, organizatiornis and property owners to preserve
historic resources.

All FOUR sides of the exterior building of Ronald-School were designated as

D.  The Commission Failed to Follow Procedures

In addition to the numerous substantive deficiencies, the process followed by the

27]]
28]

26 Exhibit 74.

GENDLER & MANN, LLP
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1. - The decision is in error because it violates SMC 15.20 and Shoreline
Landmarks Commission “Rules of Procedure” pursuant to SMC 15.20.
According to the Landmarks Board Rules of Procedure: “A notice of the

cancellation or rescheduling of a meeting shall be published not less than six days before

|| the scheduled meeting and not less than six days before the changed meeting date.” In this

case, the original COA hearing date, planned for October 14™ was postponed with only 24
houts notice.?’” The hearing was purportedly postponed for several conflicting reasons,

including a claimed “Appearance of Fairness” because of a need to have more

- commissioners present (this was requested by Shoreline School District). In the end,
i however, the Hearing was attended by only four commissioners (the same number who had
: | been intended for the original hearing date), and one had:to recuse himself because he

14 works for Bassetti: éﬁo, there ended up being only three commissioners (put of'the supposed

16; | Comniission, with NO ONE fromShofeﬁne represented on‘the commission, to address the

8 1l fate of theoldest public building in the City.
o
20 | Commissioners to participate - the record is void ofa legitimate reason. We suggest that it
21|

2]} _ | ,
|| the applicant’s power point presentation.  As discussed above, these alternatives were not

23 ¢}
o || included in the District’s SEPA review nor mentioned in the DRC minutes.
25

26|

nine memiber commission by statute) to decide this matter as the Shoreline Landmarks

Since the postponement was not required for the stated reason - to allow more

was desired by the applicants to allow time to incorporate the purported “alternatives” into

2. During the hearing, Commissioner, Stephen Day declared thathe and the

Chair had been conversing-about the case before the hearing, This appears to violate:

2 Exhibit 30. |
GENDLER 8 MANN, LLP
‘ 1424 Fourth Avenue, Sulte 715 -
OPENING BRIEF OF APPELLANT : oy Seatta, WA 98101 ;
OFENING BRIEF OF APPELLA Phone: (206) 6218868
SHORELINE PRESERVATION SOCIETY - 14 ' o Faxe (o) azidots
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23

2411
25 - “Determination of Nonsignificance” or “DNS” on May 3, 2010°(Attached as Exhibit A).
26|
27 -
28|

T = SV S SO T S

104]
11}
12/{
13 :':_ . landmarks, design review, and: special valuation-applicable to-properties within the city.”
14]]
15
16

. SMC 15.20 Pt 1.2C: C. No Commissioner shall communicate with
or attempt to influence any other Commissioner concerning any
matter before the Commission, or which may reasonably be
expected to.come before the Commission, in which such
Commissioner has a conflict of interest or a perceived conflict of
interest.

. SMC 15.20 Pt 1.3: Commissioners must decide any quasi-judicial
matters: brought before the Commission only based on the public
record and such things. that they may properly take judicial notice.
Commissioners should avoid all ex partes communications

= concerning any quasi-judicial proceeding.

3. SMC 15.20.020B:sets.out that there should be a “....special member

- representing the City of Shoreline. The special member shall attend all meetings, and

. participate in and vote on all matters pertaining to.the designation and protection of

This provision was not-followed. The lack of a meniber from the City of Shoreline, as

| pertaining to landmarked properties within Shoreline is of major concern (see inter-local
1711

181

agreement). This is compounded by the fact that two Landmarks Commissioner terms are

19} currently expired, including the Shoreline member. Further, two positions are vacant-on
20{|
21|

22

the current commissioh.
E.  The Landmarks’ Commission Violated SEPA
As discussed above, the Shoreline School District acted as its own SEPA

environmental lead agency, prepared an environmental checklist and issued itself a
According to the District’s DNS: “the existing Ronald School will be moved fo an offisite

OPENING BRIEF OF APPELLANT
-SHORELINE PRESERVATION SOCIETY - 15
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location.” Thus, the District’s environmental review did not look at the impacts to the
hqman or built environment by leaving the School in place but instead encapsulating it
within the new school. The checklist and DNS are no longer accurate. This creates a
{ significant void in the SEPA environmental review.

More importantly, the record before the Landmarks Commission and before the
| City Council now is absolutely void of any environmental review — even inaccurate one
| prepared by the District. The record does not-contain either the SEPA checklist or the

SEPA DNS décision. SEPA review did not end with the District’s issuance of its DNS.

10 | SEPA lives through the entire City review process.
11} ‘
. b Asone SEPA commentator has noted:

:SEPA ultimately strives:to.aveid .environmental
degradation, to preserve drid even enhance:environmental

government agencies to be based on sufficient

environmental information and to be in.accord with

SEPA’s substantive policies.

Settle, Rlchard, The Washington State Environmental Policy Act, § 14.01, p. 14-2 to 14-3
|| (Release 15, 2003) ciring RCW 43.21C.010, 020, and .030. |

While SEPA itself does not compel environmentally wise choices, its-ultimate

' purpose, and the purpose of-an EIS, is to provide decision-makers — in this case the

Landmarks Commission and City Council - with all relevant information about the

 potential environmental consequences of their actions and to provide a basis for a reasoned

240 judgment that balances the benefits of a proposed project against its potential adverse

effects. Citizen Alliance to Protect our We’tlands v. City of Auburn, 126 Wn.2d 356, 362,

- 894 P.2d 1300. Consistent with this purpose, “SEPA mandates governmental bodies

‘OPENING BRIEF OF APPELLANT Sesttla, WA 08101
OPENING BRIEF Of [ Phionie; (206) 621-3868
SHORELINE PRESERVATION SOCIETY - 16 R - 8.y Ay
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consider the total environmental and ecological factors to the fullest in deciding major
matters.” Eastlake Comm 'ty Coun, v. Roanoke Assocs., 82 Wn.2d 475,490 (1973). Th’ese
considerations must be integrated into éovernmental decisionmaking processes so that
“presently unquantified environmental amenities and values will be. given.appropriate
consideration in decision making along with economic and technical consideration.” RCW

43.21C.030(2)(b); Eastlake, at 492. The environmental impact statement (EIS) must

‘ “accOmpany the proposal through the existing agency review processes” so that officials

will use it in making decisions, RCW 43 21C.030(2)(d), WAC 197-11-655. SEPA’s

ultimate quest has been described as ensuring “environmentally enlightened government

4] decision making. Settle, Richard; The Washington-State Environmental Policy Act,

The: Landmark Commission’s and this Council’s review are:sharply at odds with

SEPA for two significantreasons. First, neither the Landmarks Commission nor the City

~ Council have the.benefit of any environmental review — not even the District’s flawed

analysis. The City's decision is being made in the dark — failing SEPA’s quest of

1 “envirenmentally enlightened government decision making.

Second, while the City.Counéil could remandto. the Landmarks Commission for

| consideration of the District’s SEPA review, because the DNS is-no longér-accurate ~ the

| Ronald School is not to be moved off-site but instead encapsulated — the-City may not re‘_ly
- upon the District’s DNS..  While ordinarily the City would be required to- f_oiiow the
District’s DNS, WACLQ?*—IJ-6100(;3),;t;hesGity- is instead requiréd to prepare a new SEPA

1 threshold:determination if; as here, thete are substantial changes to the proposal, WAC

OPENING BRIEF OF APPELLANT
SHORELINE PRESERVATION SOCIETY - 17
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L 197-11-600(3)(b)(i). Certainly the decision not to move the Ronald School and instead

2 ,‘ encapsulate it is a substantial change from the proposal considered by the School District.

3 | The City Council should assume SEPA lead agency status and require preparation of a new
4] SEPA review and tlireshold determination.

Z ' IV. RELIEF REQUESTED

7 | éPS requests that the Shoreline City Council reverse the Landmarks Commission
8{| and DENY the Certificate of Appropriateness on the Ronald School, GRANT our Appeal
9 for the reasons-detailed above and REMAND this: decision back to the Shoreline

10‘ - Landmarks Commission.

: In-addition, with or without a DENIAL SPS suggests that further conditions need to
13} , be placed on this Certificate to properly meet the-Secretary of Interior Standards for

i
B

15 - and Comprehenswe Plan. For example, it mlght be beneficial for Council to require the
16: Applicants-to revise. the plan to comply with the proposal put forward by Ms Kate Krafft in
11;/ herletterin the*r‘e‘cord. There are many pessibilities that could be formulated to truly

191 preserve the integrity of the Ronald School with thoughtful application of logic, and the

20 full intent to carry out the Shoreline Landmarks Preservation Code.

2 1 SPSurgesthe Council to take:a'c't_io_n on this matter to better protect the Ronald

N
[N

School. If what-has befallen the Ronald School, is the outcome available to all Shoreline

)
bt

v ‘Landmarks, then no-historical property is'safe and the City’s Landmarks Preservation code

N
+H

I is notworth-much. The intent of the Landmarks Preservation code is good, but it is:up to

26. ‘ this Council to actually- uphold theintent of the law. We realize this is a grave

274

1 GENDLER & M,ANN LLp
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7]
18]
19,

responsibility, and we appreciate that the Council will take it seriously. Shoreline can make
a statement that shows it is really serious about preserving history and implementing a
“heritage tourism™ model. But that will only happen if Shoreline actually upholds its

preservation laws.

DATED this_| {* day of elyarcs ,2011.

DLER.& MANN, LLP

Attomeys for Appellants

GENDLER & MANN, LLP
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SHORELINE
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PUBLIC SCHAOLS

DETERMINATION OF NONSIGNIFICANCE (DNS)

Main Building: The Main building is 5% FT. +/- and approx. three, staries in height including a Performing
‘Theater Fly loft no greater than the 72" maximum height allowahle:in height:

Ronald School Building (to be moved offsite): A three-story building with.apirox. 15,000 SF total. The
existing'Ranaid. Schioolwill be moved to an off-site location:. ;

Coristruction wifl be:phased with:some construction QCcurming w

Exisling Shorewaod High Sehioof structires willite-dermalish

Proporty-Guner/Applicais:
Location: c
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| services in the arts; public art, heritage and historic preservation for all residents and
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GENDLER &t MANN, LLP

BEFORE THE CITY OF SHORELINE CITY COUNCIL

APPEAL OF RONALD SCHOOL

CERTIFICATE OF APROPRIATENESS COA No. 10.21

DECLARATION OF FLO LENTZ

I, Flo Lentz declare as follows:
1. I am over the age of 18 and competent to testify in this matter. This
declaration is based on my personal knowledge.

2. I'am the program officer for historic preservation with 4Culture. 4Culture

........

1s the cultural services ag_iénciy for King Cotnty'providing programs; financial support aiid

visitors in King County.

3. I attended the November 17, 2010-King County Landmarks Commission

I hearing and testified in opposition to-the propesed.: Certificate of Appropriateness for the
1 Ronald School. I understand that the recording equipment did not capture my testimony.

'DECLARATION OF FLO LENTZ - | Fak: gz‘f%sézﬂ“ﬁsfs

83




4, Attached is a trii¢ and correct copy of my speaking notes for that evening.
2] My-”tés’tinidny was-consistent with these notes.
3 1 declare-under penalty-of perjury under the laws of the State of Washington that the

| foregoing istrue and correct.

el wa,

Dated. this. f? #kday of February, 201 Lin

GENDLER & MANN, LLP

1424 Fourth Avenié, Sulte 715
Seattle, WA 88101
Plione: (206) 621-8668

ORKRYER Fax: {208) 621-8642
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RONALD SCHOOL COMMENTS

Investment of 4Culture and its predecessor County agency in RS goes back to 1993
Over $213,000 in grants for building restoration work

$69,000 since 4Culture created as a PDA

An interest in furure of this significant local landmark

This project has many good features designed to highlight che RS and keep it readable. Pleased o

see that the windows would be restored to original configuration.

However, while it may be too easy to dissect proposal, standard by standard, concluding each one is

met, —=
There's danger in not seeing forest for crees.

Bare essence of averall project is:
*» Massive addition to a small historic building — look at Appendix A-9
* RS there first, addition connecting along ene whole elevation S

¢+ No dimensions in'COA - Building footprint of 10,800°SF increases 15-fold, at least. 20
* Ronald School becomes a wing of new building; fraction the size.

And so to Standard #9: WFQ’%“?""MS
»  No way can this addition not impact size, scale of RS:and'its environment.

*» It strains common sense to say it doesn’t do that because it extends beyond an arbitrary 15°

perimeter,
* New building is an addition to RS, and RS becomes a small wing.

*  New building becomes backdrop for school, no way around it.

experience, the size and: scalc of addmon, aot to' merition interior rcmodel would disqualify

it,
2. If RS with this addition came in, rcquesung

«does that mean any-older wmg of 4 bxg new buddmg could ap ply For dcslguatxon’

. wf L,;‘;}’ 3. If’pm}cct is appreved
wf’ —

: n 2. KCLM? Ifoo to last question, thcn no to this!

& Wimté précedént doés rkm‘: &6t fbt?sa}? a Woodinville School, or a Maple Valley School?

URGE YOU TO THANK MORE BROADLY ABOUT WHETHER ADDITIONS OF THIS
SIZE AND SCALE TO KC LANDMARKS ARE ALLOWABLE.

APPROVAL OF THIS WILL SET PRECEDENT FOR MASSIVE LARGE ADDITIONS, THAT
FUTURE APPLICANTS WILL CITE, AND FUTURE COMMISSIONS WILL BE BOUND BY
' 85 :
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BEFORE THE CITY COUNCIL
CITY OF SHORELINE

In the matter of the appeal by:
COA# 10.21
SHORELINE PRESERVATION SOCIETY

DECLARATION OF SERVICE
From a decision by the City of Shoreline

Landmarks Commission

[, LAURA D. COUNLEY, under penalty of perjury under thé laws of the State of
Washington, declare as follows:

I am employed with McCullough Hill Leary, PS, attorneys for Applicant Shoreline
School District. On the date indicated below, I filed with Shoreline City Clerk’s office via
electronic mail a copy of the following documents:

1. SHORELINE SCHOOL DISTRICT RESPONSE MEMORANDUM,; and

2. DECLARATION OF SERVICE
and served a copy via electronic mail and U.S. First Class mail on. the following party:

DAVID MANN

GENDLER & MANN

1424 4™ AVENUE, STE. 1015
'SEATTLE, WA 98101

McCullough Hill Leary. PS
701 Fifth Avenue, Suite 7220
Seattle, Washington 98104-7042
206.812.3388
206.812.3389 fax

DECLARATION OF SERVICE
Lashoreline School DisiictRonsld Schoal Landmarks AppealiDocstDec of 87
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|
DATED this / g‘r‘/day of February 2011, at Seattle, Washington.,

Latira D. cwme@y

DECLARATION OF SERVICE Page 2 of 2
LAShoreline School District\Ronald School Landmarks AppeafiDocsi\Dec of Sewlce.dorg 8

McCullough Hill Leary, PS
701 Fifth Avenue, Suite 7220

Seattle, Washington 98104-7042
206.812.3388
206.812.3389 fax
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BEFORE THE CITY COUNCIL
CITY OF SHORELINE

In the matter of the appeal by:
COA No. 10.21
SHORELINE PRESERVATION SOCIETY
SHORELINE SCHOOL DISTRICT

From a decision by the City of Shoreline RESPONSE MEMORANDUM
Landmarks Commission.

INTRODUCTION

Applicant Shoreline School District (“District”) respectfully asks the Shoreline City

R B R L P RETb - PO SN ) S A GG, NP, S LT T TN S ST SN - SN

of appropri_ateneés to construct a new school bui Iding and to restore elements of Ronald School

(“Landmarks Decision™), and to deny the appeal of Shoreline Preservation Sovciety (“SPS”). A

{true and correct copy of the Landmarks Decision is attached as Addendum A to this response

ﬁemorandum. It is in the record as Ex. _94..
FACTS
A. Shoreline School District B;(md Proposition.
An election was held February 9, 2010 to consider three Shoreline School District

Propositions (“Bond Election™). Proposition 2 was to authorize the issnance of bonds in the

McCullough Hill Leary, PS
701 Fifth Avenue, Suite 7220

RESPONSE MEMORANDUM Page 1 of 21 Seattle, Washington 98104-7042

LAShorefine School DiskictiRanatd School Lendmiarks AppeaiDocs\Response Bﬁef-d"g 9 206.812.3388

206.812.3389 fax




10

3

12 .

13

14

15

16

17

18
19
20
21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

amount of $150 million for the modernization/replacement of Shorecrest and Shorewood High
Schools. The District Fact Sheet for the Propositions stated that, as to Shorewood High School,
“the pfeferred design is centered in the northeast portion of the campus,” and that “the current
design incorporates the historic Ronald School for shared use with the Shoreline Historical
Museum.” The Fact Sheet stated that construction would begin in 2011, with estimated
completion in —t_ime for Fhe beginning of the 2013-2014 school year. Ex. 51. |

Proposition 2 was approved by a super-majority of Shoreline votefs.

B. Agreement in Principle with Shoreline Historical Museum.

Prior to the Bond Election, the District entered into an agreement in principle
(“Agreement in Principle”) with the Shoreline Historical Museum (“Museum”), which at that
time owned thé Ronald School building and leased land from the District on which the Ronald
School building was iocated The agreement provided that the Museum would acquire property
adj aceni to the Shorewood High School site, that the District would then relocate at its cost the

Ronald School building to the newly acquired site, and that the parties would seek to obtain these

outcomes consistent with the planned Shorewood High School implementation schedule. Ex.

G0A.

C.  SEPA Review of Shorewood High School Proposal.

The District, as lead agency, conducted environmental review of the Shorewood High
S;:hool proposal. A SEPA determination of nonsignificance (“Initial DNS”) was issued on May
3,2010. At that time, it was intended that the Ronald School would be moved to an off-site

location, in accordance with the Agreement in Principle. See May 3, 2010 Initial DNS,
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Addendum B to this response memorandum.’

Comments were received on the Initial DNS. In response to those comments, the District
issued an addendum to fhe Initial DNS on May 25, 2010, attached to the réspo.nse memorandum
as Addendum C (“SEPA Addendum™). The SEPA Addendum included certain revisions to the

proposal’s SEPA checklist. The District concluded that the updated information did not

|| substantially change the analysis of significant impacts in the existing SEPA checklist.

Therefore, no new threshold determination was required.

The District’s SEPA responsible official issued a cover letter which accompanied the
SEPA Addendum to all parties of record and to agencies with jurisdiction (copy attached as
Addendum D to this response memorandum). As to Ronald School, the District’s SEPA
Responsible Official stated:

- The comment letters of the King County Historic Preservation Program and of the
Committee to Save Our Shoreline Historical Museum indicate that those entities
have both substantive and permitting concerns about moving the [Ronald School]
building to an off-site location. The District acknowledges these comments and
based on this public input, may elect to retain the building on-site, renovate the
building in accordance with applicable historic preservation guidelines, and
incorporate it for education purposes into the main classroom building. Either
action, moving the building or retaining it on-site and renovating it, will require a
Certificate of Appropriateness from the City of Shoreline Landmarks
Commission.

In that light, the original April 28, 2010 SEPA checklist was modified to ackhowledge that the
District may elect to retain the historic Ronald School building on site. See Addendum C,

answers to Questions A.11 and B.13.c.

' Appellant SPS contends that the Landmarks Commission violated SEPA. SPS Brief at 15-18. While the District
does not believe that this issue is properly before the Council (see infra pp. 18-19), it is appropriate that the Council
take notice of the District’s SEPA documents in order to be able to review SPS’s factually and legally faulty
contentions. The Council is allowed to take notice of these documents pursuant to ER 201 and KCC 20.60.1 16(C).
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The. Initial DNS and SEPA Addendum were administratively appealed to the District
Superintendent by the Shoreline Historical Museum. The District Superintendeﬁt appointed a
Hearing Examiner to consider the appeal. The Hearing Examiner recomimended dismissal of the
appeal. The District Superintendent adopted the Hearing Examiner recommendation. See
District Superintendent letter dated July 14, 2010, attached to this response memorandum as
Addendum E.#

D. The District Elects to Retain the Builditfg On-Site.

The Museum was unable to acquire property adjacent to the Shorewood High School site
upon which to relocate the Ronald School building. Accordingly, the District elected to retain
the building on-site, to renovate it in accordance with applicable histoﬁc preservation guidelines,
and to incorporate it for education pﬁrposes into the main classroom building.‘

To that end, the District applied to the Shoreline Landmarks Commission for a Ceftiﬁcate
of Appropriateness (“COA Application”). See Ex. 2B.

The District worked out an agre,ement'with the Museum to acquire the Museum’s interest
in the Ronald School building and to assist the Museum in the relocation of its facilities. As part
of the agreement, the Museum agreed to support the District’s COA Application. See Ex. 9.

E. The District Obtains a Certificate of Appropriateness.

The COA Application Vs}as considered by the Shoreline Landmarks Commission’s Design
Réview Committee (“DRC”) on September 9, 2010. See Exs. 41, 88, 89. The DRC
unanimously recommended approval.

The COA Application was considered by the full Commission on November 17, 2010.
Staff recommended approval of the COA. The Commission heard from the Pfoject Architects,

the District Superintendent, and from members of the public. Opinions were expressed both in
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support of and in opposition to the COA (17 offered oral testimony against approving the

application; 16 offered oral testimony in support of the application). See Exs. 41, 88, 92, 93, 95.
Ultimately, the full Commission voted unanimously to grant the COA. The Commission

vote was formalized in its Findings of Fact and Decision dated December 3, 2010 (“Landmarks

Decision”). See Addendum A to this response memorandum; see also Ex. 94.

The Landmarks Decision includes a summary; 25 findings of fact; and a decision. -

F. Shoreline Preservation Society Appeals.Certificate of Appropriateness.

The COA was appealed on January 7, 2011 by the Shoreline Preservation Society
(“SPS”). See Ex. 10. SPS is unrelated to the Museum, and takes a position contrary to the
Museum in this matter. While the Museum supports the District’s COA application, SPS
opposes it.

ARGUMENT

A.  COA Appeals aré Governed by SMC 15.20.025‘and KCC 20.62.110.

Shoreline’s landmarks preservatioﬁ ordinance is codified atAChapter 15.20 SMC. SeeEx.
52. This Chapter incorporates the appeal procedure from KCC 20.62.110. See Ex. 69.

KCC 20.62.110(A) authorizes any person aggrieved by a decision of the Landmarks
Comumission to issue a COA, to ai)peal the decision fo the Council.

KCC 20.62.110(B) states that the Council, after examination of the written appeal and the
récord, (1) may remand to the Commission for reconsideration if it determines that an error in
fact may exist in the record; or (2) may modify or reverse the decision of the Commission if it

determines the decision is based on an error in judgment or conclusion.
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KCC 20.62.110(C) states that the Council decision shall be based solely upon the record,
provided that the Council has the discretion to publicly request additional information from the
parties.

B. Substantial Evidence in the Record Supports the Commission’s Findings that
the COA Application Meets the Secretary of Interior Standards.

The Commission found that the District’s COA Application meets the Secretary of

|| Interior Standatds. See Addendum A (Ex. 94) at 2.

7

SPS argues that the COA Application fails to meet Secretary of Interior Standards 1, 2, 3,

4, and 9, and cites to certain evidence in the record in support of its argument. SPS Brief at 6-10.

Because, however, there is substantial evidence in the record supporting the Commission’s
findings that these standards are met, SPS’s argument has no merit and should be dismissed. See
In re Estate of Kessler, 95 Wn.App. 358, 977 P.2d 591, 598 (1999) (if there is conflicting
evidence then the reviewing body need only determine whether the evidence most favorable to
the responding party supports the challenged decision); West Main Associates v. City of Bellevue,
49 Wn.App. 513, 520, 742 P.Qd 1266 (1987) (a reviewing body cannot substitute its judgment.
for that of the reviewing official); Des Moines v. Puget Sound Council, 98 Wn.App; 23, 40,988
P.2d 27 (1999) (when an agency is presented with conflicting expert opinion on an issue, it is the
agency’s jbb, and not the job of the reviewing appellate body, to resolve those differencés);
Nisqually Delta Ass 'n v. DuPont, 103 Wn.2d 720, 725-726, 696 P.2d .1 222 (1985) ( reviewing

appellate body must recognize and defer to the expertise of the agency).
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Standard 1.

Standard 1 indicates that “a property be used [a] as it was historically or [b] be given a
new use that requires minimal change to its distinctive materials, features, spaces, and spatial
relationships” (emphasis added).

It is undisputed that the Ronald School building will be used as it was historically: as a

school. As the Commission found:

Ronald School is significant under Criterion Al for its association with the broad
theme of education and under criterion A3 as an excellent example of early 20"
century school design, executed in a modest Classical Revival Style. The period
of significance is 1912-1951.

The features of significance include all exterior portions of the building; and all of
the land area within the boundaries of the designated area. The boundaries extend
to the parcel limits on the north and to a line 15 feet from the building on the east,
south, and west sides.

The building was constructed as a school house, with classrooms and offices. For
many years the building has housed the Shoreline Historical Museum [although -
not during the 1912-1951 period of significance]. The proposed new use will be
education, but as part of a larger school complex, and with high school students
being the primary focus.

Addendum A (Ex. 94), Findings 1-3. These findings ate supported by substantial evidence iﬁ the
record. See Exs. 1, 2B, 8, 41, 88-89, 92—93, 95 Accordingly, Standard 1 is met.

‘Not only is Standard 1 met because the building will be used as it was historically (clause
“a” of Standard 1). In addition, Standard 1 is met because the COA application requires minimal
cﬁange to the building’s distinctive materials, features, spaces, and spatial relationships (clause
“b” of Standard 1) As the Commission found:

The proposed new building is composed of several components, with the
components closest to the landmark consisting of more translucent elements,
creating a subtle effect of separation between the new and old buildings. These
components are also compatible in massing to the massing of the landmark but do
not replicate the massing,
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Ronald School is located closer to the street than the proposed new building to the
east. It is set back slightly from the front plane of the landmark and
approximately 35 feet from the east (sxde) elevation to visually accentuate the
landmark.

A new building could be constructed to within 15 feet of the landmark on the east,
south or west without having to obtain a COA.

Non-historic driveways located on either side of Ronald School will be removed
and replaced with landscaping and sidewalks, more in keeping with the original
site. —

The proposed new building on the rear of Ronald School is two stories high, one
story shorter than the landmark, creating a subtle effect of separation from it and
emphasizing visual preference of the landmark.

No historic materials that are designated features of significance will be removed.
There will be a minor alteration of features on the rear of the building, where the
proposed new building will be attached. This alteration will include the removal
of non-historic windows and the infilling of the window openings as required by
building code for adequate fire separation.

There will be m1mma1 1mpact on spatial relationships, as the primary elevations of
the building will be maintained, with only the addition of a new building at the

" rear. Currently the building is surrounded by a parking lot and driveways, both
non-historic elements, and these will be removed.

All distinctive materials, features, finishes, and construction techniques (features
of significance) will be preserved. Some brickwork will be repointed to match the
existing mortar joints. Where the proposed new building is attached on the rear of
the building, the existing exterior brickwork will be maintained and will be
preserved within the envelope of the proposed new building,

Addendum A (Ex. 94), Findings 9-16. These findings are also supported by substantial evidence

in the record. See Exs. 2B, 8, 88-89, 92-03, 95.
SPS does not object to any of the Commission’s findings with respect to Standard 1. See
SPS Brief at 6-7. Rather, with no citation to tﬁe record whatsoever, SPS merely posits its own
‘cbnclusory opinion that the COA Application “cannot reasonably be in compliance with this
standard,” and that the Ronald School “will be foiever changed.” While SPS is entitled té its
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opinion, SPS has failed to meet its burden to demonstrate either that the Commission’s ﬁndingsv
are féctua]ly incorr¢ct, or that the Commission’s judgfnent is erroneous. KCC 20.62.110(B).
Standard 2.
Standard 2 provides that “the historic character of property shall be preserved. The

removal of distinctive materials or alteration of features, spaces, and spatial relationships that

|| characterize a property will be avoided.”

The Commission made ﬁndiﬁgs as to this Standatd as well:

The proposed new building does not destroy any historic features or spatial -
relationships.

The windows at the rear of the landmark will be removed and infilled, bui the
windows themselves are not original.

The west portion of the rear elevation has been re-sided with new material, and an
elevator was added. These will be removed for attachment of the new building.

The spatial relationship at the front of the building, consisting of the setback from
the street and the prominence at the end of Linden Avenue will not change.

The spatial relationship to the east, historically consisting of open space but now:
containing a driveway, will be improved with the removal of the drive and an
open courtyard between the historic building and the proposed new building,
The spatial relationship to the west, now consisting of a driveway and open space,
will also be improved by the removal of the driveway immediately adjacent to the
historic building. This elevation would become more prominent, as it faces the
entry for the new school.
See Addendum A (Ex. 94), Finding 21. Finding 21 is supported by substantial evidence in the
record. See Exs. 2B, 8, 88-89, 92-93, 95.
SPS does not object to any of the Commission’s findings with respect to Standard 2.

Indeed, SPS must acknowledge that the spatial relationships at the front of the building, to the

east, and to the west, are, if anything, improved by the proposal. As to the rear of the léndmark,
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SPS must agree that the windows at the rear of the landmark are non-historic replacement

windows; that the west portion of the rear of the landmark has been re-sided with new, non-

historic material and that an elevator was added, and it is at this location that the new building’s

attachment will be made.

SPS’s argument as to this Standard is limited to a éitation to the testimony of architect
Kate Krafft. SES Brief at 7. Ms. Krafft’s primary argument is that the historic character of the
property will be altered because a new addition is being added to the south of the building.

However, even she acknowledges that “the current south elevation was designed to

accommodate a further addition at that location.” This is precisely where the proposed addition

is being acéonunodated. Ms. Krafft argues that because the proposed addition is being added at
the location it was originally planned for, that this “significantly changes the building form.”
Her coﬁclusion does not follow from her: premise. The building foﬁn of Ronald School is
unchanged, as indicat;ed in Finding 21. No historic materials are being removed. 'The distinctive
spatial relationships of the property are being preserved.

Standard 3.

Standard 3 states “each property shall be recognized as a physical record of its time, place
and use. Changes that create a false sense of historical development such as adding conjectural
features or architectural elements from other buildings shall not be undértaken.”

SPS contends this Standard is not met, but fails to provide any factual evidence to support
its contention. The District’s COA application clearly recognizes the existing _R(;nald School
Building as a physical record of ité time, place and use. It will be renovated, preserved, and used
for its historic use. No conjeétu_ral features or architectural elements from other buildings, which

create a false sense of historical develdpfnent, are being added to the School.
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| LAshoreline School DistrictRonald School Landmiarks Appeal\Dacs\Response Brisf.doc

SPS is concerned about the internal corridor that will be constructed adjacent to the south
side of the building. However, this corridor will in fact contribute to the recognition of the
physical record of Ronald School. Students will be allowed to see and touch the original south
wall of the structure. As Commissioner Steve Day stated: “[T]he ability to read and touch the

old building’s masonry wall from inside the new building is a valid preservation option in itself.”

1 Ex. 92 at 7 (November 17, 2010 Commission Meeting Minutes).

Standard 4. ' e

Standard 4 states that “most properties change over time; those changes that have
acquired historic significance in their own right shall be retained and preserved.”

SPS argues this standard was not met because the proposal involves the change of the use
of the building from museum purposes to educational purposes. SPS Brief at 8-9. This
argument lacks ﬁic’rit. | | |

In facf, the Ronald School landmark desigﬁation identified only tWo elements of historic
significance: (a) its association with the broad theme of education and (b) its being an excellent
example of early 20" century school design. The period of signiﬁcancé is 1912-1951. See
Addendum A (Ex. 94), Finding 1. Therole of th-é Museum was not identified by the.
Commission as a matter of any historic significance.

Accordingly, Standard 4 is met because the District is returning the Ronald School to the

historically significant use to which it was devoted during the time of its period of significance

11 (1912-1951), namely public education of students. The Museum had no connection whatsoever

with Ronald School during its 1912-1951 period of significance.
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Standard 9.

Standard 9 provides that “New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction
shall not destroy historic materials that characterize the property. The new work shall be
differentiated from the old and shall be compatible with the massing, size, scale and architectural
features to protect the historic integrity of the property and its environment.”

The Commission made findings as to this standard as well. Finding 21 (quoted supra at

p.9) addrésses the fact that the proposed new building dogs not destfoy historic materials that
characterize the property. SPS does not dispute this finding. See SPS Brief at 9-10.

Commission Findings 22-25 addresses the new work’s differentiation from and
compatibiiiiy with the old.

The proposed new building is compatible with the existing because it has a base,
body, and cornice arrangement much like the historic building, but with new
materials. .. the proposed new building also has a symmetrical thythm of window
openings, but doesn’t duplicate the landmark.

The portions of the proposed new building immédiately adjacent to the landmark
are primarily glass, resulting in a visual separation of the proposed new building
from the old and creating a focal point that visually emphasizes the landmark.

Floor heights for the proposed new building will match those of the old, thereby
reinforecing the compatibility of window openings and cornice lines.

Massing and size of the proposed new building is compatible as well, with the
new sections closest to the landmark being comparable in height and volume.
The larger volumes of the proposed new building are set further back on the site
to minimize visual competition with the landmark.

The proposed new building, as designed, has minimal impact on the visual and
physical integrity of the landmark. . If it were removed in the future, existing
historic brick would remain intact and unimpaired. Where there was originally
wood siding, new wood siding could be reinstalled. Existing window openings
would also be intact and could be restored with new sashes.
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See Addendum A (Ex. 94), Findings 22-25. These findings are supported by substantial
evidence in the record. See Exs. 2B, 8, 88-89, 92-93, 95.

Architect Kate Krafft felt that the new building was too close to the historic landmark.
She suggesfed locating the new building to the east and southeast of Ronald School and only
directly connect the new building to the west side of the south elevation. SPS Brief at 9-10.

The Commission specifically addressed and rejected that suggestion:

[Staff Member] Koler asked the commissioners i they feel the proposed project
meets the [Secretary of Interior] Standards or whether the Krafft alternative is a
better solution...

[Commissioner] McCroskey asked if the Commission felt anything is gained by
the Krafft alternative, and said she doesn’t think. it is a better solution than that
proposed by the Applicant.

[Commissioners] Hitzroth and Day agreed.

[Commissioner] Day said in order to have a meaningful separation. from the
landmark, the new building would need to be set back to such a degree that it did
not appear that the new auditorium space would be possible in the proposed
location. He also said the.ability to read and touch the old building’s masonry
wall from inside the new building is a valid preservation option in itself.

McCroskey closed by stating that the Standards do allow for additions and that
they can extend the life of historic buildings. If the new building was constructed
without integration with the old, the landmark could conceivably become an
orphan structure. .. '

See Ex. 92 at 7 (November 17, 2010 Commission Meeting Minutes).

SPS also cited the testimony of Flo Lentz, the program director for historic preservation

with King County’s 4Culture, who expressed concern about the impact of the “massive large

addition” of the new school to the landmark. The Commission fully responded to this concern in
its Findings, noting that (a) its jurisdiction is limited to 15 feet around the Ronald School

Building, so that the new school could be built in almost its current configuration and location
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even without conpecting with the old school; and (b) that the design of the school has been
carefully scaled so as not to overwhelm the old school, and to provide prominence to the old
school. See Addendum A (Ex. 94), Findings 7-11, 20-25.

The Commission’s Findillgs that the COA Application meets Standard 9 are fully
supported by substantial evidence in the record, and should be affirmed. See Exs. 2B, 8, 88-89,

92-93, 95.

C.  The Commission Considered Alternatives.
| SPS contends that the Landmarks Deqisi011 should be reversed because the Commission
failed to consider “the reasonableness or lack thereof of the proposed alteration or significant |
changes in light of other alternatives available to achieve the objectives of the owner or
applicant.” See SPS Brief at 10-11, citing Commission Rule of Proceduré Criterion V1.6.B.

SPS claims that it could “find no record that alternatives were considered by the City or

DRC.” 1Id.

This claim is surprising, because the record is clear that the Commission did 3n fact
consider altematives.

The District Architect presented the Commission with a thorough explanation of the
alternatives that the District has explored, and why alternative locations of the new school
building were unreasonable.

Nancy Callery, Bassetti Architects, gave a PowerPoint presentation with
additional information -regarding the application, including various other
alternatives that the school district had considered. Those alternatives included
placing the new school building along the western and southern edges of the site

- (too close to existing residential neighborhoods); placing the new building along
the eastern edge of the site (poor soils and noise from adjacent commercial
properties) relocation of the landmark; and demolition of the landmark.
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See Ex. 92 atp. 2 (November 17,2010 Landmarks Commission meeting minutes). See also Ex.
93.
Commissibner Day confirmed that these alternatives were also presented to the
Commission’s Design Review Coﬁlmittee meeting of September 9, 2010. See Ex. 92 at p. 6.
The Commission also made specific findings és to the reasonableness of alternative

locations for the new school:

Various site restrictions, including poor soils far construction, traffic levels in
adjacent residential neighborhoods, and the need to continue using the adjacent
high school buildings while the new one is being constructed, necessitated siting
the proposed new building to the north and east side of the site, in proximity to
the landmark. '

In addition to other locations on the site, additional alternatives were considered
including the demolition of the landmark and the relocation of the landmark to
another parcel. ' - :

See Addendum A (Ex. 94), Findings 5 and 6.
Simply put, the reasonableness of alternatives was considered by the Commission. SPS’s

contentions to the contrary are frivolous.

D. Neither the Landmarks Commission Rules Nor KCC 20.62.110 Authorizes
the Council to Reverse the Landmark Decision Based on “Intent of the Law.”

The Landmarks Commiésion Rules identify four specific criteria which are to be applied

by the Commission when granting a certificate of appropriateness. See Ex. 11, Part VI(6). None

of those criteria authorizes denial of a certificate of appropriateness based on the “intent of the

law.”> KCC 20.62.110 governs appeals of Commission decisions, and provides that relief can be
1 granted only if the Commission decision is based on an error of fact or an error in judgment or

. conclusion. KCC 20.62.110 provides no authority for the Council to grant relief based on “intent

of the law.”
_ . McCullough Hill Leary, PS
) g 701 Fifth Avenue, Suite 7220
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SPS nonetheless claims thét the Landmark Decision should be reversed because it is in
violation of the “intent of the law,” in particular SMC 15.20.010.B, and the City’s
Comprehensive Plan. SPS Brief at 12-13.

Since neither the Landmarks Commission rules nor KCC 20.62.110 authorizes relief .
based on the “intent of tile law,” this claim lhust be dismissed.

As forjlle “intent” cited by SPS, the District COA application more than fulfills that
“intent.” As demonstrated above, by complying with the"Secretary of Interior Standards, the
proposal causes no unnecessary destruction or defacement of historic resources. SMC
15.20.010(B). To the contrary, the proposal will renovate the Ronald School and restore it to its
historic use, clearly fulfilling the intent of this code section. As for the Comprehensive Plan
community design policies, the District COA. application also more than meets them: Ronald
School is being préseryed and enhanced; Ronald School has been reviewed by the Commission -
to ensure that it continues to be a part of the community; the District is engaging in responsible
stewardship of the building; and the District has worked with the Museum (which supports the
application), the City, and the-Commission to preserve the landmark.

E. The Commission Followed Ifs Procedures.

SPS makes three claims that the Commission violated its procedures. SPS Brief at 13-15.
None of the claims has merit. Each of the claims should be dismissed.”

SPS Received Adequate Notice of the Landmarks Commission Mégting.

? It is unclear whether the Council has Jjurisdiction to rule on whether the Commission violated its procedures.
KCC 20.62.110, which affords the Council jurisdiction over this matter, identifies only errors of fact or of judgment
as a basis for relief. The District raises this question for the Council’s consideration, and suggests that the City

Attorney be consulted as fo this issue.
T McCullough Hill Leary, PS
~ 701 Fifth Avenue, Suite 7220
Seattle, Washington 98104-7042
206.812.3388
206.812.3389 fax
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SPS concedes that it received adequate notice of the Landmarks Commission meeting in
this matter. Indeed, the public as ba whole was well represented, with over thirty citizens
providing public testimony.

SPS cbmplains, however, that there was inadequate notice of the éancellation of an
earlier scheduled hearing. SPS identifies no prejudice that accrued to it by virtue of the

cancellation. Indeed, typically project opponents seek more time, not less time, to prepare for

hearings of this nature. #

In any event, it is understood that the Commission, in its submission to the Council, will
clarify that the rule cited by SPS (Rule III(5)(A)) applies only to regular, not special, meetings of
the Commission. Since the November 17 2010 meeting of the Commission was a special, not a
regular, meeting, Rule III(5)(A) is accordingly not applicable. Rule III(S)(B), instead, govems
the scheduling of special meetings. The Commission comphed with this Rule.

Commissioner Da& Complied with Landmarks Conimission Rule I

Withoﬁt citing to fhe record, SPS asserts that “during the hearing, Commissioner Day
declared that he and the Chair had been conversihg aboutvthe case before the hearing.” SPS
asserts that this conversation violates two provisions of Landmarks Comfnissiori Rule L.

First, SPS contends that this conversation violates Rule I(2)(C), which prohibits a
Commissioner from attempting to influence another Commissioner respecting a matter in which

the first Commissioner has a conflict of interest. However, SPS makes no allegation that

{ Commissioner Day has a conflict of interest. Accordingly, this Rule is inapplicable.

Second, SPS contends that Commissioner Day violated Rule I(3) by having an ex parte

communication with Commissioner McCroskey before the hearing. However, a prohibited ex

parte communication is defined in the Appearance of Fairness statute, RCW 42.36.060, as one -
McCulloug

701 Fifth Avenue, Smte 7220
Seattle, Washington 98104-7042
206.812.3388
206.812.3389 fax
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between a member of a decision-making body and a project “opponent or proponent.”
Commissioner McCroskey is neither an Oppor_lenf nor a proponent of the District proposal.
Therefore, Rule I(3) was not violated. Moreover, Rule I(3) specifically provides that information
obtained off the record should be reported for the record. Commissioner Day thoroughly
complied with this requirement:
Commissioner Day noted for the record that he and Commissioner McCroskey
had brfefly discussed prior to the hearing that the Landmarks Commission had
received comments questioning whether any dlternatives to the Applicant’s
proposed design had been presented to the design review committee (DRC). Day
said that there was in fact a presentation of site planning and design alternatives
by the Applicant for the DRC which the Applicant also presented tonight.
Ex. 92 at p. 6 (November 17, 2010 Landmarks Commission Meeting Minutes).
The Commission Had a Lawful Quorum on November 17, 2010.
Third, SPS contends that the fact that the Landmarks Commission special member

representing the City of Shoreline, Victoria Stiles, recused berself from participating in the

proceeding (Ms. Stiles is Executive Director of the Museum and therefore a proponent of the

| District COA application), “is of major concern.” See Exs. 4, 9; SPS Brief at 15. The District

would suggest that had Ms. Stiles participated in the proceeding, as a proponent of the
application, then SPS would find that to be of even greater concern. In aﬂy event, whether SPS
is “concerned” or not, SPS acknowledges that the Commission had a lawful quorum and ample
authority to render a decision on the COA application at its Novembc;,r 17, 2010 meeting.

SPS has identified no procedural violations: These claims must be dismissed.

‘McCullough Hill Leary, PS

' 701 Fifth Avenue, Suite 7220
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F. The Council Has No Jurisdiction to Adjudicate the District’s Compliance
With SEPA. :

SPS contends that the District, as lead agency for the Shorewood Hi gh School proposal,
has not complied with SEPA, and that therefore “the City is instead required to prepare a new
SEPA threshold determination...” SPS Briefat 15-18.

KCC 26.62.1 10, however, affords the City Council, acting in a quasi-judicial appellate
capacity, no jafisdiction to adjudicate whether the DistricE has complied with SEPA. The sole
issue in this appeal is whether the COA complies with thc’a requirements of Chapter 15.20 SMC.

SPS did have an opportunity to seek review of the District’s compliance with SEPA by
filing an administrative appeal to the District Superintendent. SPS chose not to do so. Such an
appeal was filed by the Museum, and dismissed on the merits. The Museum had an opportunity
to seek further review in Superior Court, but. chose not to do so. Since no other party filed an
administrative appeal of the threshold determination, no other party now has standing to pursue
an appeal of the District’s compliance with SEPA. RCW 43.21C.075(4).

G.  The District’s DNS Addendum Acknowledges that Ronald School May Be
Retained On-Site.

SPS contends that that the Di'strict- has not complied with SEPA because the District did
not disclose that it may elect to retain the Ronald School building on-site instead of relocating it.
SPS Brief at 4-5, 15-16. | | |

; However, this contention is based solely on the Irllitia1> DNS. As the District’s
Responsible Official observed, based on public comment received, an Addendum to the DNS
was prepared that included revisions to the SEPA checklist which acknowledged that the District

may elect to retain Ronald School on site:

McCullough Hill-Leary, PS

. . : 701 Fifth Avenue, Suite 7220
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The comment letters of the King County Historic Preservation Program and of the
Committee to Save Our Shoreline Historical Museum indicate that those entities
have both substantive and permitting concerns about moving the [Ronald School]
building to an off-site location. The District acknowledges these comments and
based on this public input, may elect to retain the building on-site, renovate the
building in accordance with applicable historic preservation guidelines, and
incorporate it for education purposes into the main classroom building. Either
action, moving the building or retaining it on-site and renovating it, will require a
Certificate of Appropriateness from the City of Shoreline Landmarks
Commission. '

See Addendud D to this response memorandum. In that light, the original April 28, 2010 SEPA
_ T

checklist was modified to acknowledge that the District may elect to retain the historic Ronald

School building on site. See Addendum C to this response memorandum, answers to Questions

A.11 and B.13.c.

Since the Diétrict’s environmental review accurately described the proposal, there is no
merit to SPS’s claim that the DNS was ﬂaw;ad —even if the Council had jurisdiction to address
this issue, SPS’s claim must be dismissed.

H. The District Proposal is Environmentally Nonsignificant.

SPS argues that Washington law provides that a proposal which requires an
environmental impact statement (“EIS”) must have that EIS accompany the proposal through the
existing agency processes so that officials will use it in making decisions. SPS Brief at 16-17.

However, all of the auihority cited by SPS relates to projects which are “major actions
affecting the environment,” projects with “significant adverse environmental impacts,” projects
which require an EIS. |

None of that authority applies here. 51“he District determined that this proposal was

“nonsignificant” from an environmental point of view. That determination was affirmed by the

McCullough Hill 1 eary, PS
701 Fifth Avenue, Suite 7220

Seatde, Washington 98104-7042
206.812.3388 '
206.812.3389 fax -
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Hearing Examiner and the District Superintendent. No appeal of that determination was filed.

That issue is now closed.

CONCLUSION

The District respectfully asks the Council to dismiss the SPS appeal. The claims raised
by SPS have no merit.

The District’s COA application complies with the Secretary of Interior Standards. The

Commission fulfilled its obligation to consider alternatives. The proposal complies with both the
letter and the intent of the law. The Commissiou'complied with all applicable procedural
mandates. The District has.fully complied with SEPA.

In February 2010, Shoreline voters asked the District to modernize and replace
Shorewood High School. The bistﬁct asks the Council to allow it to proceed with this project,
as intended by the Shoreline citizenry. |

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this ﬁday of February, 2011.

MCCULLOUGH HILL LEARY, P.S.

G. Richard Hill, WSBA #8806 .
Attorney for Applicant Shoreline School District

McCullough Hill Leary, PS
701 Fifth Avenue, Suite 7220
Seattle, Washington 98104.7042
206.812.3388
206.812.3389 fax
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Office of Business Relations and Economic Development
Historic Preservation Program

400 Yester Way, Suibe 510 {MS: YES-EX-0510}

Seattle, WA 98104
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www.kingoounty.gov/landmarks

_CITY OF SHORELINE LANDMARKS COMMISSION

FINDINGS OF FACT AND DECISION
Ronald School Certificate of Appropriateness No. 1021

7
PROPERTY: Ronald School
PROPERTY ADDRESS: 749 N. 175" Street, Shoreline, WA
OWNER: Shoreline School District
APPLICANT: . Nancy Callery, Bassetti Architects
SUMMARY

The Shoreline Landmarks Commzission (Con'rnmission) approves 2 certificate of appropriateness
(COA) to construct a new school building and restore elements 6f Ronald School, a City of
Shoreline landmark, Iocated at 749 N. 175" Street in Shoreline, Washmgton

Public Hearing: The Commission held a public heanng on a COA application for the Ronald’
School on November 17, 2010 at the Richmond Masonic Center, 753 N 185" Street, Shoreline,
Washington. Staff submitted the certificate of appropriateness application, supporting
documentation, including the Design Review Committee recommendation, and staff

. recommendation to commissioners prior to the meeting. Vicki Stiles, the City’s special member to

the Commission, recused herself from the hearing due to conflict of interest because she is the
Executive Director of the Shoreline Historical Museum (current tenant of the subject building).
Commissioner Brian Rich recused himself from the hearing because he is employed by Bassetti
Architects, the Apphcant for this COA.

At the hearing, staff provided a brief summary of the proposal, followed by a presentation by the

. Applicant, Nancy Callery of Bassetti Architects, and a statement by Sue Walker, Superintendent of

Shoreline School District. Ms. Callery said the project was necessary in order to meet the
requirements of the school bond recently approved and to provide a replacement for Shorewood
High School. She also provided details on the design of the proposed new building, its attachment
to Ronald School, -and the restoration of cerfdin elements of the landmark building. She further
described the alternatives which the School District considered prior fo submitting the current
proposal. Ms. Walker read a statement asking the Commission to approve the application.

Thirty-three people offered oral testimony. Of these, 17 spoke against approving the application
and 16 spoke in favor of approving it. Nine of those who spoke against approval and one who
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spoke in favor also submitted written statements at the hearing. One additional person submitted
written testimony at the hearing in favor of approval. Prior to the hearing, written testimony was
received from 29 people: fifteen opposed the project or said that more information was needed
before a decision could be made (seven of these people also testified at the hearing); twelve were in
favor of the project (five of them also testified at the hearing). In addition, one person commented
on the SEPA process conducted by the school district and one commented on the conditional use
permit for the school currently being considered by the City of Shoreline. Neither of these issues
are admissible under the Commission’s rules and regulations. Other exhibits were submitted prior
to the hearing-a list of which is contained in Attachment A — List of Exhibils.

7
The Commission’s decision to approve the COA. application was based on it meeting the Secretary
of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties, specifically Standards 1, 2, 5, 6,
7, 9 and 10; Shoreline Municipal Code 15.20; and Criteria V1.6.A-D of the Rules and Regulations
of the Shoreline Landmarks Commission. See Design Review Committee Report (Exhibit No. 41)
for discussion of applicable standards.

FINDINGS

The Commission found that the proposed project is in compliance with the above-noted standards
and criteria. In making its decision, the Comimission adopted the following specific findings:

1. Ronald School is significant under Criterion Al for its association with the broad theme of
education and under Criterion A3 as an excellent example of early 20th century school
design, executed in a modest Classical Revival style. The period of significance is 1912-

1951.

2. The features of signi_ﬁcanée include all exterior portions of the building; and all of the land
‘area within the boundaries of the designated area. The boundaries extend to the parcel limits
on the north and to a liné 15 feet from the building on the east, south, and west sides.

3. The building was constructed as a schoolhouse, with classrooms and offices. For many
years the building has housed the Shoreline Historical Museum. The proposed new use will
again be education, but as part of a larger school complex, and with high school students

~ being the primary focus.

4. School districts utilize building guidelines that recommend specific facilities and sizes for
modern school campuses. The subject site is smaller than is recommended for
contemporary high school faclhtles, ‘and is two-thirds the size of the other high school in the
district {Shorecrest).

5. Various site restrictions, including poor soils for construction, traffic levels in adjacent
. residential neighborhoods, and the need to continue using the adjacent high school buildings
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10,

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

while the new one is being constructed, necessitated siting the proposed new building at the
north and east side of the site, in proximity to the landmark.

In addition to other locations on the site, additional alternatives were considered including
the demolition of the landmark and the relocation of the landmark to another parcel.

The proposed new building has a thythmic pattern of fenestration that complements but does
not replicate the shythm of windows in the landmark.

The proposed new building has a vocabulary of buﬁding base, body and comice that -
complements but does not replicate the same vocabulary on the landmark.

The proposed new building is composed of several components, with the components
closest to the landmark consisting of more translucent elements, creating a subtle effect of
separation between the new and old buildings. These components are also compatible in
massing to the massing of the landmark but do not replicate the massing,

Ronald School is located closer to the street than the proposed new building to the east. It is
set back slightly from the front plane of the landmiark and approximately 35 feet from the
east (side) elevation to visually accentuate the landmark.

A new building could be constructed to within 15 feet of the landmark on the east, south or

west without having to obtain a COA. : . :

Non-historic driveways located on either side of Ronald School will be removed and
replaced with landscaping and sidewalks, more in keeping with the otiginal site.

The proposed new building oti the rear of Ronald School is two stories high, one story
shorter than the laridmark; creating a subtle effect of separation from it and emphasizing
visual preference of the landmark. :

‘No historic materials that are deéig'nated features of significance will be removed. There

will be a minor alteration of features on the rear of the building, ‘whiere the proposed new
building will be attached. This alteration will include the removal of non-historic windows
and the infilling of the window openitigs as required by building code for adequate fire
separation.

There will be minimal impact on spatjal relationships, as the primary elevations of the
building will be maintained, with only the addition of a new building at the rear. Currently
the building is surrounded by a parking lot and driveways, both non-historic elements, and
these will be removed.

All distinctive materials, features, finishes and construction techniques .(features of
significance) will be preserved. Some brickwork will be repointed to match the existing
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mortar joints. Where the proposed new building is attached on the rear of the building, the
existing exterior brickwork will be maintained and will be preserved within the envelope of
the proposed new building.

17. Deteriorated woodwork and brickwork will be repaired. In cases where woodwork is too

deteriorated to repair, replacement will match the historic woodwork based on physical and
photographic-evidence.

18. The existing windows are replacement windows and are approximately 40 years old. The

proposed new replacements will replicate the ongmfal windows using historic photographs
and physical evidence as guidance. They will match the originals in design, texture, visual
qualities, and dimensions, and if budget allows, material. The windows will contain
insulated glass panels, and will have a low-E coating, but this should not alter the visual

quality.

19. Exterior brickwork will be cleaned using a low-pressure wash and mild detergent. These are

common and acceptable methods for cleaning historic brick.

20. Only that portion of the proposed ne{v building that is within the designated boundaries of

21.

the landmark can be reviewed by the Commission; thus review authority is limited to a 15
foot area extending from the landmark’s south, east, and west elevations. However, for

-discussion purposes; the entire north portion of the proposed new building (that closest to

the historic building) was considered in the evaluation.

The proposed new bulldmg does not destroy any historic features or spatial relationships.
The windows at the rear of the landmark will be removed and infilled, but the windows
themselves are not original. The west portion of the rear elevation has been re-sided with
new material, and an elevator was added. These will be removed for attachment of the
proposed new building, The-spatial relationship at the front of the building, consisting of the
setback from the street and the prominence at the end of Linden Avenue will not change.
The spatial relationship to the east, historically consisting of open space but now containing
a driveway, will be improved with the removal of the drive and an open courtyard between
the historic building arid the proposed new building. The spatial relationship to the west,
now consisting of a driveway and open space, will also be improved by the removal of the
driveway immediately adjacent to the historic building. This elevation would become more
prominent, as it faces the entry for the new school.

22. The proposed new building is compatible with the existing because it has a base, body, and

cornice arrangement much like the historic building, but with new materials. Final material
selection has not been made, but will be reviewed with staff before construction begins. The
proposed new building also has a symmetrical thythm of window openings, but doesn’t
duplicate the landmark. The portions of the proposed new building immediately adjacent to -
the landmark are primarily glass, resulting in a visual separation of the proposed new
building from the old and creating a focal point that visually emphasizes the landmark.
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23. Floor heights for the proposed new building will match those of the old, thereby remforcmg
the compatibility of wmdow openings and cornice lines.

24. Massing and size of the proposed new building is compatible as well, with the new sections
closest to the landmark being comparable in height and volume. The larger volumes of the

proposed new building are set further back on the site to minimize visual competition with
the landmark.

25. The proposed new building, as designed, has minimgal impact on the visual and physical
integrity of the landmark. If it were removed in the future, existing historic brick would
remain intact and unimpaired. Where there was originally wood siding, new wood siding
could be reinstalled. Existing window openings would also be intact and could be restored
with new sashes.

MINUTES AND EXHIBITS

* ‘The minutes of the Shoreline Landrnarks Cornmission public hearing of November 17, 2010 are on

file in the King County Hxstonc Preservation Program office, 400 Yesler Way, Suite 510, Seattle
Washington. .

The following exhibits were entered into the record: See Attachment A - List of Exhibits.

DECISION

At its November 17, 2010 meeting the Commission unanimously approved a certificate of -
appropriateness as recommended by the Design Review Committee and staff, including the
conditions described in the DRC Report (see Exhibit No. 41), to construct a new school building
and restore historic elements of Ronald School.

SHORELINE LANDMARKS COMMISSION

ity el ©%-10

Lavreft McCroskey, Chair () - Date

TRANSMITTED thiis 3rd day of December, 2010 to the following parties and interested persons:

Nancy Callery, Bassetti Architects Paul Cohen, City of Shoreline
Lome McConachie, Bassetti Architects . Bob Ferguson, King County Councilmember
Sue Walker, Shoreline School District ’ Travis Alley, King County Council Staff
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Jennifer Altena

Dean L. Barth

Kate Bauman, GG Architects

John Behrens

Boni Biery

Wes Brandon

Beth Burkel!

Kathy Carrow, Shorewood PTSA
Raymond S. Collins

Loren Day

Amy Daybert, Enterpnsc News
Linda Delgado _—

Wendy DiPeso

Bill Dunbar

Debi Ehrlichman

Ann Erickson

Alfred Frates, Jr.

Tanya Frates

Karen Frazier

Suzanne Gillette

Julio and June Gomalez

Jeff Greene, GG Architects

Judy Griegel

Suzanne Gugger

Kathy Hatl

Marcia Harris, Shoreline School District
Lois Harrison

Diane Hettrick, Shoreline Area News
Michelle Hickman

‘G. Richard Hill, McCullough Hill Law Firm
Lisa Hirohata

Leanne S. Hofford

Julie Houff

Ken Howe

Jocelyn Hudson

Mike Jacobs
. Carole Johaneson

Steve Kellett

Sue Kienast, Bothell Historical Society
Kate Krafft, Krafft & Krafft Architects
Sharon Leitner

Flo Lentz, 4Culture

Sarah Lovejoy

Dale Lydin

Zelma McCartt

David S. Mann

Lisa Mannery

Afia Christine Menke

Aaron Miller

Geneva F. Norton

Maren Norton

Patti Par Norwood

Angela Nouwens

Margie Olson

Helep M. Oltman

Vlrgm(ﬁ M. Paulsen

Suzanne Pardee

Elaine Phelps

Richard Potter -

Ter Potter

Christie Quigley

Robest L. Ransom

Henry Reed, Shoreline Historical Museum
Connie Samson

Garry Schalliol

Keith Scully

Shoreline Historical Museum, ¢/o Vicki Stiles
Shoreline Preservation Society, c/o fanet Way
Roger Smith -

Linda Stein

Amy Stensrud

Dave aud Marianne Stephens

Jan Stewart

Sigrid Strom

Lisa Surowiec

Les Tonkin, Tonkm/HoyndLokan Architects
Neal Vonada

Janet Way

Vicki Westberg

David Wilson

Linda Wilson

Ken Wianick

Sarah-Ann and Vance Woodfield
Jean, Wren

NOTICE OF RIGHT TO APPEAL OR RECONSIDER

Appeal. Any person aggrieved by a decision of the Shoreline Landmarks Commission issuing or denying in whole or in part, a Type
11 or H Certificate of Appropriateness may, within 35 calendar days of mailing of notice of the action, appeal the decision to the
Shoreline City Council. Written notice of appeal shall be filed with the Historic Preservation officer and the City Clerk and shall be
accompanied by a statement setting forth the grounds of thc appeal, supporting documents and argument. (KCC 20.62.110 A, as

adopted by reference in SMC 15.20.025.)

Reconsideration. Any person aggrieved by a decision of the Shoreline Landmarks Commission issuing or denying, in whote orin
part, a Certificate of Appropriateness may, within 20 calendar days of mailing of notice of the decision, petition the Commission for
reconsideration on the grounds the decision was based on 1) eror or omissions of fact; or, 2) that new information bearing on the
decision, and not reasonably available to the Commission at the time of the decision, is available. The written petition shall be filed
with the Historic Preservation Officer and shall be accompanied by 1) a statement setting forth the grounds for the petition; and, 2)
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any supporting documents. Within 70 calendar days of a petition for reconsideration, the Commission shall review the'recofd, and
may, at its discretion, render a revised decision. The Commission may, at its discretion, hold another public hearing on the matter,
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SHORELINE

e o 4
PUBLIC SCHOOLS

DETERMINATION OF NONSIGNIFICANCE (DNS)

Proposal: Shorewood High School

The proposal includes the redevelopment of an existing high school site. One new structure will be built to the
east of the existing school buildings, The new facility will include one new building and the selocation of an
existing building and the relocation and reuse of the portables, The Main Building wilf include Academic,
Performing Arts and Athletic functions, totaling approx. 220,000sf, of new space including;

Malin Building: The Main building is 55 FT. +/~ and approx. three stories in height including a Performing
Theater Fly loft no greater than the 72 maximum helght allowable In height. :

Ronald Schaol Bullding (to be moved off-site): A three-story building with approx. 15,000 SF total. The
existing Ronald School will be moved to an off-site location.

Construction will be phased with sorhe construction occurring while éqme existing bulldings are in operation.
Existing Shorewoad High Schoal structures will be demolishied upon occupanicy of riew school structures. -

Associated work includes the reconfiguration of parking areas 1o acéo?ffﬁ@daté up to approximately 450
vehicles and a separate bus drop off area and separate stideént drop. off area; athletic facilities Including fields,
track, and stiall community spois structures; frantage improvements; appropriate ufifities, fire aceess, street
egress/ingress, fransformer and generator pads, stormwater colléctian and water quality treatment facilities.
Ott-site improvements are not anficlpated at this time; however théy may inclide sidewalk, curb & gutter,
tandscape strip, parking and utilify extensions. The project may include-storm pipss, watér and sewer lines over
eight inches in diameter to serve the site. T T )

The development also includes the temporary piacement of approximatély 6 partable classraoms, to house

displaced students during the course of construetion, Work will include related sife and utility itmprovements. The
portables will be removed upon completion of the project. ’ -

Property Owner/Applicant: Shoreling Scficol District 412,

Location: 17300 Freriont Averiue North, Shoreline, WA 98133

: (Tax 1D's: 0726049134, 0726045248, 0726049263, 0726049058,
0726049201, 0726049291, and 0726049292)

Lead Agency: Shoréline School Distrigt412. . : . .

As thie lead agericy for this proposal, Shorefine School Distiict 412 has reviewed the progosed project and
determined that the proposal does not have a probable significant adverse impact on the énvircnment. An
environmental impact statement (EIS) is not required under RCW 43.21C.030 (2)(c). This dedision was made
afler review of a compleled environmiental checkiist and other information an file with the lead agency. This
information is available o the public on request, . - .

¥ This DNS s issued under WAG 197-11-340(2); the lead agency will not act & this proposal for 14 days
from the date belaw. Comments must be Submitted in iiting to Shoréliné Schooal District No, 412, Afin:
Marcla Hanis, Deputy Superintendent, 206.361.4368, by 5:00 pm on May 17, 2010.
Public Comment: We invite your coiments ir review of this propésal. Anyane wishing fo review the project
file, environmental checkdist, and any offier docurents relating 1o this proposal may do so by contacting Marcia
Harris at 206.361.4366. Comnients can b sént to Shoreline School District, Afin: Marcia Haris, Deputy

Superintendent, 206.361.4365.

Responsible Officlal: Marcia Haris, Deputy Superinfendent
Shoréline Schioo! District Noi. 412

18560 1*Avenue NE. -~

Shoreline, WA 98155-2148

Signature: 7 ? AA-A7 5310

¢ Offisigt—""" Date .
Appeal; Pursuant to Shoreline School District SEPA policies, determination decisions by the Responsible
Official may be appealed to the School District Supefintendent. A written nofice of appeal identifying the
grounds for appeal must be filed by the dafe indicated below as “Agpeal Deadfine.” Appeals must be in writing
and contain specific factual abjections and other specific items as identified in the Shoreline Schoo! District
SEPA policies. Appeals must be submiitted to: Shoreline School District No. 412 at 18560 1% Avenue NE,
Shoreling, WA 88155-2148.
Appeal Deadline: 4:00pm, June 1, 2010. (14 day)

Note: The issuance of this DNS does not constitute project approval. The applicant must comply with all other
applicable requirements of the City of Shoreline. .

SWHS 10f1
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HORELINE

PUBLIC SCHOOLS - v
18560 1st Ave NE
Shoreline, WA 98155

ADDENDUM TO DETERMINATION OF
: NONSIGNIFICANCE (DNS)

Name of DNS: SHOREWOOD HIGH SCHOOL _
2

Description of original DNS:

The proposal includes the redevelopment of an existing high school site. One new strudture will be
built to the east of the existing school buildings, The new facility will include one new building and the
relocation of an existing building and the relocation and reuse of the portables. The Main Building will
include Academic, Petforming Arts and-Athletic functions, totaling approx. 220,000 sf, of new space
including;

Main Building: The Main building is 55 FT. +/- and approx. three stories in height including a
Performing Theater Fly loft no greatef than th‘e 72" maximum height allowable in height.

Ronald School Building (fo be moved off-site): A three-story building with approx. 15,000 SF
total. The exustmg Ronald School will be moved to an off-sife location.

Construction will be phased with some constructxon occurrmg while some exustmg buildings are in
operation. Existing Shorewood High School structures will be demolished upon occupancy of new
school strucmres

Associated work includes the reconfiguration of parking areas to accommodate up to approxnmately
450 vehicles and a separate bus drop off area and separate student drop off area; athletic facilities
including fields, frack, and small community sports structures; frontage improvements; appropriate
utifiies, fire access, street egressfingress, transformer and generator pads, stormwater collection and
water quality treatment facilities. Off-site-improvements are not anticipated at this time; however they
may include sidewalk, curb & gutter, landscape strip, parking and utility extensions. The project may-
includé storm pipes, water and sewer lines over eight inches in diameter to serve the site.

The development also includes the temporaty placement of approximately.6 portable classrooms, to

" house displaced students during the course of construction. Work will include related site and utility

improvements. The portables will be removed upon completion of the project.

Property Owner/Applicant: ‘Contact P'ersén: Marcia Harris, Deputy Supetintendent

Shoreline School District No. 412 Email: marcia.harmis@shorelineschools.org

18560 1st-Ave NE : : Telephone Number: (206) 368-4113

Shoreline, WA 98155 Fax Number: (206) 361-4204

SWHS DNS Addendum y T 10f4
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May 25, 2010

Location of DNS: o 17300 Fremont Avenue North, Shoreline, WA 98133
(Tax |D's: 0726049134, 0726049248, 0726049263, 0726049058,
0726049201, 0726049291, and 0726049292)

l_ead Agency: Shoreline School District No. 412

Shoreline School District No 412 is providing updated information on this project that may be
of interest to other agencies or the public. The updated information provided below does not
substantially change the analysis of significant impacts in the existing environmental
checklist

The original environmental checklist, dated April 28, 2010, should be modified to reflect the
following changes:

Question A. 10: List any government approvals or permits that will be needed for your proposal,
if known'
Conditionat Use Permit - (City of Sherehne)
Landmarks-Board-Appravals-Certificate of Appropriateness (City of Shoreline
Landmarks Commission—administered by the King Coung Historic Preservation
Program)
Building Permit- (C_|ty of Shoreline)
Temporary Use Pemits- (City of Shoreline)
Health District Approval- (King County Hezlth Department)
NPDES Pemit- (Washington State DOE)
Demolition Permit- (City of Shorefine)
Electrical Approval (Labor and Industries)
Utility District Approval (Ronald Wastewater and Seattle Public Utilities)
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (Klng County Development. and
Enwronmental Services)

Question A.11. Give brief, complete description of your proposal, including the proposed uses
and the size of the project and site.
The proposal includes the redevelopment of an existmg high school site. One new structure wilf
be built to the east of the existing school buildings. The new facility will include one new bullding
and the relocation of an existing building and the relocation and reuse of the portables. The
Maln Building will include Academic, Performing Aits and Athletic functions, fotaling approx
220,000 sf, of new space including;

Main Building: The Main building is 55 FT. +/- and approx. three stories in height
including a Performing Theater Fly loft no greater than the 72° maximum height
allowable in height.

Ronald School Building {may fo be moved off-site): A three-story.building with approx.
15,000 SF total. The existing Ronald School may will be moved to an off-site location.

in the event it is not moved iis mtended to be renovated and incorporated as part of
the Main But(dmg s

Construction wift be phased with some construction occurring while some existing buildings are -
in operation. Existing Shorewood High Schoof structures wili be demolished upont occupancy of
new school structures.

Associated work includes the reconfiguration of parking areas to accommodate up to
approxaimately 450 vehicles and a separate bus drop off area and separate student drop off

SWHS DNS Addendum ’ . ‘ - 20f4
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May 26, 2010

area; athletic facilfiies including fields, track, and small community sports structures; frontage
improvements; appropriate utilifies, fire access, stréet egressfingress, transformer and
generator pads, stormwater collection and water quality treafment facilities. Off-site
improvements are not anticipated at this fime; however they may include sidewalk, cutb &
guiter, tandscape strip, parking and utility extensions. The project may include storm pipes,
water and sewer lines over eight inches in diameter to serve the site.

The development also includes the temporary placement of approximately 6 portable
classrooms, to house displaced students during the course of construction. Work will include
related site and utility improvements. The portables will be removed upon completion of the
project.

Questuon B. 8.a: What is the current use of the site angd adjacent: properties?
The site is currently used as Shorewood High School, operated by the Shoreline
School District and_the Shoreline Historical Museum _located fo_the north.
. Adjacent property to the north is a mix of singlefamily and muiti-family uses;
property to the south and west is single family; property to the east is a mix of
industrigl and commercial uses, including car dealerships and other commercial
uses.

Question B.8.c: Describe any structures on the site.
Existing high schaol structures onsite include multiple one-story structures and podables
totaling approximately 232,800 SF. Also located on-site is the Ronald School, a three-story
structure totaling approximately 15,000 sguare feet:

Question B.13.a: Are there any places or objects listed on, or proposed for, national, state, or
local preservation registers known to be on or next to the site? ifso, generally describe.
Existing on the school district property s#e is the Ronald School, which.is onerated bv the
Shoreline Historical Museuim and listed as a City.of Shoreline lar Iandmark Slat 2
The 15,000 SF building is approximately 2:5 three stories tall tall with two above ground floors and
one floor a dayhght basemerit. The building is currently used by the Shoreline Historical
Museum, and is over 50 vears old, therefore potenti aﬂy eligible for nomination to the National
Register of Histotic Places. Attached, as Exhibit B, is the City of Shoteline Landmarks
Commission Findings of Fact and Decision on RonaId School.

Question B.13.b: Generally describe any landmarks or evidence of historic, archaeological,
scientific, or cultural importance known to bie on or next to the site.
Other than the presence of the Ronald School, no known archeological, scientific or cultural
eviderice has been found on the site. The Ronald Schoo! is a three-story masonry building as
described above. See also Exhibit B.

Question B.13.c: Proposed measures to reduce or control impacts, if any:
Proposed measures to reduce impacts to the Ronald School include the potential of moving the
building to an off-site location. Prior fo the movement of the Ronald School Buildirig, the building
would be analyzed and assessed by a qualified professional engineer to confirm the feasibility
of moving the building to an off-site locafion. The building would also be documented via as-built
drawings prior to being moved. Based on public input regarding the relocafion of the Ronald
School Building, the District may‘elect to retain the building on-site, renovate the building in
accordance with applicable historic preservation guidelines, and incorporate it for educational
purposes into the main classroom building. Either action, moving the buiiding or retaining it on-
site and renovating it. will require a Certificate of nateness from the City of Shoreline
Landmarks Commission. Exercise of the latter option would result in the relocation of the
Shoreline Historical Museum to an off-site locafion.

SWHS DNS Addendum _ . 30f4-
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May 25, 2010

Based on the original environmental checklist and the updated information provided in this
addendum, it has been defermined that a new threshold determination is not warranted. There
-isno comment period associated with this SEPA environmental checklist addendum.

Responsible Official: Marcia Harris
Position/Title: Deputy Superintendent, Shoreline School District No. 412
Address: - 18560 1* Avenue NE, Shoreline, WA 88155-2148

If you have ary questions about this'action,v please contact:

Marcia Harris, Email: marcia.harris@shorelineschools.org
Phone: (206) 368-4113 Fax: (206) 361-4204 ,

This addendum is issued on Tuesday, May 25, 2010 pursuant to WAC 197-1 1-600{4){c) and 197-
11-625.

5125/10
Date of Issue

7,

L
Résponsible

. Signature:

Note: The issuance of this DNS Addendum does not constitute project approval. The applicant must
comply with ail other applicable requirements of the City of Shoreline.
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) Board of Directors

SHORELINE

N _ o J Maren Norton

Mike Jacobs

L e S Deboreh Ehrlichmar
’ Richar {

PUBLIC SCHOOLS - S W

» Superintendent

Secretary to the Board

May 25,2010

To: All Parties of Record & Agencies with Jurisdiction ’ .
Re: Shorewood High School DNS » )
To Whom It May Concern:

The Shoreline School District has received substantive and timely comments on the SEPA
Determination for the Shoréewood High School which’ has tesulted in a reconsideration of the
Detérmination of Non-Significance (DNS) per WAC 197-11-340(2)(f) by the SEPA responsxble
official. Your comments are noted, and will be considered by me as lead agency responsible official, in
accordance with the provisions of WAC 197-11-340.

The reconsideration has resulted in the issuance of the attached addendum to the otiginal DNS in
accordance with WAC 197-11-706. The updated information does not substantially change the
analysis. of significant impacts for the pro_lect and thus thie defermination has been retained as a DNS.
The addendum will be mailed to agencies with jurisdiction and parties of record. There is no further
comment period for this proposal.

The Shoreline School District assumed lead agency status for this proposal pursuant to WAC 197-11-
926 in which an agency initiating a proposal is the lead agency for the proposal. A Notice of
Assumption of Lead Agency Status was provided fo and accepted by the City of Shoreline on April 19,
2010.

The original DNS was properly noticed per the SEPA. notice provisions in WAC 197-11-510 and the
School District’s SEPA. Procedures. These provisions and procedures do not requite the provision of
notice to adjacent property owners. The determination was legally noticed in the Seattle Times which
is the currerit newspaper of record for the Shoreline School District (see Attachment A for affidavit of
publishing). The determination was also noticed at the site with three 4-foot by 4-foot notice boards
located on-site along each public street frontage (refer to Attachment A). The notice was also sent to
the District’s mailing list for agencies with jurisdiction. As such, the School District and SEPA
responsible official have complied with statutory requirements regarding public notice in this matter.

The School District’s SEPA Procedures identify that the School District will establish a mailing list for
those interested citizens who wish to be informed of SEPA determinations. All parties who have
provided SEPA comments in writing will be added to our mailing list for future public notice
associated with Shorewood High School SEPA matters, including this notice of addendum to the DNS.

Admiuistrative Offices, 18560 It Ave NE, Shoreline, WA 98155-2148, Office (206) 361-4366, Fax (206) 361-4204
126 :



Several comments received pertained specifically to the potential relocation of the existing Ronald
School building to an off-site location. The potential relocation of the building was proposed as part of
the overall project and included specifically in the project description. In this case, the relocation was
evaluated as such and was not separated out as mitigation measure to address a direct impact.
Therefore, the analysis acknowledges the relocation as part of the overall project and identifies no
other significant mitigation that would justify modifying the DNS to a Mitigated Determination of
Non-Significance (MDNS).

‘The comment letters of the King County Historic Preservation Program and of the Committee to Save
Our Shoreline Historical Museum indicate that those entities have both substantive and permitting
_ concerns about moving the building to an off-site location. The District acknowledges these comments
and based on this public input, may elect to retain the building on-site, renovate the building in
accordance with applicable historic preservation guidelines, and incorporate it for educational purposes
into the main-classroom building. Either action, moving the building or retaining it on-site and
renovating it, will require a Certificate of Appropriateness from the City of Shoreline Landmarks
Commission. Exercise of the latter option would result in the relocation of the Shoreline Historical
Museum to an off-site location. :

Very truly yours,

arcla Harris —
Deput Superi@dent

Administrative Offices, 18560 1st Ave NE, Shoreline, WA 98155-2148, Office (206} 361-4366, Fax (206) 361-4204
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Board of Directors

L Deborah Ehrlichman

Mike Jacobs
Maren Norton

Richard Potier
David Wilson

PUBLIC SCHOOLS oo Wl
: Superintendent
Secretary to the Board

July 14, 2010

Jay P. Derr 2
Duncan Greene

GordonDerr, LLP

2025 First Avenue, Suite 500

Seattle, WA 98121-3140

Re:  Shoreline Historical Museum
Shorewood High Scheol DNS Appeal
Final Decision of the Superintendent

Dear Mr. Derr and Mr. Greene:

I have received and reviewed the Hearihg Examiner’s Recommendation to the Superintendent, dated
July 12, 2010. I bhave also reviewed Exhibits 1-7 identified in the Hearing Examiner’s
Recommendation.

Based on that review, I have decided to adopt the Hearing Examiner’s Recommendation. Accordingly,
the Shoreline Historical Museum’s appeal of the May 3, 2010 Determination of Nonsignificance
regarding Shorewood High School is hereby denied.

Sincerely,

Sanne M.Walker
Superintendent

cc:  Michael Kenyon

Marcia Harris
@G. Richard Hill

Administrative Offices, 18560 Ist Ave NE, Shoreline, WA 98155-2148, Office (206) 393-4203, Fax (206) 393-4204
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tg Ki’.ng County

Historic Preservation Program : '
Department of Natural Resources and Parks PR Ty
201 South Jackson Street, Suite 700 [MS: KSC-NR-0700} RECE] VED
Seattle, WA 98104

206.296-8689 ' FEB o+ 2011
 CITY CLERK
February 18, 2011 : CITY OF SHORELINE

The Honorable Keith McGlashan and City Councilmembers
City of Shoreline

17500 Midvale Avenue North

Shoreline, WA 98133

RE: .R‘?e?;ponse to Shoreline Preservation Society Appellant Brief Concerning
‘Ronald School COA No. 1021

Dear Mayor McGlashan and Councilmembers:.

I am writing on behalf of the City of Shoreline Laridmarks Comimission (Commission) in
response to the opening brief submitted. by the Shoreline Preservation Society, appellant of the
Certificate of Appropriateness (COA) issued by the Commission for the Ronald School
building. As further described below - and contrary to the appellant’s assertions --the
Commission’s approval of the:COA.is in conformance with all aspects.of applicable standards,
procedures, and codes governing the issuance of Certificates of Appropriateness: The following.
responses are keyed to-the: numbering and assertions listed in the Shoreline Preservation Society
brief dated February 11, 2011. o '

The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation (Standards) are a nationally
recognized set of criteria used to-guide the rehabilitation of historic propeities. They are used by
landmark commissions throughout the country. The Standards contemplate new construction
attached to historic buildings and allow for that construction. The Shoreline (King County)
Landmarks Commission is highly-qualified to interpret the Standards and does so on a regular
basis in its capacity as a regional provider of landmark designation and protection services. The
following responses address the appellant’s assertion that the Commission’s decision failed to
follow the Standards.

Standard 1 - “4 property-will be used as it-was historically or be given a new use that réq'z;i:fes
minimal change to its distinctive materials, features, spaces, and-spatial relationships.”

The appellant argues that the proposal cannot reasonably be in compliance with Standard 1
- because it is far more than a minimal change.

Response: The subject proposal returns the building to-its historic use as a school, consequently 5
there is no violation of Standard 1. Other standards address changes to-buildings and spatial -
relationships. )
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Shoreline City Council

Response to Appellant Brief: Ronald School COA No. 1021
- February 18, 2011

Page 2 of 6

Standard 2 — “The historic character of a property will be retained and preserved. The removal
of distinctive materials or alteration of features, spaces, and spatial relationships that
characterize a property will be avoided,”

The appellant asserts that the applicant’s proposed alterations to the south (rear) elevation of the
Ronald School are not minor, and that they will encapsulate this feature, convert it to interior
space, and significantly change the building form.

Response: Significant alterations-have already occurred on the south elevation, including the
removal of historic windows. and replacement with windows that are not in character with the
historic building; the replacemeiit of: original siding ‘on half'of this elevation with non-historic
material; and, the addition of an elevator tower-and ramp that.obscure an original entry.

The proposed project would alter spatial relationships at the rear of the building; however,
“because this elevation has been significantly altered already, it would not significantly impact
any original features. In-addition, spatial relationships to the north, east and west of the Ronald

School will be retained. In fact, more historically appropriate conditions will be restored on the
east and west (51de) elevatrons by the removal of' non—hrstorlc drrveways and replacement with

:‘ clevator tower is. modlﬁed durmg reh‘ 'bﬂitatmn Fmally, remammg orrgmal materlals on -the
south elevation will not be removed; they will be preserved within the envelope:of the new

building.

Standard 3 — “Each property will be recognized. as a physical record of its time, place and use.
Changes that create a false sense of historical development, such as adding conjectural features
or elements from other historic properties, will not be undertaken.”

The-appellant states that the plans for the south elevation are “tentative and conjectural”. It also
asserts that this elevatron is hlstorlcally 1mportant because it. contarned an entry that was used by

from other hlstonc propemes The apphcant is not proposmg that such features 0T elements be
added to the Ronald School, therefore Standard 3 is not applicable.

Standard 4 -+ Changes to aproperty that have.-acquired hzstorzc significance in their own rzght
will be retamed and preserved ”

* The appellant states that the building has acquired “additional significance” because of its
association. with the Shoreline Historical Museum, a long-time tenant.
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Shoreline City Council
Response to Appellant Brief: Ronald School COA No. 1021
February 18, 2011

Page 3 of 6

- Response: Ronald School was designated a landmark under Shoreline Landmark Criterion Al
for association with the broad pattern of education, and Criterion A3 as an intact example of a
distinctive early 20" century school design. The building was not designated for its association
with the Museum therefore the Commission cannot consider this. Furthermore, use is not a
criterion for designation (King County Code 20.62.040). Restorations that the Museum
undertook while a tenant in the building are being left intact.

Standard 9 — “New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction will not destroy
historic materials, features, and spatial relationships that characterize the property. The new
work shall be differentiated from the old and will be compatible with the historic materials,
Jeatures, sizesscale and proportion, and massing to protect the integrity of the property and its
environment.” ‘

The appellant asserts that the new addition will destroy h‘fstoric spatial relationships and the
histeric form of the building, as well as set a p_recedenf for massive large additions that future
applicants will cite and future commissions will be bound by.

Response: The proposed project does not anticipate an addition to the Ronald School; it
proposes a completely new building that will be attached to a secondaryelevation of the
landmark building. However, even if the proposed new constiti¢tion is considered an “addition”
under the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards, the proposed work satisfies all conditions of
Standard 9. Primary spatial relationships-are notimpacted on the front ang ides of the historic
building. Only the spatial relationship at the rear is impacted, and the:riew building is.

- sufficiently distinguished (in terms of size, scale and proportion, massing, and materials) from
the historic one so as not to significantly impact the visual integrity of the latter. ‘

The Commission does not believe that the proposed new building will adversely impé_.ct the.
historic form of the landmark. The form remains intact on three-elevations and only the rear
elevation is impacted by the connection to the new building. '

The proposed plan anticipates two separate buildings attached on one elevation. The applicant
has exceeded the requirements of reducing the impact of massing and scale of the new building
on the landmark: the connection between two buildings is one-story shorter than the historic
building; to the east of the landmark, there is a separation of 35° from the new building, and the

latter is set back from the street-side plane of the landmark, further diminishing visual impacts.

This is of note because based on the boundaries of significance which were identified at the time
of designation (within which no new construction can take place without review and approval by
the Commission), and which the Museum and others did not argue with at the time of =~
designation, it would be possible.for the school district to:build within 15’ of the west, south and
exercise this option; had it done so there would have.been a significant adverse-visual impact to
the Ronald School over which the.Commission would have had no review authority.
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Shoreline City Council

Response to Appellant Brief: Ronald School COA No. 1021
February 18, 2011

Page 4 of 6

Finally, approval of this COA does not set a precedent for future decisions of the Commission
regarding additions to landmark properties as each COA application is unique and evaluated on
its own merits.

Section IIL.B. — The Decision fails to. meet rules of procedure Criterion 6B

Shoreline Rules and Procedures Criterion 68 — “The relasonabléness or lack thereof of the
proposed alteration or significant changes in light of other alternatives available to achieve the
object‘z'ves of the owner and the applicant.”

The appellant asserts that the Commission failed to consider alternatives that would “leave the -
Ronald schodfboth intact and isolated sufﬁcxently so that it stands out.”

Re-sponse: Several alternatives were discussed at both the design review committee meeting and
the: Commission’s November 17, 2010 public-hearing. (These were also presented to the public
at an open house held by the school district during its initial consideration of altérnatives: for the
new school building.) The applicant is not required by code or rules of procedure to submit
detailed alternatives. The Commission is to consider the “reasonableness of the proposed
alteration in light of other alternatives available to achi‘eve the obiectives of the owner.” The

educatlonal _facﬂlt_y “This criterion was mét.

Section IIL.C. — The Commission Erred in the fundamental protection of the Iandmark and
carrymg out the “intenit of the law”

The applicant cites: Shoreline Municipal Code 15.20.010B: “Such cultural and. hlStOI‘lC resources
are a sxgmﬁcant part of the heritage, education and economic base of the city of Shoreline and
the ecotiomic, cultural and aesthetic well being of the city cannot be maintairied or enhanced by
dxsregardmg 1ts herltage and by allowmg the unnecessary destructlon or defacement of such

features on thls eIevatlon w111 be preserved although some wﬂl only be v1s1ble from msxde the
new building. Spatial relationships on this elevation would also be impacted, but the
Commission did not find that they were significant enough to warrant denial of the COA .

The applicant also cites: Shoreline Historic Preservation Policies:
CD 54 — Preserve; erliance and inteipret Shoreline’s historical and archacological identity.
CD 58— Review proposed changesto historic landmark sites and structures to ensure that

these resources continue to be a part of the cotiimunity.
CD 60 — Encourage stewardship-of historic sites and structures.
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Shoreline City Council

Response to Appellant Brief: Ronald School COA No. 1021
February 18, 2011

Page 5 of 6

CD 61 — Work cooperatively with other jurisdictions, agencies, organizations and property
owners to preserve historic resources.

Response: All of these policies were considered and have been met. The landmark is being
preserved and enhanced with the restoration of historic windows. All proposed changes were
carefully evaluated and found to be acceptable; they did not adversely impact the landmark to
such a degree that the COA should be denied. The school district has stated that it is committed
to serving as the building’s steward, and in its near 100-year history -has not demolished or
significantly altered the Ronald School. There has been cooperation throughout the life of the
history to preserve it, with the Shoreline Historical Museum serving as its primary steward for 35
years. - :

Section II1.D. — The Commission Failed to Follow Procedures

The appellant asserts that the notice requirements in the Commission’s Rules and Procedures
were not followed because only 24 hour notice was given for the Ogtaber 14,2010 hearing.

Response: The October 14, 2010 meeting was a special meeting. A special meeting has-a 24
hour notice requirement for cancellation.

The appellant indicates that Commissioner Day declared he and I had been conversing about the
case before the h‘earing and that this violated the ex-parte clause of the code.

Response: There wias no violation of the ex-parte clause of the code. To the contrary,
Commissioner Day made a point of declaring, for the record at the beginning of the hearing. that

‘he-conversed with me regarding Rules and Procedures Criterion 6B:and whether it applied to this
particular case. He also discussed with me an alternative proposal submitted by an interested

party and included in the record. Both of these issues were fully discussed during the hearing by
the Commission. No information was provided prior to the hearing that was not alse provided at

the hearing. -

The appellant cites that the special member of the Commission was not present to represent
Shoreline.

Response: The Rules and Procedures of the Shoreline Landmarks Commission Part 1.2.B. state
‘that no commissiofier shall participate in deliberations or vote oni any-matter in: which they have a
conflict or perceived cenflict of interest. The Shoreline Special Commissioner had a conflict of
interest and recused herself from participation in this proceeding.

The appellant indicates that two Landmarks Commissioners® terms are expired.
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Shoreline City Council

Response to Appellant Brief: Ronald School COA No. 1021
February 18, 2011

Page 6 of 6

Response: King County Code 20.62.030.B. states that regular members of the Commission shall
serve until their successor is appointed and confirmed, regardless of their effective term limit.

The éppellant indicates that two Landmarks Commission positions are vacant.

Response: KCC 20.62.030.F. states that a majority of current appointed members shall
constitute a quorum for the transaction of business. There is no minimum number of current
appointed members.

Section IILE. — The Landmarks _Commis?sion Violated SEPA

The appellantasserts that the school district did not conduct adequate SEPA review, and that the
Landmarks Commission did not complete an environmental review,

Response: This assertion is erroneous as the Commission’s authority does not extend to SEPA
review. ’ '

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the appellant’s brief. The Commission will have
staff available at the hearing to answer questions as necessary.

Sincerely,

Lauren McCroskey .
Chair, Shoreline Landmarks Commission ‘

cc: Shoreline Landmarks Commissioners
Julie M. Koler, Preservation Officer
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BEFORE THE CITY COUNCIL
CITY OF SHORELINE

In the matter of the appeal by:
COA#10.21
SHORELINE PRESERVATION SOCIETY
DECLARATION OF SERVICE
From a decision by the City of Shoreline
Landmarks Commission )

I, LAURA D. COUNLEY, under pénalty of perjury under the laws of the State of
Washington, declare as follows:
Iam employed with McCullough Hill Leary, PS, attorneys for Applicant Shoreline
School District. On the date indicated below, I filed with Shoreline City Clerk’s office via
electronic mail a copy of the following documents: |
I.'\ SHORELINE SCHOOL DISTRICT RESPONSE MEMORANDUM; and
2. DECLARATION OF SERVICE

and served a copy via electronic mail and U.S. First Class mail on the following party:
DAVID MANN
GENDLER & MANN

1424 4™ AVENUE, STE. 1015
SEATTLE, WA 98101

McCullough Hill Leary, PS

701 Fifth Avenue, Suite 7220

DECLARATION OF SERVICE Page 1 of 2 gt o
Lashoreline Schoot DistictiRonald Schodl Landriarks AppealDocsiDec ofsgrvice.doc : Seattle, Washirigton 98104-7042
: ‘ 137 206.812.3388

206.812.3389 fax
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J
DATED this / g.ﬁ'day of February 2011, at Seattle, Washington.

Lefira D. csmey\A{ |

P
, McCullough Hill Leary, PS
, . 701 Fifth Avenue, Suite 7220
DECLARATION OF SERVICE Page 2 of 2 T
tAShoreline School DistriciRonaid Schoot Landmarks AppealiDocs\Dec of ateator Seattle, Washington 98104-7042
o 138 206.812.3388

206.812.3389 fax
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BEFORE THE CITY COUNCIL
CITY OF SHORELINE

In the matter of the appeal by: ‘
COA No. 10.21
SHORELINE PRESERVATION SOCIETY
SHORELINE SCHOOL DISTRICT

From a decision by the City of Shoreline RESPONSE MEMORANDUM
Landmarks Commission.

INTRODUCTION

Applicant Shoreline School District (“District”) respectfully asks the Shoreline City
Council to affirm the decision of the Shoreline Landmarks Commission to approve a certificate
of appropriateness to construct a new school building and to restore elements of Ronald School
(“Landmarks Decision”), and to deny the appeal of Shoreline Preservation Society (“SPS”). A
true and correct copy of the Landmarks Decision is attached as Addendum A to this response
memorandum. It is in the record as Ex. 94.

FACTS
A. Shoreline School District B.ond Proposition.
An election was held February 9, 2010 to consider three Shor;aline School District

Propositions (“Bond Election”). Proposition 2 was to authorize the issuance of bonds in the

McCullough Hill Leary, PS
701 Fifth Avenue, Suite 7220 ’
Seattle, Washington 98104-7042
206.812.3388
206.812.3389 fax

RESPONSE MEMORANDUM =~ Page 1 of 21
LaShoretine Schoal District\Ronald S'chool Landmarks AgpesiDocs\Response Bﬁef.dT 39
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amount of $150 million for the modemizatior;/replacement of Shorecrest and Shorewood High
Schools. The District Fact Sheet for the Propositions stated that, as to Shorewood Hi gh School,
“the preferred design is centered in the northeast portion of the campus,” and that “the current
design incorporates the historic Ronald Schoo! for shared use with the Shoreline Historical
Museum.” The Fact Sheet stated that construction would begin in 2011, with estimated
completion in time for the beginning of the 2013-2014 school year. Ex. 51.

Proposition 2 was approved by a super-majority of Shoreline voters.

B. Agreement in Principle with Shoreline Historical Museum.

Prior to the Bond Election, the District entered into an agreement in principle
(“Agreement in Principle”) with the Shoreline Historical Museum (“Museum’), which at that
tune owned the Ronald School buﬁding and leased land from the District on which the Ronald
School building was located. The agreement provided that thé Museum would acquire property
adjacent to the Shoréwood High School site, that the District would then relocate at its cost the
Ronald School building to the newly acquired site, and that the parties would seek to obtain theée
outcomes consistent with the planned Shorewood High School implementation schedule. Ex.
60A.

C. SEPA Review of Shorewood High School Proposal.

The District, as lead agency, conducted environmental review of the Shorewood Hi gh
S;:hool proposal. A SEPA determination of nonsignificance (“Initial DNS”) was issued on May

3,2010. At that time, it was intended that the Ronald School would be moved to an off-site

location, in accordance with the Agreement in Principle. See May 3, 2010 Initial DNS,

McCullough Hill Leary, PS

. : 701 Fifth Avenue, Suite 7220
RESPONSE MEMORANDUM Page 2 of 21 Lo
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| RESPONSE MEMORANDUM Page 3 of 21

Addendum B to this response memorandum. '

Comments were received on the Initial DNS. In response to those comments, the District
issued an addendum to the Initial DNS on May 25, 2010, attached to the response memorandum
as Addendum C (“SEPA Addendum”). The SEPA Addendum included certain revisions to the
proposal’s SEPA checklist. The District concluded that the updated information did not

substantially change the analysis of significant impacts in the existing SEPA checklist.

Therefore, no new threshold determination was required. -~

The District’s SEPA responsible official issued é cover letter which accompanied the
SEPA Addendum to all parties of record and to agencies with jurisdiction (copy attached as
Addendum D to this response merhorandum). As to Ronald School, the District’s SEPA
Responsible Official stated:

The comment letters of the King County Historic Preservation Program and of the
Committee to Save Our Shoreline Historical Museum indicate that those entities
have both substantive and permitting concerns about moving the [Ronald School]
building to an off-site location. The District acknowledges these comments and
based on this public input, may elect to retain the building on-site, renovate the
building in accordance with applicable historic preservation guidelines, and
incorporate it for education purposes jnto the main classroom building. Eithier
action, moving the building or retaining it on-site and renovating it, will require a
Certificate of Appropriateness from the City of Shoreline Landmarks
Commission.

In that light, the original April 28, 2010 SEPA checklist was modified to acknowledge that the
District may elect to retain the historic Ronald School building on site. See Addendum C,

answers to Questions A.11 and B.13.c.

' Appellant SPS contends that the Landmarks Commission violated SEPA. SPS Briefat 15-18. While the District
does not believe that this issue is properly before the Council (see infra pp. 18-19), it is appropriate that the Council
take notice of the District’s SEPA documents in order to be able to review SPS’s factually and legally faulty
contentions. The Council is allowed to take notice of these documents pursuant to ER 201 and KCC 20.60.110(C).

: : ‘ McCullough Hill Leary, PS

701 Fifth Avenue, Suite 7220
LAShorefine School DiskictiRdnald School Landmarks AppeaDoés\Respanse Brief dag + Seattle, Washington 981047042
, 141 : 206.812.3388
206.812.3389 fax
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The Initial DNS and SEPA Addendum were administratively appealed to the District
Superintendent by the Shoreline Historical Museum. The District Superintendent appointed a
Hearing Exami_ner to consider the appeal. The Hearing Examiner recommended dismissal of the
appeal. The District Superintendent adopted the Hearing Examiner recomméndation. See

District Superintendent letter dated July 14, 2010, attached to this response memorandum as

'Addendum E.

D.  The District Elects to Retain the Buildirig On-Site.

The Museum was unable to acquire property adjacent to the Shorewood High'School site
upon which to refocate the Ronald School building. Accordingly, the District elected to retain
the building on-site, to renovate it in accordance with applicable historic preservation guidelines,
and to incorporate it for education purposes into the main claésroom building.

To that end, the District applied to the Shoreline Landmarks Commission for a Certificate
of Appropriateness (“COA Application™). See Ex. 2B.

The District worked out an agreement with the Muséum to acquire the Museum’s interest
in the Ronald School building and to assist the Museum in the relocation of its facilities. As part
of the agreement, the Museum agreed to support the Disfrict’s COA Application. See Ex. 9.

E. The District Obtains a Certificate of Appropriateness.

The COA Application was considered by the Shoreline Landmarks Commission’s Design'
Réview Committee (“DRC”) on September 9, 2010. See Exs. 41, 88, 89. The DRC
unanimously recommended approval.

The COA Application was considered by the full Commission on November 17, 2010.
Staff recommended approval of the COA. The Commission heard from the Project Architects,

the District Superintendent, and from members of the public. Opinions were expressed both in

v _ McCullough Hill Leary, PS
. 701 Fifth Avenue, Suite 7220
RESPONSE MEMORANDUM Page 4 of 21 L ’
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support of and in opposition to the COA (17 offered oral testimony against approving the
application; 16 offered oral testimony in support of the application).- See Exs. 41, 88, 92, 93, 95.

Ultimately, the full Commission voted unanimously to grant the COA. The Commission
vote was formalized in its Findings of Fact and Decision dated December 3, 2010 (“Landmarks
Decision”). See Addendum A to this response memorandum,; see also Ex. 94.

The Landmarks Decision includes a summary; 25 findings of fact; and a decision.

F. Shoreline Preservation Society Appeals-Certificate of Appropriateness.

The COA was appealed on January 7, 2011 by the Shoreline Preservation Society
(“SPS”). See Ex. 10. SPS is unrelated to the Museum, and takes a position contrary to the
Museum in this matter. While the Museum supports the District’s COA application, SPS
opposes it.

ARGUMENT

A. COA Appeals are Governed by SMC 15.20.025 and KCC 20.62.110.

Shoreline’s landmarks preservation ordinance is codified at Chapter 15.20 SMC. See Ex. |
52. This Chapter incorporates the appeal procedure from KCC 20.62.110. See Ex. 69. |

KCC 20.62.110(A) authorizes any person aggrieved by a decision of the Landmarks
Commission to iséue a COA, to appeal the decision to the Council.

KCC 20.62.110(B) states that the Council, after examination of the written appeal and thé
récord, (1) may remand to the Commission for reconsideration if it determiﬁes that an error in
fact may exist in the record; or (2) may modify or reverse the decision of the Commission‘ ifit

determines the decision is based on an error in judgment or conclusion.

MecCullough Hill Leary, PS

' ' iy 701 Fifth Avenue, Suite 7220
RESPONSE MEMORANDUM Page 5 of 21 A
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KCC 20.62.110(C) states that the Council decision shall be based solely upon the record,
provided that the Council has the discretion to publicly request additional information from the
parties.

B. Substantial Evidence in the Record Supports the Commission’s Findings that
the COA Application Meets the Secretary of Interior Standards.

" The Commission found that the District’s COA Application meets the Secretary of

Interior Standards. See Addendum A (Ex. 94) at 2. S
SPS argues that the COA Application fails to mec;,t Secretary of Interior Standards 1,2,3,

4, and 9, and cites to certain evidence in the record in support of its argument. SPS Brief at 6—10:.
Because, however, there is substantial evidence in the record supporting the Commission’s
findings that these standards are met, SPS’s érgument has no merit and should be dismissed. See
In re Estate bf Kessler, 95 Wn.App. 358, 97;7 P.2d 591,-598 (1999) (if there is conflicting
evidence then the reviewing body need only determine whether the evidence most favorable to

the responding party supports the challenged decision); West Main Associates v. City of Bellevue,

49 Wn.App. 513, 520, 742 P.2d 1266 (1987) (a reviewing body cannot substitute its judgment

for that of the reviewing official); Des Moines v. Puget Sound Council, 98 Wn.App. 23, 40, 988

P.2d 27 (1999) (when an agency is presented with conflicting expert opinion on an issue, it is the
agency’s job, and not the job of the reviewing appellate body, to resolve those differences);
Nisqually Delta Ass'nv. DuPont, 103 Wn.2d 720, 725-726, 696 P.2d 1222 (1985) ( reviewing

appellate body must recognize and defer to the expertise of the agency).

McCullough Hill Leary, PS

701 Fifth Aveaue, Suite 7220
RESPONSE MEMORANDUM Page 6 of 21 . ’
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Standard 1.
Standard 1 indicates that “a property be used [a] as it was historically or [b] be given a

new use that requires minimal change to its distinctive materials, features, spaces, and spatial

‘|| relationships” (emphasis added).

It is undisputed that the Ronald School building will be used as it was historically: as a

school. As the Commission found:

Ronald School is significant under Criterion Al for its association with the broad
theme of education and under criterion A3 as an excellent example of early 20"
century school design, executed in a modest Classical Revival Style. The period
of significance is 1912-1951.

The features of significance include all exterior portions of the building; and all of
the land area within the boundaries of the designated area. The boundaries extend
to the parcel limits on the north and to a line 15 feet from the building on the east,
south, and west sides.

The building was constructed as a school house, with classrooms and offices. For
many years the building has housed the Shoreline Historical Museum [although
not during the 1912-1951 period of significance]. The proposed new use will be

education, but as part of a larger school complex, and with hlgh school students
being the primary focus. .

Addendum A (Ex. 94), Findings 1-3. These ﬁndiﬁgs are supported by Substantial evidence in the
record. See Exs. 1, 2B, 8, 41, 88-89, 92-93, 95. Accordingly, Standard 1 is met. |
Not only is Standard 1 met because thd building will be used as it was historically (clause
“a” of Standard 1). In addition, Standard I is met because the COA application requires minimal
c]dange to the building’s distinctive materials, features, spaces, and spatial relationships (clausev
“b” of Standard 1). As the Commission found:
The proposed new building is composed of several components, with the
components closest to the landmark consisting of more translucent elements,
creating a subtle effect of separation between the new and old buildings. These

components are also compatlble in massing to the massing of the landmark but do
not replicate the massing.

McCullough Hill Leary, PS

. o : 701 Fifth Aveauc, Suite 7220
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Ronald School is located closer to the street than the proposed new building to the
east. It is set back slightly from the front plane of the landmark and
- approximately 35 feet from the east (side)} elevation to visually accentuate the
landmark.

A new building could be constructed to within 15 feet of the landmark on the east,
south or west without having to obtain a COA.

Non-historic driveways located on either side of Ronald School will be removed
and replaced w1th landscaping and sidewalks, more in keeping with the original
site. =

-

The proposed new building on the rear of Ronald School is two stories high, one

story shorter than the landmark, creating a subtle effect of separation from it and
emphasizing visual preference of the landmark.

No historic materials that are designated features of significance will be removed.
There will be a minor alteration of features on the rear of the building, where the
proposed new building will be attached. This alteration will include the removal
of non-historic windows and the infilling of the window openings as required by
building code for adequate fire separation. :

There will be minimal impact on spatial relationships, as the primary elevations of
the building will be maintained, with only the addition of a new building at the
rear. Currently the building is surrounded by a parking lot and driveways, both
non-historic elements, and these will be removed.

All distinctive materials, features, finishes, and construction techniques (features
of significance) will be preserved. Some brickwork will be repointed to match the
existing mortar joints. Where the proposed new building is attached on the rear of
the building, the existing exterior brickwork will be maintained and will be
preserved within the envelope of the proposed new building. '

Addendum A (Ex. 94), Findings 9-16. These findings afe also supported by substantial evidence
iﬁ the record. See Exs. 2B, 8, 88-89, 92-93, 95.

SPS does not object to any of the Commission’s findings with respect to Standard 1. See
SPS Brief at 6-7. Rather, with no citation to the record whatsoever, SPS merely posits its own
conclusory opinion that the COA Application “cannot reasonébly be in compliance with this
standard,” and that the Ronald School “will be fbré‘x/er changed.” While SPS is entitled to its

McCullough Hill Leary, PS

’ 701 Fifth Avenue, Suite 7220
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opinion, SPS has failed to meet its burden to demonstrate either that the Commission’s findings
are factually incorrect, or that the Commission’s judgment is erroneous. KCC 20.62.1 10(B).
Standard 2. |
Standard 2 provides that “the historic character of property shall be preserved. The
removal of distinctive materials or alteration of features, spaces, and spatial relationships that
characterize a proﬁerty will be avoided.”

The Commission made findings as to this Standafd as well:

The proposed new building does not destroy any historic features or spatial
relationships. '

The windows at the rear of the landmark will be removed and infilled, but the
windows themselves are not original.

The west portion of the rear elevation has been re-sided with new material, and an
elevator was added. These will be removed for attachment of the new building,

The spatial relationship at the front of the building, consisting of the setback from
~ the street and the prominence at the end of Linden Avenue will not change.

The spatial relationship to the east, historically consisting of open space but now
containing a driveway, will be improved with the removal of the drive and an
open courtyard between the historic building and the proposed new building.

The spatial relationship to the west, now consisting of a driveway and open space,
will also be improved by the removal of the driveway immediately adjacent to the
historic building. This elevation would become more prominent, as it faces the
entry for the new school.
See Addendum A (Ex. 94), Finding 21. Finding 21 is supported by substantial evidence in the
record. See Exs. 2B, 8, 88-89, 92-93, 95.
SPS does not object to any of the Commission’s findings with respect to Standard 2.

Indeed, SPS must acknowledge that the spatial relationships at the front of the building, to the

east, and to the west, are, if anything, improved by the proposal. As to the rear of the landmark,

_ McCullough Hill Leary, PS
- 701 Fifth Avenue, Suite 7220
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SPS must agree that the windows at the rear of the landmark are non-historic replacement
windows; that the west portion of the rear of the landmark has been re-sided with new, non-
historic material and that an elevator was added, and it is at this location that the new building’s
attachment will be made.

SPS’s argument as to this Standard is limited to a citation io the testimony of architect
Kate Krafft. S~PS Brief at 7. Ms. Krafft’s priinary argument is thaf the historic character of the
property will be aIteréd because a new addition is being added to the south of the building.
However, even she acknowledges that “the cutrent south elevation was desi gned to
accommodate a further addition at that location.” This is precisely where the proposed addition
is being accommodated. Ms. Krafft argues that because the proposed addition is being added at
the location it was originally planhed for, that this “significantly changes the building form.”

Her conclusion does not follow from her premise. The buildiﬁg foﬁn of Ronald School is
unchanged, as indicated in Finding 21. No historic materials are being removed. The distinctive
spatial relationships of the property are being preserved.

Sfﬁndard 3.

Standard 3 states “éach property shall be recognized as a physical record of its time, place
and use. Changes that create a false sense of historical development such as adding conjectural
features or architectural elements from other buildings shall not be undertaken.”

SPS contends this Standard is not met, but fails to provide any fgctual evidence to support
its contention. The District’s COA application clearly recognizés the existiﬁg Ronald School
Building as a physical record of its time, place and use. It will be renovated, preserved, and used
for its historic use. No conjectural features or architectural elements from other bﬁildings, which

create a false sense of historical development, are being added to the School.

McCullough Hill 1 .eary, PS
701 Fifth Avenue, Suite 7220
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SPS is concerned about the internal corridor that will be constructed adjacent to the south
side of the building. However, this corridor will in fact contribute to the recognition of the

physical record of Ronald School. Students will be allowed to see and touch the original south

{| wall of the structure. As Commissioner Steve Day stated: “[T]he ability to read and touch the

old building’s masonry wall from inside the new building is a valid preservation option in itself.”

|| Ex. 92 at 7 (November 17, 2010 Commission Meeting Minutes).

Standard 4. s

Standard 4 states that “most properties change over time; those changés that have
acquired historic significance in their own right shall be retained and preserved.”

SPS argues this standard was not met because the proposal involves the change of the use

of the building from museum purposes to educational purposes. SPS Brief at 8-9. This

‘argument lacks merit.

In fact, the Ronald School landmark designation idenﬁﬁed onl}; two elements of hi.st’oric
significance: (@) its association Qith the broad theme of education and (b) its being a.n excellent
examplé of early 20" century school design. ’i‘he period of éigniﬁcance' is 1912-1951. See
Addendum A (Ex. 94), Finding 1. The rolé of the Museum 'Was. not identified by the
Commission as a matter of any historic significance.

Accordingly, Standard 4 is m‘et because the District is rgtuming the Ronald School to the
historically signiﬁcant use to which it was devoted during the time of its period of significance
(1912-1951), namely public education of students. Tﬁe Muséu'm had no cdnnection whatsoever

with Ronald School during its 1912-1951 period of significance.

McCullough Hill Leary, PS
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Standard 9.

Standard 9 provides that “New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction
shall not destroy historic materials that characterize the property. The new work shall be
differentiated from the old and shall be compatible with the massing, size, scale and architectural
features to protect the historic integrity of the property and its environment.”

The Commission made findings as to this standard as well. Finding 21 (quoted supra at

p. 9) addresses the fact that the proposed new building doés not dest;oy historic materials that
characterize the property. SPS does not dispute this finding. éee SPS Brief at 9-10.

Commission Findings 22-25 addresses the new work’s differentiation from and
compatibility with the old.

The proposed new building is compatible with the existing because it has a base,
body, and cornice arrangement much like the historic building, but with new
materials... the proposed new building also has a symmetrical rhythm of wmdow
openings, but-doesn’t duphcate the landmark

The pomons of the proposed new building immediately adjacent to the landmark
are primnarily glass, resulting in a visual separation of the proposed new building
from the old and creating a focal point that visually emphasizes' the landmark.

Floor heights for the proposed new building will match those of the old, thereby
reinforcing the compatibility of window openings and comice lines.

Massing and size of the proposed new building is compatible as well, with the
new sections closest to the landmark being comparable in height and volume.
The larger volumes of the proposed new building are set further back on the site
to minimize visual competition with the landmark.

The proposed new building, as designed, has minimal impact on the visual and
physical integrity of the:landmark. . If it were removed in the future, existing
historic brick would remain intact and unimpaired. Where there was originally
wood siding, new wood siding could be reinstalled. Existing window openings
would also be intact and could be restored with new sashes.

McCullough Hill Leary, PS
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See Addendum A (Ex. 94), Findings 22-25. These findings are supported by substantiél.
evidence in the record. See Exs. 2B, 8, 88-89, 92-93, 95.

Architect Kate Krafft felt that the new building was too close to the historic landmark.
‘She suggested locating the new building to the east and southeast of Ronald School and only
directly connect the new building to the west side of the south elevation. SPS Brief at 9-10.

The Commission specifically addressed and rejected that suggestion:

[Staff Member] Koler asked the commissioners if they feel the proposed project
meets the [Secretary of Interior] Standards or whether the Krafft alternative is a
better solution.. :

[Commissioner] McCroskey asked if the Commission felt anything is gained by

the Krafft alternative, and said she doesn’t think it is a better solution than that
proposed by the Apphcant

[Commnssxoners] Hitzroth and Day agreed.

[Commissioner] Day said in order to have a meaningful separation from the
landmark, the new building would need to be set back to such a degree that it did

not appear that the new auditorium space would be possible in the proposed
location. He also said the ability to read and touch the old bmldmg S masonry

wall from inside the new building is a valid preservation option in 1tself

McCroskey closed by stating that the Standards do allow for addmons and that
~they can extend the life of historic buildings. If the new building was constructed
without integration with the old, the landmark could conceivably become an
orphan structure..

See Ex. 92 at 7 (November 17, 2010 Commission Meeting Minutes).

SPS also cited the testimony of Flo Lentz, the program director for historic preservation

with King County’s 4Culture, who expressed concern about the impact of the “massive large
addition” of the new school to the landmark. The Commission fully responded to this concemn in

its Findings, noting that (a) its jurisdiction is limited to 15 feet around the Ronald School

Building, so that the new school could be built in almost its current configuration and location

McCullough Hill Leary, PS -
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even without connectihg with the old school; and (b) that the design of the school has been

carefully scaled so as not to overwhelm the old school, and to provide prominence to the old

school. See Addendum A (Ex. 94), Findings 7-11, 20-25.
The Commission’s Findings that the COA Application meets Standard 9 are fully
supported by substantial evidence in the record, and should be affirmed. See Exs. 2B, 8, 88-89,

92-93, 95.

C.  The Commission Considered Alternatives.

SPS contends that thé Landmarks Decision should be reversed because the Conimission
failed to consider “the reasonableness or lack thereof of the proposed alteration or significant
changes in light of other alternatives available to achieve the objectives of the owner or
applicant.” See SPS Brief at 10-11, citing Commission Rule of Procedure Criterion V1.6.B.

SPS claims that it could “find no record that alternatives were considered by the City or
DRC.” Id.

This claim is surprising, because the recoid is clear that the Commission did in fact

| consider alternatives.

The District Architect presented the Commission with a thorough explanation of the
alternatives that the District has explored, and why alternative locations of the new school
building were unreasonable.

Nancy Callery, Bassetti Architects, gave a PowerPoint . presentation with
additional information regarding the application, including various other
alternatives that the school district had considered. Those alternatives included
placing the new school building along the western and southern edges of the site
(too close to existing residential neighborhoods); placing the new building along
the eastern edge of the site (poor soils and noise from adjacent commercial
properties) relocation of the landmark; and demolition of the landmark.

McCullough Hill Leary, PS
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See Ex. 92 at p. 2 (November 17, 2010 Landmarks Commission meeting minutes). See also Ex.
93.
Commissioner Day confirmed that these alternatives were also presented to the
Commission’s Design Review Committee meeting of September 9, 2010. See Ex. 92 at p. 6.
The Commission also made specific findings as to the reasonableness of alternative

locations for the new school:

Various site restrictions, including poor soils for construction, traffic levels in
adjacent residential neighborhoods, and the need to continue using the adjacent
high school buildings while the new one is being constructed, necessitated siting
the proposed new building to the north and east side of the site, in proximity to
the landmark.
In addition to other locations on the site, additional alternatives were considered
including the demolition of the landmark and the relocation of the landmark to
another parcel. .

See Addendum A (Ex. 94), Findings 5 and 6.
Simply put, the reasonableness of alternatives was considered by the Commission. SPS’s

contentions to the contrary are frivolous.

D. Neither the Landmarks Commission Rules Nor KCC 20.62.110 Authorizes
the Council to Reverse the Landmark Decision Based on “Intent of the Law.”

The Landmarks Commission Rules identify four sineciﬁc cﬁteria which are to be applied
By the Commission when granting a certificate of appropriateness. See Ex. 11, Part VI(6). | None
of those criteria authorizes denial of a certificate of appropriaténess based on the “intent of the
law.” KCC 20.62.1 1.0 governs appe:;ds of Commission d_ecisions, and provides that relief can bé
granted only if the Commission decision is é'ased on an error of fact or an error in judgment or

conclusion. KCC 20.62.110 provides no authority for the Council to grant relief based on “intent |

of the law.”

. _ o McCullough Hill Ieary, PS
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SPS nonetheless clairﬁs that the Landmark Decision should be reversed because it is in
violation of the “intent of the law,” in particular SMC 15.20.010.B, and the City’s
Comprehensive Plan. SPS Brief at 12-13. |

Since neither the Landmarks Commission rules nor KCC 20.62.110 authorizes relief
based on the “intent of tile law,” this claim must be dismissed.

As for 1he “intent” cited by SPS, the District COA application more than fulfills that

“intent.” As demonstrated above, by complying with the“Secretary of Interior Standards, the

proposal causes no unnecessary destruction or defacement of historic resources. SMC

15.20.010(B). To the contrary, the proposal will renovate the Ronald School and restore it to its
historic use, clearly fulfilling the intent of this code section. As for the Comprehensive Plan
community design policies, the District COA. application also more than meets them: Ronald
School is being preserved and enhanced; Ronald School has been reviewed by the Commission
to ensure that it continues to be a part of the community; the District is engaging in responsible

stewardship of the building; and the District has worked with the Museum (which supports the

application), the City, and the Commission to preserve the landmark.

E. The Commission Followed Its Procedures.
SPS makes three claims that the Commission violated its procedures. SPS Brief at 13-15.
None of the claims has merit. Each of the claims should be dismissed.?

SPS Received Adequate Notice of the Landmarks Commission Meeting.

2 Itis unclear whether the Council has jurisdiction to rule on whether the Commission violated its procedures.
KCC 20.62.110, which affords the Council jurisdiction over this matter, identifies only errors of fact or of judgment
as a basis for relief. The District raises this question for the Council’s consideration, and suggests that the City
Attomney be consulted as to this issue. :

- McCullough Hill Leary, PS

RESPONSE MEMORANDUM - Page 16 of 21 701 Fifth Avenue, Suite 7220

LAShoreline Schodl DisticliRonald Schoo! Landmarks AppealiDocs\Response Brief.dic 54 Seattle, “/2“;16“;3‘18503‘; 23104‘7042 4

206.812.3389 fax




10

i1

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

23

24

25

26

27

28

SPS concedes that it received adequate notice of the Landmarks Commission meeting in
this matter. Indeed, the public as a whole was well represented, with over thirty citizens
providing public testimony.

SPS complains, however, that there was inadequate notice of the cancellation of an
earlier scheduled hearing. SPS identifies no prejudice that accrued to it by virtue of the

cancellation. Indeed, typically project opponents seek more time, not less time, to prepare for

hearings of this nature. e

In any event, it is understood that the Commission, in its submission to the Council, will
clarify that the rule cited by SPS (Rule III(S)(A)) applies only.to regular, not special, meetings of
the Commission. Since the November 17, 2010 meeting of th¢ Commission was a special, not a
regular, meeting, Rule III(S)(A) is accordingly not applicable. Rule III(5)(B), instead, governs
the scheduling of special meétings. The Comrhission' complied with this Rule.

Commissioner Day Complied with Landmarks Commission Rule 1.

Without citing to the record, SPS‘asserts that “during the hearing, Commissioner Day
declared that he and the Chair had been conversing about the case before the hearing.” SPS
asserts that this conversation violates two provisions of Landmarks Commission Rule L

First, SPS contends that this conversation violates Rule I(2)(C), which prohibits a

‘Commissioner from attempting to influence another Commissioner respecting a matter in which

tﬁe first Commissioner has a conflict of interest. However, SPS makes no allegatioh that

Commissioner Day has a conflict of interest. Accordingly, this Rule is inapplicable. v
Second, SPS contends that Commissioner Day violated Rule I(3) by having an ex parte

communication with Commissioner McCroskey before the hearing. However, a prohibited ex

parte communication is defined in the Appearance of Fairness statute, RCW 42.36.060, as one

i . _ McCullough Hill Le PS
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between a member of a decision-making bddy and a project “opponent or proponent.”
Commissioner McCroskey is neither an opponent nor a proponent of the District proposal.
Therefore, Rule 1(3) was not violated. Moreover, Rule I(3) specifically provides that information
obtained off the record should be reported for the record. Commissioner Day thoroughly
complied with this requirement:

Commissioner Day noted for the record that he and Commissioner McCroskey

had bitefly discussed prior to the hearing that the Landmarks Commission had

received comments questioning whether any .dlternatives to the Applicant’s

proposed design had been presented to the design review committee (DRC). Day

said that there was in fact a presentation of site planning and design alternatives

by the Applicant for the DRC which the Applicant also presented tonight.

Ex. 92 at p. 6 (November 17, 2010 Landmarks Commission Meeting Minutes).

The Commission Had a Lawful Quorum on November 17, 2010.

Third, SPS contends that the fact that the Landmarks Commission special member
representing the City of Shoreline, Victoria Stiles, recused herself from participating in the
proceeding (Ms. Stiles is Executive Director of the Museum and therefore a proponent of the
District COA application), “is of major concern.” ‘See Exs. 4, 9; SPS Brief at 15. The District
would suggest that had Ms. Stiles participated in the proceeding, as a proponent of the
application, then SPS would find that to be of even greater concern. In any event, whether SPS
is “concerned” or not, SPS acknowledges that the Commission had a lawful quorum and ample

authority to render a decision on the COA application at its November 17, 2010 meeting.

SPS has identified no procedural violations. These claims must be dismissed.

‘ McCullough Hill Leary, PS
. . 701 Fifth Avenue, Suite 7220
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F. The Council Has No Jurisdiction to Adjudicate the District’s Compliance
With SEPA.

SPS contends that the District, as lead agency for the Shorewood High School proposal,
has not complied with SEPA, and that therefore “the City is instead required to prepare a new
SEPA threshold determination...” SPS Brief at 15-18.

KCC 26.62.1 10, however, affords the City Council, acting inv a quasi-judicial appellate
capaéity, no jurisdiction to adjudicate whether the District) has complied with SEPA. The sole
issue in this appeal is whether the COA complies with th;a requirements of Chapter 15.20 SMC.

SPS did have an opportunity to seek review of the District’s compliance with SEPA by
filing an administrative appeal to the District Superintendent. SPS chose not to do so. Such an
appeal was filed by the Museum, and dismissed on the merits. The Museum had an opportunity
to seek further review in Superior. Court, but. chose not to do so. Since no other party filed an
administrative appeal of the threshold determination, no other party now has standing to pursue
an appeal of the District’s compliance with SEPA. RCW 43.21C.075(4).

G. The District’s DNS Addendum Acknowledges that Ronald School May Be
Retained On-Site.

SPS contends that that the District has not complied with SEPA because the Disfrict did
not disclose that it may elect to retain the Rohald School building on;site instead of relocating it.
Sf’S Brief at 4-5, 15-16.

| However, this contention is based solely on the Initial DNS. As the District’s
Responsible Official observed, based on public comment received, an Addendum to the DNS
was prepared that included revisions to the SEPA éhecklist whiéh acknowledged that the District |

may elect to retain Ronald School on site:

McCullough Hill Leary, PS
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The comment letters of the King County Historic Preservation Program and of the

Committee to Save Our Shoreline Historical Museum indicate that those entities

have both substantive and permitting concerns about moving the [Ronald School]

building to an off-site location. The District acknowledges these comments and

based on this public input, may elect to retain the building on-site, renovate the

building in accordance with applicable historic preservation guidelines, and

incorporate it for education purposes into the main classroom building. Either

action, moving the building or retaining it on-site and renovating it, will require a

Certificate of Appropriateness from the City of Shoreline Landmarks

Commission.

See AddendusTD to this response memorandum. In that light, the original April 28, 2010 SEPA

1) .
checklist was modified to acknowledge that the District may elect to retain the historic Ronald
School building on site. See Addendum C to this response memorandum, answers to Questions
A.l1 and B.13.c.

Since the District’s environmental review accurately described the proposal, there is no
merit to SPS’s claim that the DNS was flawed — even if the Council had jurisdiction to address
this issue, SPS’s claim must be dismissed.

H. The District Proposal is Environmentally Nonsignificant.

SPS argues that Washington law provides that a proposal which requires an
environmental impact statement (“EIS”) must have that EIS accompany the proposal through the
existing agency processes so that officials will use it in making decisions. SPS Brief at 16-17.

However, all of the authority cited by SPS relates to projects which are “major actions
affecting the environment,” projects with “significant adverse environmental impacts,” projects
which require an EIS.

None of that alithqrity applies here. The District determined that this proposal was

“nonsignificant” from an environmental point of view. That determination was affirmed by the
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Hearing Examiner and the District Superintendent. No appeal of that determination was filed.
That issue is now closed.

CONCLUSION

The District respectfully asks the Council to dismiss the SPS appeal. The claims raised
by SPS have no merit.

The District’s COA application complies with the Secretary of Interior Standards. The
Commission _fglﬁlled its obligation to consider alternatives. The proposal complies with both the
letter and the intent of the law. .The Commission complied with all applicable procedural
mandates. The District has fully complied with SEPA.

In February 2010, Shoreline voters asked the District to modernize and replace
Shorewood High Schocﬂ. The bistﬁct asks the Council to allow it to proceed with this project,
as intended by the Shoreiine citizenry.

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this _| { day of Rebruary, 2011.

MCCULLOUGH HILL LEARY, P.S.

G. Richard Hill, WSBA #3806
Attorney for Applicant Shoreline School District
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CITY OF SHORELINE LANDMARKS COMMISSION -

FINDINGS OF FACT AND DECISION
Ronald School Certificate of Appropriateness No. 1021

2
PROPERTY: Ronald School
PROPERTY ADDRESS: 749 N. 175™ Street, Shoreline, WA
OWNER: Shoreline School District
APPLICANT: Nancy Callery, Bassetti Architects
SUMMARY

The Shoreline Landmarks Commnrission (Comrmssmn) approves a certificate of appropriateness
(COA) to construct a new school building and restore elements of Ronald Sc¢hool, 4 City of
Shoreline landmark, 1ocated at 749 N. 175" Street in Shoreline, Washington.

Public Hearing: The Commxssmn held a public hearing on a COA apphcatxon for the Ronald
School on November 17, 2010 at the Richmond Masonic Center, 753 N 185‘h Street, Shoreline,
Washington. Staff submitted the certificate of appropriateness application, supporting
documentation, including the Design Review Committee recommendation, and staff

. recommendation to commissioners prior to the meeting, Vicki Stiles, the City’s special member to
the Commission, recused herself from the hearing due to conflict of interest because she is the
Executive Director of the Shoreline Historical Museum (current tenant of the subject building).
Commissioner Brian Rich recused himself from the hearing because he is employed by Bassetti
Architects, the Apphcant for this COA.

At the hearing, staff provided a brief summary of the proposal, followed by a presentation by the

. Applicant, Nancy Callery of Basseiti Architects, and a statement by Sue Walker, Superintendent of
Shoreline School District. Ms. Callery said the project was necessary in order to meet the
requirements of the school bond recently approved and to provide a replacement for Shorewood
High School. She also provided details on the design of the proposed new building, its attachment
to Ronald School, and the restoration of cerfdin elements of the landmark building. She further
described the alternatives which the School District considered prior to submitting the current
proposal. Ms. Walker read a statement asking the Commission to approve the application.

Thirty-three people offered oral testxmony Of these, 17 spoke against approvmg the application
and 16 spoke in favor of approving it. Nine of those who spoke against approval and one who
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spoke in favor also submitted written statements at the hearing. One additional person submitted
written testimony at the hearing in favor of approval. Prior to the hearing, written testimony was
received from 29 people: fifteen opposed the project or said that more information was needed
before a decision could be made (seven of these people also testified at the hearing); twelve were in
favor of the project (five of them also testified at the hearing). In addition, one person commented
on the SEPA process conducted by the school district and one commented on the conditional use
permit for the school currently being considered by the City of Shoreline. Neither of these issues
are admissible under the Commission’s rules and regulations. Other exhibits were submitted prior
to the hearing=a list of which is contained in Attachment A — List of Exhibits.

The Commission’s decision to approve the COA. application was based on it meeting the Secretary
of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties, specifically Standards 1, 2, 5, 6,
7,9 and 10; Shoreline Municipal Code 15.20; and Criteria VI.6.A-D of the Rules and Regulations
of the Shoreline Landmarks Commission. See Design ReV1ew Committee Report (Exhibit No. 41)
for discussion of applicable standards

_FINDINGS

The Commlssmn found that the proposed project is in compliance with the above-noted standards
and criteria. In making its decision, the Commlssmn adopted ‘the following specific findings:

1. Ronald School is significant under Criterion A1 for its association with the broad theme of
education-and under Criterion A3 as an excellent example of early 20th century school
design, executed in a modest Classical Revwal style. The period of significance is 1912-
1951. '

2. The features of significance include all exterior portions of the building; and all of the land
area within the boundaries of the designated area. The boundaries extend to the parcel limits
on the north and to a liné 15 feet from the bulldmg on the east, south, and west sides.

3. The building was constructed as a schoolhouse, with classrooms and offices. For many
years the building has housed the Shoreline Historical Museum. The proposed new use will
again be education, but as part of a larger school complex, and with high school students
being the primary focus.

4. School districts utilize building guidelines that recommend specific facilities and sizes for

" modem school campuses. The subjett site is smaller than is recommended for
' contemporary high school facilities, and is two-thirds the size of the other high school in the
district (Shorecrest).

5. Various site restrictions, including poor soils for construction, traffic levels in adjacent
residential neighborhoods, and the need to continue using the adjacent high school buildings
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“10.

11.

12.

13,

while the new one is being constructed, necessitated siting the proposed new building at the
north and east side of the site, in proximity to the landmark.

In addition to other locations on the site, additional altematives were considered including
the demohtlon of the landmark and the relocation of the landmark to another parcel.

The pr0posed new building has a rhythmic pattern of fenestration that complements but does
not rephcate the rhythm of windows in the landmark.

The proposed new buzldmg has a vocabulary of building base, body and comice that
complements but does not replicate the same vocabulary on the landmark.

The proposed new building is composed of several components, with the components
closest to the landmark consisting of more translucent elements, creating a subtle effect of
separatlon between the new and old buildings. These components are also compatible in
massing to the massing of the landmark but do not replicate the massing,

Ronald School is located closer to the street than the proposed new building to the east. It is
set back slightly from the front plane of the landmark and approximately 35 feet from the
east (suie) elevation to visually accentuate the landinark.

A new building could be constructed to within 15 feet of the landmark on the east, south or
west without having to obtain a COA. :

Non-historic driveways located on either side of Ronald School will be removed and

replaced with landscaping and sidewalks, more in keeping with the origin'al site.

The proposed new building on the rear of Ronald School is two stories high, one story

~ shorter than the landmark, creating a subtle effect of separation from it and emphasizing

14.

15.

16.

visual preference of the iandmark

‘No historic materials that are designated features of significance will be removed. There

will be a minor alteration of features on the rear of the building, whiere the proposed new
building will be attached. This alteration will include the remioval of non-historic windows
and the infilling of the window openings as required by building code for adequate fire
separatlon

There will be minimal xmpact on spatjal relatxonshlps, as the primary elevations of the
buddmg will be maintained, with only the addition of a new building at the rear. Currently
the building is surrounded by a parkmg lot and driveways, both non-historic elements, and
these will be removed.

All distinctive matenals features, finishes and construction techniques (features of
significance) will be preserved. Some brickwork will be repointed to match the existing
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mortar joints, Where the proposed new building is attached on the rear of the building, the
existing exterior brickwork will be maintained and will be preserved within the envelope of

‘the proposed new building.

17. Deteriorated woodwork and brickwork will be repaired. In cases where woodwork is too

deteriorated to repair, replacement will match the historic woodwork based on physical and
photographic evidence.

18 The existing windows are replacement windows and are approximately 40 years old. The

proposed new replacements will replicate the ongmfal windows using historic photographs
and physical evidence as guidance. They will match the originals in design, texture, visual
qualities, and dimensions, and if budget allows, material. The windows will contain
insulated glass panels, and will have a low-E coating, but this should not alter the v1sua1

quality.

19. Exterior brickwork will be cleaned using a low-pressure wash and mild detergent. These are

common and acceptable methods for cleaning historic brick.

20. Only that portion of the proposed new building that is within the designated boundaries of

21.

the landmark can be reviewed by the Commission; thus review authority is limited to a 15
foot area extending from the landmark’s south, east, and west elevations. However, for

- discussion purposes, the entire north portion of the proposed new building (that closest to

the historic building) was considered in the evaluation.

The proposed new building does not destroy any historic features or spatial relationships.
The windows at the rear of the landmark will be removed and infilled, but the windows
themselves are not original. The west portion of the rear elevation has been re-sided with
new material, and an elevator was added. These will be removed for attachment of the
proposed new building. The spatial relationship at the front of the building, consisting of the
setback from the street and thie prominence at the end of Linden Avenue will not change.
The spatial relationship to the east, historically consisting of open space but now containirig
a driveway, will be improved with the removal of the drive and an open courtyard between
the historic building arid the proposed new building. The spatial relationship to the west,
now consisting of a driveway and open space, will also be improved by the removal of the
driveway immediately adjacent to the historic building. This elevation would become more
prominent, as it faces the entry for the new school.

22.The proposed new building is compatible with the existing because it has a base, body, and

commice arrangement much like the historic building, but with new materials. Final material
selection has not been made, but will be reviewed with staff before construction begins. The
proposed new building also has a symmetrical thythm of window openings, but doesn’t
duplicate the landmark. The portions of the proposed new building immediately adjacent to
the landmark are primarily glass, resulting in a visual separation of the proposed new

~ building from the old and creating a focal point that visually emphasizes the landmark.
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23. Floor heights for the proposed new building will match those of the old, thereby reinforcing
the compatibility of window openings and cornice lines.

24. Massing and size of the proposed new building is éompatible as well, with the new sections
closest to the landmark being comparable in height and volume. The larger volumes of the

proposed new building are set further back on the site to minimize visual competition with
the landmark.

25. The proposed new building, as designed, has minimgal impact on the visual and physical
integrity of the landmark. Ifit were removed in the future, existing historic brick would
remain intact and uwnimpaired. Where there was originally wood siding, new wood siding
could bereinstalled. Existing window openings would also be intact and could be restored
with new sashes.

MINUTES AND EXHIBITS
The minutes of the Shoreline Landmarks Coi’nrmssmn public hearing of November 17, 2010 are on

file in the King County Historic Preservation Program office, 400 Yesler Way, Suite 510, Seattle,
Washington. .

The following exhibits were entered into the record: See Attachment A - List of Exhibits.

DECISION

At its November 17, 2010 meeting the Commission unanimously approved a certificate of
appropriateness as recommended by the Design Review Committee and staff, including the
conditions described in the DRC Report (see Exhibit No. 41), to construct a new school building
and restore historic elements of Ronald School.

SHORELINE LANDMARKS COMMISSION

QM/;///{ jJV %10

Laureh McCroskey, Chair 0 e Date

TRANSMITTED this 3rd day of December, 2010 to the following parties and interested persoris:

Nancy Callery, Bassetti Architects Paul Cohen, City of Shoreline
Lome McConachie, Bassetti Architects : . Bob Ferguson, King County Councilmember
Sue Walker, Shoreline School District Travis Alley, King County Council Staff
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Jennifer Altena

Dean L. Barth

Kate Bauman, GG Architects

John Behrens

Boni Biery

Wes Brandon

Beth Burkell

Kathy Carrow, Shorewood PTSA
Raymond S. Collins

Loren Day

Amy Daybert, Enterprisc News
Linda Delgade _—

Wendy DiPeso

Bill Dunbar

Debi Ehrlichroan

Ann Erickson

Alfred Frates, Jr.

Tanya Frates

Karen Frazier

Suzanne Gillette

Julio and June Gomalez

leff Greene, GG Architects

Judy Griegel

Suzanne Gugger

Kathy Hall

Marcia Harris, Shorclme School District
Lois Harrison’

Diane Hettrick, Shoreline Area News
Michelle Hickman

G. Richard Hill, McCullough Hill Law Firm
Lisa Hirohata

Leanne S. Hofford

Julie Houff

KenHowe

Jocelyn Hudson

Mike Jacobs
. Carole Johaneson

Steve Kellett

Sue Kienast, Bothell Historical Soclety
Kate Krafft, Krafft & Krafft Architects
Sharon Leitner

Flo Lentz, 4Culture

Sareh Lovejoy

Dale Lydin

Zelma McCartt

David S. Mann

Lisa Mannery

Afia Christine Menke

Aaron Miller

Geneva F. Norton

Maren Norton

Patti Par Norwood

Angela Nouwens

Margie Olson

Helen.M. Oltman

VlrgmrﬁM Paulsen

Suzanne Pardee

Elaine Phelps

Richard Potter

Teri Potter

Christie Quigley

Robert L. Ransom

Henry Reed, Shorefine Historical Museum
Connie Samson

Garry Schalliol

Keith Scully

Shoreline Historical Museum, c/o Vicki Stiles
Shoreline Preservation Society, ¢/o Janet Way
Roger Smith -

Linda Stein

Amy Stensrud

Dave and Marianne Stephens

Jan Stewart

Sigrid Strom

Lisa Surowiec

Les Tonkin, Tonkin/Hoyne/Lokan Architects
Neal Vonada

Janet Way

Vicki Westberg

David Wilson

Linda Wilson

Ken Wianick’

Sarah-Ann and Vance Woodfield
Jean, Wren

NOTICE OF RIGHT TO APPEAL OR RECOUSIDER

Appeal. Any person aggrieved by a decision of the Shoreline Landmarks Commission issuing or denying in whole or in part, a Type
ll or {11 Certificate of Appropriateness may, within 35 calendar ddys of mailing of notice of the action, appeal the decision to the
Shareline City Council. Written notice of appeal shall be filed with the Historic Preservation officer and the ‘City Clerk and shalf be
accompanied by a statement setting forth the grounds of the . appeal, supporting documents and argument. (KCC 20.62.110 A, as

adopted by reference in SMC 1520.025.)

Reconsideration. Any person aggrieved by a decision of the Shoreline Landmarks Commission issuing or denying, in whole or in
part, a Certificate of Appropriateness may, within 20 calendar days of mailing of notice of the decision, petition the Commission for
reconsideration on the grounds the decision was based on 1) error or omissions of fact; or, 2) that new information bearing on the
decision, and not reasonably available to the Comsmission at the time of the decision, is available. The written petition shall be filed
with the Historic Preservatian Officer and shall be accompanied by 1) a statement setting forth the grounds for the petition; and, 2)
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any supporting documents Within 70 calendar days of a petition for reconsideration, the Commission shall review the record, and
may, at its discretion, render a revised decision. The Commission may, at its discretion, hold another public hearing on the matter,
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PUBLIC SCHOOLS

DETERMINATION OF NONSIGNIFICANCE (DNS)

Proposal: Shorewood High School

The proposal includes the redevelopment of an existing high schoal site. One new structure will be built to the
east of the existing school buildings. The new facility will include one new building and the relocation of an
existing building and the relacation and reuse of the portables, The Main Building will include Academic,
Performing Arts and Athletic functions, totating approx. 220,000sf, of new space including;

Maln Building: The Main building is 55 FT. +/- and approx. three stories in height indurﬁng a Performing
Theater Fly loft no greater than the 72° maximum height aliowable in height.

‘Rona!d School Bullding (to be moved off-sita): A three-story building with approx. 15,000 SF total. The
existing Ronald Schoal will be moved to an off-site location. -

Construction will be phased with sorﬁe construction occurdng_wiﬂle éqmé existing buildings ‘ére in operafion.
Existing Shorewood High Schoa structures will be demolished upon occuparicy of riew School structures.

Assadiated work includes the reconfiguration of parkirig areas 16 acco'rf{mdate up to approximately 450
vehicles and a separate bus drop off area and separate stitdent drop off ‘area; athletic faclities including fields,
track, and small community sports structures; frontage improvements; appropriate ufiities, fire gecess, street
egresslingress, fransformer and generator pads, stormwater collection dnd water quality treatmient facilities.
Off-site improvements are not anticfpated at this time; howevef they may include sidewalk, ctitb & gutter,
landscape strip, parking and utility extenstons. The project may inclide stormi pipes, water and Sewer lines over
-eight Inches in diameter to serve the site. T T

The development also includes the temporary placement of approximately 6 portablé classrooms, to house

displaced students during the course of construction. Work will include refated site and tility improvements. The
portables will be removed upon completion of the project. ’ -

Property Owner/Applicant: . Shoreline School Distict 412: '
Location: © - 17300 Frembrit Averiue Noith, Shoreline, WA 98133
. (Yax 1D's: 0726049134, 0726049248, 0726049263, 072604058,
0726049201, 0726049291, and 0726049262) *

Lead Agency: Shoreliie School District412.. . .
Asthie lead agency for this proposal, Shoreline Sehool District 412 has reviewed the proposed project and
determined that the proposal does not have & probable significant adverse impact on the environment. An

environmental impact statement (EIS) Is riot required under RCW 43.21C 030 (2)(c). This dedision was made

after review of a completed environmental chéckiist and other information on file with the lead agency. This

information is available to the public on request. -

¥ This DNS is issued under WAG 197-11-340(2); the lead ageney wil not act on tis proposal for 14 days
from the date below. Comments must be submitted in vaiting to Stioréline School Distrct No. 412, Atin:
Marcla Hardis, Deputy Superinténder, 206.361.4366, by 5:00 pm ori May 17, 2010.

Public Comment: We Invite your comrments in feview of this propésal, Anyane wishing to réview the project
file, environmenta! chetkiist, and any offierdecuments relating 16 this propiosal may do so by contacting Marcia
Hanis at 206.361.4366. Commients ¢an be sént to Shoreline School District, Atln: Marcia Haris, Deputy
Superintendent, 206.361.4386. e T .

Responsible Official: Marcia Hanis, Deputy Superintendent
Shorelirie Schoo! District No. 412

18560 1* Avenue NE.. - -

Shoreline, WA 98155-2148

Signature: _ G i A7 51310

Appeal: Pursuant to Shoreline School Ditrict SEPA policies, determination decisions by the Responsible
Offictal may be appealed to the Schiool District Supefintendent. A written notice of appeal identifying the -
grounds for appeal must be filed by the date indicated below as “Appeal Deadline.” Appeals must be in writing
and contain specific factual abjections and other specific items as identified in the Shoreline School District
SEPA policies. Appeals must be submitted to: Shoreline Schaof District No. 412 at 18560 1™ Avenue NE,
Shoreline, WA 08155-2148, )

Appeal Deadline: 4:00pm, June 1, 2010. (14 day)

Note: The issuance of this DNS does not constitute project approval. The applicant must comply with all ofher
applicable requirements of the City of Shoreline.

SWHS 10of1
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UBLIC SCHOOLS - .
18560 1st Ave NE
. Shoreline, WA 98155

ADDENDUM TO DETERMINATION OF
: NONSIGNIFICANCE (DNS)

Name of DNS: SHOREWOOD HIGH SCHOOL 5

Description of original DNS: , '

The proposal includes the redevelopment of an existing high school site. One new structure will be
built to the east of the existing school buildings, The new facility will include one new building and the
relocation of an existing building and the relocation and reuse of the portables. The Main Building will
include Academic, Performing Arts and Athletic functions, totaling approx. 220,000 sf, of new space
including;

Main Building: The Main building is 55 FT. +/- and approx. three stories in height including a
Performing Theater Fly loft no greater than the 72' maximum height allowable in height.

Ronald School Building (fo be moved oif-site). A three-story building with approx. 15,000 SF
total. The existing Ronald School will be moved te an off-site location.

Construction will be phased with some construction occurrlng_Whiie.éome existing Buiidings arein
operation. Existing Shorewood High School structures will be demolished upon occupancy of new
school structures. _ :

Associated work includes the reconfiguration of parking areas to accommodate up to approximately
450 vehicles and a separate bus drop off area and separate student drop off area; athletic facilities
including fields, track, and small community sports structures; frontage improvements; ‘appropriate
utiliies, fire access, street egressfingress, transformer and generator pads, stormwater collection and
water quality treatment facilities. Off-site improvements are not anticipated at this time; however they
may include sidewalk, curb & gutter, landscape strip, parking and utility extensions. The project may
include storm pipes, water and sewer lines over eight inches in diameter to serve the site.

The development also includes the temporary placement of approximatéiy 6 portable classrooms, to

" house displaced students during the course of construction. Work will include refated site and utility

improverments. The portables will be removed upon completion of the project.

Property Owner/Applicant: ‘Contact Person; Marcia Harris, Deputy Superintendent
- Shoreline School District No. 412 Email: marcia.hamis@shorelineschools.org

18560 1st Ave NE Telephone Number: (206) 368-4113

Shoreline, WA 98155 Fax Number: (206) 361-4204

SWHS DNS Addendurn S R P
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Location of DNS: .

Lead Agency:

T T T LU OO/ P VIR
{

May 25, 2010

o 17300 Fremont Avenue North, Shoreline, WA 98133
(Tax |D's: 0726049134, 0726049248, 0726049263, 0726049058,
0726049201, 0726049291, and 0726049292)

Shoreline School District No. 412

Shoreline School District No 412 is providing updated information on this project fhat may be
of interest to other agencies or the public. The updated information provided below does not
substantially change the analysis of significant impacts in the existing environmental

checklist.

The original environmental checkiist, dated April 28, 2010, should be modified to reflect the

following changes:

Question A. 10; List any government approvals or permits that will be needed for your proposal,

if known

Conditional Use Permit - (City of Sherer ine)

Landmarks-Board-Approvals Certificate of Approm_g_teness {City of Shareline
Landmarks Commission—administered by the King Coungg Historic Preservation

Program)

Building Permit- (Cuty of Shoreling)

Temporary Use Permits- (City of Shoreline)

Health District Approval- (King County Health Depariment)

NPDES Pemit- (Washington State DOE)

Demolition Permit- (City of Shorefing)

Electrical Approval= (Labor and Industries)

Utility District Approval (Ronald Wastewater and Seattle Public Utilities)

Stormwater Pollittion Prevention Plan (K ing County Development and.

Environmental Services)

Questlon A.11. Give brief, complete descnptlon of your proposal, including the proposed uses
and the size of the project and site.
The proposal includes the redevelopment of an existing high school site. One new structure wilf
be bullt to the east of the existing school buildings. The new facility will include one new building
and the relocation of an existing building and the relocation and reuse of the portables, The
Maln Building will include Academic, Performing Arts and Athletic functions, fotaling approx
220,000 sf, of new space including;

Main Building: The Main building is 55 FT. +/~-and approx. three stones in-height
including a Performing Theater Fly loft no greater than the 72' maximum height
allowable in height. ' , :

Ronald Schoal Building (may {e be moved off-site): A three-story .building with approx.
15,000 SF total. The existing Ronald School may wili be moved to an off-site location.

In the event it is not moved it is intended to be renovated and incorporated as part of
the Main Building. 2

Construction will be phased with some construction occurring while some existing buildings are
in operation. Existing Shorewood High School structures wilt be demnolished uport cccupancy of
new school structures.

Associated work includes the reconfiguration of parking areas to accommodate up to
approximately 450 vehicles and a separate bus drop off area and separate student drop off

SWHS DNS Addendum
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area; athletic facilfties including fields, frack, and small community sports structures; frontage
improvements; appropriate utiliies, fire access, street egressfingress, transformer and
generator pads, stormwater collection and water quality treatment facilities. Off-site
improvements are not anticipated at this time; however they may include sidewalk, curb &
gutter, landscape strip, parking and utility extensions. The project may include storm pipes,
water and sewer lines over eight inches in diameter to serve the site.

The development also includes the temporary placement of approximately 6 portable
classrooms, to house displaced students during the course of construction. Work will inciude
related site and utility improvements. The portables will be removed upan completion of the
project.

Questlon B. 8.a; What is the current use of the site ang adjacent properties?
The site is currently used as Shorewood High ScHool, operated by the Shoreline
School District and_the Shoreline Historical Museum located to the north.
Adjacent property to the north is a mix of single-family and muiti-family uses;
property to the south and west is single family; property o the east is a mix of
industrial and commercial uses, including car dealerships and other commercial
uses.

Question B.8.c: Describe any structures on the site.
Existing high school structures onsite include multiple one~story structures and portables,
totaling approximately 232,800 SF. Also located on-site is the Ronald School, a three-story

structure totaling approximately 15, 000 square feet

Question B.13.a: Are there any places or objects listed on, or proposed for, national, state, or

local preservation registers known to be on or niext to the site? If so, generally describe.

Existing oh fhie schiool district propeity site is the Ronald School, which is ogerated by the

Shoreline Historical Muissutn and listed as a City of Shoreline landmark place:

_ The 15,000 SF building 18 approximately 2-5 three stories tall with ftwo above ground floors and
one floor a daylight basement. The building is currently used by the Shoreline Historical
Museum, and is over 50 years old, thetefore potentially eligible for nomination to the National
Register .of Historic Places. Attached, as Exhibit B, is the City of Shoreline Landmarks
Commission Findings of Fact and Decision on Ronald School.

Question B.13.b: Generally describe any landmarks or evidence of historic, archaeological,

scientific, or cultural importaince known to be on or next to the site. .
Other than the presence of the Ronald School, no known archeological, scientific or cultural
evidence has been found on the site. The Ronald School is a three-story masonry building as
described above. See also Exhibit B.

Question B.13.c: Proposed measures to reduce or control impacts, if any:
Proposed measures to reduce imnpacts to the Ronald School inciude the potential of moving the
building fo an off-site location. Prior to the movement of the Ronald School Building, the bufiding
would be analyzéd and assessed by a qualified professional engirieer to confifm the feasibility
of moving the building to an off-site location. The building would also be documented via as-built
drawings prior to being moved. Based on public input regarding the relocation of the Ronald
Schoo! Building, the District may’elect to retain the bullding on-site, renovate the building in
accordance with applicable histofic presetvation guidelines, and incorporate it for educationat
purposes info the main classroom building. Either action, moving the building or tetaining it on-
site and renovating it, will require a Cerlificate of Appropriateness from the City of Shoreline
Landmarks Commission. Exercise of the [atter option would result in the relocat(on of the
Shoreline Historical Museum to an off-site location. ’

SWHS DNS Addendom T aota
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May 26,2010

Based on the original environmental checklist and the updated information provided in this
addendum, it has been determined that a new threshold determination is not warranted. There
-is no comment period associated with this SEPA environmental checklist addendum.

Responsible Official: Marcia Harris
Position/Title: Deputy Superintendent, Shoreline School District No. 412
Address: - 18660 1* Avenue NE, Shoreline, WA 98155-2148

If you have ary questions about this action, please contact:

Marcia Harris, : Email: marcia.harris@shorelineschools.org

Phone: (206) 368-4113 Fax: (206) 361-4204

This addendum is issued on Tuesday, May 25, 2010 pursuant to WAC 1971 1-600(4){c) and 197-

11-625.
' Q%/-ﬂ -~ 5/25/10

b Date of Issue

. Signature:

Note: The issuance of this DNS Addendum does. notvbonstitute project approval. The applicant must
comply with all other applicable requirements of the City of Shoreline.

SWHS DNS Addendum : 174 . 40of4
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Board of Directors

: LINE David Wilson

Maren Norton
Mike Jacobs

Deborah Ehrlichmari
Richard Potier

PUBLIC SCHOOLS Hard Poter
Superintendent
Secretary to the Board

May 25,2010

To: All Paties of Record & Agencies with Jurisdiction
Re: Shorewood High School DNS _‘ ,’7"‘ )
To Whom It May Concern:

The Shoreline School District has received substantive and timely comments on the SEPA
Determination for the Shoréwood High School which has resulted in a reconsideration of the
Detérmination of Non-Significance (DNS) per WAC 197-11-340(2)(f) by the SEPA responsible
official. Your comments are noted, and will be considered by me as lead agency responsible official, in
accoidance with the provisions of WAC 197-11-340. ) '

The reconsideration has resulted in the issuance of the attachéd addendum to the original DNS in
accordance with WAC 197-11-706. The updated infom)étion does not substantially change the
analysis of significant impacts for the project and thus thie defermination has been retained as a DNS.
The addendum will be mailed to agencies with jurisdiction and parties of record. There is no further
coniment period for this proposal. '

The Shoreline School District assumed lead agency status for this proposal pursuant to WAC 197-11-
926 in which an agency inifiating a proposal is the lead agency for the proposal. A Notice of
Assumption of Lead Agency Status was provided fo and accepted by the City of Shoreline on April 19,
2010. : :

The original DNS was properly noticed per the SEPA notice provisions in WAC 197-11-510 and the
School District’s SEPA. Procedures. These provisions and procedures do not requite the provision of
notice to adjacent property owners. The determination was legally noticed in the Seattle Times which
is the currerit newspaper of record for the Shoreline School District (see Attachment A for affidavit of
publishing). The determination was also noticed at the site with three 4-foot by 4-foot notice boards
located on-site along each public street frontage (refer to Attachment A). The notice was also sent to
the District’s mailing list for agencies with jurisdiction. As such, the School District and SEPA
responsible official have complied with statutory requirements regarding public notice in this matter.

The School District’s SEPA Procedures identify that the School District will establish a mailing list for
those interested citizens who wish to be informed of SEPA determinations. All parties who have
provided SEPA comments in writing will be added fo our mailing list for future public notice
associated with Shorewood High School SEPA. matters, including this notice of addendum to the DNS.

Administrative Offices, 18560 1st Ave NE; Shoreline, WA 98155-2148, Office (206) 361 -4366, Fax (206) 361-4204
176.



Several comments received pertained specifically to the potential relocation of the existing Ronald
School building to an off-site location. The potential relocation of the building was proposed as part of
the overall project and included specifically in the project description. In this case, the relocation was
evaluated as such and was not separated out as mitigation measure to address a direct impact.
Therefore, the analysis acknowledges the relocation as part of the overall project and identifies no
other significant mitigation that would _]ustlfy modifying the DNS to a Mitigated Determination of
Non-Significance (MDNS).

The comment letters of the King County Historic Preservation Program and of the Committee to Save
‘Our Shoreline Historical Museum indicate that those entities have both substantive and permitting
concerns about moving the building to an off-site location. The District acknowledges these comments
and based on this public input, may elect fo retain the building on-site, renovate the building in
accordance with applicable historic preservation guidelines, and incorporate it for educational purposes
into the main.classroom building. Either action, moving the building or retaining it on-site and
renovating it, will require a Certificate of Appropriatene$s from the City of Shoreline Landmarks
Commission. Exercise of the latter option would result in the relocation of the Shoreline Historical
Museum to an off-site location.

Very truly yours,

arc Hams
Deput Supen@dent

Administrative Offices, 18560 1st Ave NE, Shoreline, WA 98155-2148, Office (206) 361 4365,_ Fax (206) 361-4204
177 ‘ '
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' ‘ Board of Directors
SHORELINE Debors Bt
. — - . . Mike Jacobs
S L Maren Norton

Richard Potter
David Wilson

PUBLIC SCHOOLS Sue Walker
’ : Superintendent
Secretary to the Board

July 14, 2010

Jay P. Derr P
Duncan Greene

GordonDerr, LLP

2025 First Avenue, Suite 500

Seattle, WA 98121-3140

Re:  Shoreline Historical Museum
Shorewood High School DNS Appeal
Final Decision of the Superintendent

Dear Mr. Derr and Mr. Greene:

[ have received and reviewed the Hearing Examiner’s Recommendation to the Superintendent, dated
July 12, 2010. I bhave also reviewed Exhibits 1-7 identified in the Hearing Examiner’s
Recommendation.

Based on that review, I have decided to adopt the Hearing Examiner’s Recommendation. Accordingly,
the Shoreline Historical Museum’s appeal of the May 3, 2010 Determination of Nonsignificance
regarding Shorewood High School is hereby denied.

Sincerely, '

Sanne M. Walker
Superintendent

cc:  Michael Kenyon
Marcia Harris
G. Richard Hill

Administrative Offices, 18560 Ist Ave NE, Shoreline, WA 98155-2148, Office (206) 393-4203; Fax (206) 393-4204
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Lg I(ilng County

Historic Preservation Program

Department of Natural Resources and Parks e ,
201 South Jackson Street, Suite 700 [MS: KSC-NR-0700] RECE] VED
Seattle, WA 98104

206.296-8689 - FEB 7@ 201

- CITY CLERK
February 18, 2011 CITY OF SHORELINE

The Honorable Keith McGlashan and City Councilmembers
City of Shoreline

17500 Midvale Avenue North

Shoreline, WA 98133

RE: R‘fé:“s;ponsje‘ to Shoreline Preservation Society. Appellant:Brief Concerning
Ronald School COA No. 1021

Dear Mayor McGlashan and Councilmembers:

I am writing.on behalf of the City of Shoreline Landmarks Commission {Commission) in

response to-the opening brief submitted.by the Shoreline Preservation Society, appellant of the
Certificate of Appropriateness (COA) issued by the Commission for the Ronald:School
building. As further described below - and-contrary to the:appellant’s assertions - the
Commission’s approval of the COA is‘in conformance with all aspects: of ap
procedures, and codes governing the:issuance. of Certificates:of Appropriateness:

responses are Keyed to the numbering and assertions listed.in:the Shoreline. Preservaffoxl_‘ Society
brief dated February 11, 2011.

SectionIHL.A. The Decision fails ta follow-Secretary of Interior Standards

The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation (Standards): aré a natiotially
recognized set of criteria used. to: guide the rehabilitation.of historic properties. They-are used by
landmark commissions throughout the country. The:Standards.contemplate new construction
attached to historic buildings and allow for that construction. The Shoreline (King County)
Landmarks Commission is highly qualified to interpret the Standards and does so on aregular
basis in its capacity as a regional provider of landmark designation and protection services. The
following responses address the appellant’s. assertion that the Commission’s décision failed to
follow the Standards.

Standard 1 - “4.property will be used as it-was-historically or be given a new use thatreqjui?e;;‘
minimal change to its distinctive materials, features, spaces, and.spatial relationships.”:

b

The appellant argues that the proposal cannot reasonably be in compliance with Standard 1

‘because it is far more than a minimal change.

Response: The subject proposal returns the building to its historic use asa school, consequently
there is no violation of Standard 1. Other standards address changes to buildings and spatial
relationships. '

“181
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Shoreline City Council

Response to Appellant Brief: Ronald School COA No. 1021
February 18, 2011

Page 2 of 6

Standard 2 — “The historic character of a property will be retained and preserved. The removal
of distinctive materials or alteration of features, spaces, and spatial relationships that
characterize a property will be avoided.”

The appellant asserts that the applicant’s proposed alterations to the south (rear) elevation of the
Ronald School are not minor, and that they will encapsulate this feature, convert it to interior
space, and significantly change the building form.

Response: Significant alterations have already occurred on the south elevation, including the
removal of historic windows and replacement with windows that are not in character with the
historic building; the replacement of original siding on half of this elevation with non-historic
miaterial; and, the addition of an elevator tower-and ramp that obscure an original entry.

The proposed project would alter spatial relationships at the rear of the building; however,
because this elevation has been significantly altered already, it would not significantly impact
any original features. In-addition, spatialrélationships to the north, east and west of the Ronald
School will be retained. In fact, mote historically appropriate conditions will be restored on the
east and west (side) elevations: by the removal of non-historic driveWays and replacement with

" elevator tower is. modrﬁed durmg reha‘b’ﬂrtatton Fmally, remammg orlgmal materrals on the
south elevatron will not be temoved; they'will be. preserved within the envelope:of the new

building.

Standard 3 — “Each property will be recogmzed as-a physical record of its time, place, and use.
Changes that create a false sense of hzstorzcal development such as adding con]ectural Jfeatures

-The appellant states that the plans for the south elevation are “tentative and conjectural”. It also
asserts that this elevation is Historically important because:it contained an entry that was used by
the students, where they waited for the bell, played games, had recess and where class plctures

ﬁrom other hrstonc propertres The apphcant is not proposmg that such features .Of e[ements be
added to the Ronald School, therefore Standard 3 is not applicable.

Standard 4 — “Changes to a property that have. acquzred hzstorzc significance in their own right
will be retained and preserved ”

The appellant states that the building has acquired “additional significance” because of its
association with the. Shoreline Historical Museum, a long-time tenant.
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Shoreline City Council

Response to Appellant Brief: Ronald School COA No. 1021
February 18, 2011

Page 3 of 6

Response: Ronald School was designated a landmark under Shoreline Landmark Criterion Al
for association with the broad pattern of education, and Criterion A3 as an intact example of a
distinctive early 20" century school design. The building was not designated for its association
with the Museum therefore the Commission cannot consider this. Furthermere, use is not a
criterion for designation (King County Code 20:62.040). Restorations that the Museum
undertook while a tenant in the building are being left intact.

Standard 9 — “New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction will not destroy
historic materials, features, and spatial relationships that characterize the property. The new
work shall be differentiated from the old and will be compatible with the historic materials,
Jeatures, sizesscale and proportion, and massing to protect the integrity of the property and its
environment.”

The appellant asserts tha the new addition will destroy Hi}tqric spatial r.cflationship_.s and the

historic form of the building, as well as set aprecedent for massive large additions that future
applicants will cite and future commissions will be bound by.

Response: The proposed project does not anticipate an addition to the Ronald School; it
propeses a completely new building that will be aitached to.a secondary elevation of the
landmark building. However, even if the proposed new construgtion i$ considered an’“addition”
under the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards, the proposed work satisfies all conditions. of
Standard 9. Primary spatial relationships are not impacted on the front and sides-of the historic
building. Only the spatial relationship at the rear is impacted, and the:new building is '
sufficiently distinguished (in terms of size, scale and proporti
the historic one.so as notto significantly impact the visual in

...... egrity of the latter.
The Commission does not believe that the ptqposed néwibﬁifldiihg will adversely:impact the
historic form of the landmark. The form rerhains intact on three elevations and only the rear
elevation is impacted by the connection to the new building;

The proposed plan anticipates two separate buildings attached on one elevation. The applicant
has exceeded the requirements of reducing the impact of massing and scale of the new building
on the landmark: the connection between two buildings is one-story shorter than the historic
building; to the east of the landmark, there is a separation of 35’ from the new building, and the
latter is set back from the street-side plane of the landmark, further diminishing visual impacts.

This is of note because based o the boundaries of significance which were identified at the time
of designation (within which no new construction can take place without reviewand approval by
the Commission), and which the Museum and others did not argue with at the time of .
designation, it would be possible for the school district to build within 15’ of the west, south and

exercise this option; had it done so there would have been a significant adverse visual impact to
the Ronald School over which the Commission would have had no review authority.
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Shoreline City Council

Respouse to Appellant Brief: Ronald School COA No. (021
February 18, 2011

Page 4 of 6

Finally, approval of this COA does not set a precedent for future decisions of the Commission
regarding additions to landmark properties as each COA application is unique and evaluated on
its own merits.

Section IIL.B. — The Decision fails to meet rules of procedure Criterion 6B

Shoreline Rules and Procedures Criterion 6B — “The reasonableness or lack thereof of the
proposed alteration or significant changes in light of other alternatives available to achieve the
objectives of the owner and the applicant.”

The appellant asserts that the Comrmssxon failed to consider alternatives that would “leave the
Ronald schooT both intact and isolated sufficiently so that it stands out.”

Response: Several alternatives were discussed at both the design review committee meeting and
the Commission’s November 17, 2010 public hearing. (These were also presented to the public
at an open house held by. the school district during its initial consideration of altérnativés for the
new school building,) The applicant is not required by code or rules of procedure to submiit
detailed alternatives. The Commission is to consider the “reasonableness of the proposed
-alteratlon in hght of other altematwes avallable to achleve the: ob1 ectlves of the owner.” The

carrymg.aut th.e “mtent ofthe. law”

-The: apphcant cltes Shorelme Mummpal Cede 15.20. 010B “Such cultural and hlStOIlC resources

'defacement of such resources

Response: As noted above, the proposed project would impact the rear of the landmark, on an
elevation that has already been 51gn1ﬁcantly altered. What remams of ongmal matenals and

CD54 —-Pre‘serve, 'ehhanci:'e and interpret Shoreline’s historical and archacological identity.
CD 58 — Review proposed changes to historic landmark sites and structures to ensure that
these resources continue to be a part of the community.

CD 60 — Encourage stewardship of historic sites and structures.
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Shoreline City Council

Response to Appellant Brief: Ronald School COA No. 1021
February 18, 2011

Page S of 6

CD 61 — Work cooperatively with other jurisdictions, agencies, organizations and property
owners to preserve historic resources.

Response: All of these policies were considered and have been met. The landmark is being
prescrved and enhanced with the restoration of historic windows. All proposed changes were
carefully evaluated and found to be acceptable; they did not adversely impact the landmark to
such a degree that the COA should be denied. The school district has stated that it is committed
to serving as the building’s steward, and in its near 100-year history has not demolished or
significantly altered the Ronald School. There has been cooperation throughout the life of the
history to preserve it, with the Shoreline:Historical Museum serving as its:primary steward for 35
years.

Section IIL:D. — The Commission Failed to Follow Procedures

The appellant asserts that the notice requirements in the Commission’s Rules and Procedures
were not followed because only 24 hour notice was given for the Qctober 14,2010 hearing.

Response: The October 14, 2010 meeting was a special meeting. A special meeting has a 24
hour notice requiremerit for cancellation. '

The appellait indicates that Commissioner Day declared he and I had-been conversing about the
case before the hearing and that this violated the ex-pate clause of the code.

Response: There was no violation of the ex-parte clause of the code. To the contrary,
Commissioner Day made a point of declaring for the record at the beginning of the hearing that
he conversed with me regarding Rules and Procedures Criterion 6B and whether it applied to this
particular case. He also discussed with me an alternative proposal submitted by an interested
party and included in the record. Both-of these issues were fully discussed during the hearing by
the Commission. No information was provided prior to the hearing that was not also provided at
~ the hearing, :

The appellant cites that the special member of the Commission was not present to represent
Shoreline.

Response: The Ruiles and Procedures of the Shoreline Landmarks Commission Part 1.2.B. state
that no commissioner shall participate in deliberations or vote on any matter in which they have a

conflict or pereeived conflict of interest. The Shoreline Special Commissioner had a conflict of
interest and recused herself from participation in this proceeding.

The appellant indicates that two Landmarks Commissioners’ terms are expired.
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Shoreline City Council

Response to Appellant Brief: Ronald School COA No. 1021
February 18, 2011

Page 6 of 6

Response: King County Code 20.62.030.B. states that regular members of the Commission shall
serve until their successor is appointed and confirmed, regardless of their effective term limit.

The appellant indicates that two Landmarks Commission positions are vacant.

Response: KCC 20.62.030.F. states that a majority of current appointed members shall
constitute a quorum for the transaction of business. There is no minimum number of current

appointed members.
Section IILLE. — The Landmarks Commission Violated SEPA

The appellantasserts that the school dlstnct did not conduct adequate SEPA reV1ew and that the
Landmarks Commission did not complete an environmental review.

Response This assertlon is erroneous as the Commission’s authority does not extend to SEPA
review.

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the appellant’s brief. The Commission will have
staff available at the hearing to-answer questions as necessary.

“Sincerely,

Lauren McCroskey
Chair, Shoreline Landmarks Commission

cc: Shoreliné Landmarks Comtnissioners
Julie M. 'Kol'er,.P;rese_rvaﬁion Officer
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BEFORE THE CITY OF SHORELINE CITY COUN%[E CEIVED

APPEAL OF RONALD SCHOOL FEB 242011
CERTIFICATE OF APROPRIATENESS COA No. 10.21 CITY CLERK
\ CITY OF SHORELINE
REPLY BRIEF OF APPELLANT
SHORELINE PRESERVATION
SOCIETY

I. INTRODUCTION
Appellant Shoreline Preservation Society (“SPS”) offers the following replS' to the
pre-hearing brief of the Shoreline School District (“District”).
This appeal is not about whether Shorewood High School should be rebuilt. Further,

contrary to the District’s:implications, SPS:is not against the construction of a new school and

SPS is-not asking this-City Council to block construction of a new school. SPS is, however,

|| -asking the Shoreline: City Council to Step in and help protect a Shoreline Historic Landmark

from being encapsulated by and lost in the midst of a sprawling new building-complex.

While the “Shoreline Landmarks Commission” was charged with determining

- whether the proposed additions are.consistent with the landmark status, the "‘Shdre]ine

Landmarks Commission” does not even include an active member from Shoreline. The
City Coun(‘:ill‘;has the final say, ﬁoﬁever, over fhe Commission’s decision. If the City
Council believes, as SPS does, that the Commission’s decision ;‘may” be based on an error of
fact, it must remand to the Commission for further review. If the City Council believes, as

SPS does, that the Commission’s:decision is based on an error in Jjudgment or conclusion

‘then the Council is free to remand or reverse the decision.

GENDLER & MANN, LLP
1424 Fourth Avenua, Sulte 715

: N’ : Seattle, WA 98101
REPLY BRIEF OF APPELLANT Phone: (306) 621 068

SHORELINE PRESERVATION: SOCIETY - 1 Fax: (206} 621-0512
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In its approval of the Ronald School Certificate of Appropriateness the Commission
erred béth in fact and in judgment in finding that the historic nature or the Ronald School will
not be destroyed by this significant addition and alternation. SPS urges the Council take
action on this matter to better protect the Ronald School. If what has befallen the Ronald
School is the outcome available to all Shoreline Landmarks, then no historical property is |
safe.

II. DISCUSSION IN REPLY

A. Standard of Review

While initially correctly quoting the correct standard of review in KCC 20.62.1 10(B),

- ; the District then unfortunately proceeds to ignore the codified and mandatory standard of
" review and instead atfem,pts to-impose its preferred standard of “substantial evidence.”

- Response Memorandum at 5-6. The City Council is a “creature of statute” and thus

exercises its quasi-judicial review authority precisely as authorized by code. It is not free to
creafe anew standard. In this case, KCC 20.62.1 10(B) prevides the only two standards of
review that:control your appellate review. Becatise the Council adopted these two standards
from King:County Code veri)atim, itis not free to :invoke.diﬁerentvstandards. See SMC
15.20.025G.! |

Pursuant to KCC 20.62.110(B), there is a standard for reviewing facts and a standard’

for reviewing conclusions.  For facts, if the Council finds that “an error in fact may exist in

! The City Attorney’s Staff Report incorrectly incorporates the: Council’s “Chapter II: Rules on
Appeal for Land Use Application Recommendations and Decisions; and Other Designated Matters,” This is
incorrect. The Chapter II Rules on Appeal, on their face, apply only to “land use™ decisions.(which this is
not) and other matters “designated by the City Council.” The City Council has not designated that the

standard of review inthese rules over-rides its express adoption of the standard of review in KCC
20.62,110(B). .
GENDLER & MANN, LLP
) 1424 Fourth Avenue, Sulte' 715
REPLY BRIEF OF APPELLANT Seattle, WA 98101
p—— ) o Phone: :(206) 621-8868
SHORELINE PRESERVATION SOCIETY - 2 Fax: (206) 4510815
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the record it shall remand the proceeding to the commission for reconsideration.” (Empbhasis
added).’ Contrary to the District’s assertions, noth'ing in this standard requires you to uphold

the decision if it is based only on “substantial evidence” or even a “preponderance” of the

 evidence. To the contrary, if'you find that an error in fact “may” exist, you “shall” remand.’

Second, for errors in judgment or conclusidn, the Council is provided the express
discretion, “if it determines” that the commission’s decision is based on “an error in judgment
or conclusion it may modify or reverse the decision of the commission.” Nothing in this
express standard imposes a b'urdén higher than the Council’s determination. The Council is
not required to find the decision “clearly erroneous.” Itis enough for the Council to
determine that the commission made an error in judgment or conclusion. The City Council

has the final say.

B. The City Council Should Not Consider this Appeal In Executive Session
City Attorney that the City Council consider this matter in executive session. The narrow
exception in RCW 42.30.140(2)-is not applicable where the quasi-judicial matter before a

public agency is of interest to more than the named parties.

2 The District inappropriately changes.the express mandatory language of KCC 20.62.1 10(B)(1) by

changing the directive “shall” to “may.” Response Brief at 5.

3 The cases cited by the District at page 6 of its Response Memorandum are not applicable. None of
these cases address the situation where the reviewing body is charged with reviewing a decision.under an
expressly codified standard of review. In In re Estate of Kessler, 95-Wn.App. 358 (1999) for example;
addressed the standard of review-of an appellate court reviewing: fictual deferminations made by a trial judge.
Fhe City Coungil is niot an appellate.court, Nor is the Laidmarks Commission a trial judge. Similarly, the

: of review discussed i West Main Associates v. City-of Bellevue, 49 Wi.App. 513, 520(1987) is
applicable. There the Court of Appeals confirmed that a reviewing court:could not substitute its

I

1] cqually inaj . eresviivwilg
+ judgment for the judgment of a.City Council that had reversed the decision of its planning director-approving
a development, . g
_ GENDLER 8 MANN, LLP
- 1424:Fourth Avenue, Sulte 715
Ty AN : , Seattle, WA 88101
REPLY BRIEF OF APPELLANT _ Phon: (206) 821 3858

SHORELINE PRESERVATION SOCIETY -3 ’ Fax: (206) 621-0512
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For example, in Protect the Peninsulas’ Future v: Clallam County, 66 Wn. App. 671

(1992), the County Commissioners Were exercising their authority to review an application

~ by the City of Sequim for a sewer outfall. A local nonprofit group challenged the County’s

action of going into executive session to discuss the permit. The County attempted to defend
its action through RCW 42.30.140(2). The Court of Appeals rejected this argument and
awarded the non-profit its attorneys’ fees for bringing the action. According to the Court:

RCW 42.30.140(2), a portion of Washington's Open Public
Meetmgs Act, provides that “this chapter shall not apply to

- [t]hat portion of a meeting of a quasi-judicial body which
’relates to a-quasi-judicial matter between named parties as
distinguished from a matter having general effect on the
public or on a class or group.” Although the Board of
County Commissioners can, on occasion, be considered a
quas1-Judlclal body, ... We do not rhmk that the matter
named partzes Whethet a penmt should have been granted
to the: City of Sequim, which would have permitted itto-
extend 1ts sewer outfall farther into‘the waters: of the Strait
1mp_or_tance to t_he ,general pubhc in that reglon of the state
and to a lesser degree all of the citizens of the state.

66 Wash. App. 671, 675-76, (1992),

While this is indeed a “quasi-judieial” proceeding, it is of interest to far more than the
named parties; the Shoreline School District and Shoreling Preservation ‘Society. Justasin
Protect the Peninsula’s Future, the plans for the new high school aﬁd’ its impact on-the
deSigria’t'ed historic landmark Ronald School is of great pﬁblic interest to the Shoreline
Community, King County (who originally designated the landmark) and all interested in

historic. preservation. More importantly, by definition, the Shor‘éline-S’chodl District is #ot a

1 private party, but a public entity. Because the narrow exemption in RCW 42.30.130(2) is:not

applicable to matters having general effects on the public, it is not applicable here. In short, it
: GENDLER'8 MANN, LLP"
1424 Fourth Avenue, Sulte 715

N Seattle; WA 98101
REPLY BRIEF OF APPELLANT , Phone: .(206) 621-8868

SHORELINE PRESERVATION SOCIETY -4 : Fax: (206) 621-0612
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1| is not appropriate for the Council to consider and discuss this matter in executive session.

Doing so would be a violation of the Open Public Meetings Act.

C. The Commission Failed to Consider Environmental Impacts

By suggésting that the City Council “take notice” of the District’s SEPA
determination, the District tacitly admits that neither the Design Review Committee nor
Landmarks Commission considered the environmental effects of the decision to-encapsulate
the historic Ronald School. Response Memorandum at 3, fn. 1. Contrary to the District’s
implication, the City Council is not precluded from reviewjng the impacts of the proposal,
including altematives. Indeed, the City Council is required to consider the environmental
impacts. |

West Main Associates v. City of Bellevue, 49 Wn. App. 513, (1 987), a case citéd by
the District, is illustrati.ye. In West Main, the City Council heard an appeal from a local

citizens group (“Three Tower”) of the Planning Director’s approval of a large commercial

| development in downtown Bellevue — Meydenbauer Place. While Three Tower had not

granting the citizens’ appeal and reversing ;approVa‘li ofthe'project. As the Court of Appeals -

confirmed:

Thus, under SEPA, the council must consider environmental
impacts in ruling on such applications. Since Three Tower
timely appealed the Planmng Director's design review
decision and asserted, in part, that Meydenbatier Place
would have several unmitigable adverse environmental
impacts, the council had substantive authority under SEPA
to consider these impacts even though Three Tower failed to
file a separate SEPA appeal within 10-days of the Planmng
Director's decision.

- 49 Wash. App. at 518.

GENDLER & MANN, LLP
1424 Fgurth‘Avenue, Sulte 715
REPLY BRIEF OF APPELLANT aatiio, WA 95101
: ; o " o Ph 206) 621
SHORELINE PRESERVATION:SOCIETY - § _ T e a8
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Here the only SEPA evaluation offered confirms, at best, that the District “may”

move the Ronald School offsite. The analysis is entirely void of any analysis of the impacts

| to the “human and built environment” from the decision to either move or encapsulate the

Ronald School. The Commission and this City Council ha;ve been deprived of that
significant and important infofmation, including, in particular the relative environmental
impacts of alternatives to the District’s proposal.®

D. The Decision fails to follow Secretary of Interior Standards .

The Shoreline: Preservation Society largely relies upon the record and its opening
brief to support its appeal and will not repeat its arguments for each standard.’ There are '
several points raised by the District, however, that should be rebutted.

Standard 1 provides that a “property be used_ as it was historically or be given a

new use that requires minimal change to:its distinctive materials, features, spaces, and

- spatial relationships.”

Contrary to the District’s assertion, simply because the Ronald School will be used
as (part of) a school does not mean it is being “used as it was historically.” The historic
use of the Ronald School was not just “education.” The Ronald School was not

designated a historic landmark simply because it was a “schiool.” The Ronald School was

designated historic because it was a “rare example of a semi-rural school building” because.
ed g

4 Contrary to the District’s assertion at.20-21 of'its Responise Memorandum, SEPA review of
alternatives is not limited to situations where an:EIS is required. To the contrary, SEPA contairis two distifict
requirements for the review of alternatives. As agreed by the District, SEPA certainly requires a review of
alternatives where an EIS is required (pursuant'to RCW 43 21C.030(c)(iii). SEPA also requires, a review of
alternatives even where an EIS is not required, but for any project that “involves unresolved conflicts
concerning alternative uses of available resources.” (RCW 43.21C.030(e). Here because the Landmarks
review criteria require a review of alternatives before deciding whether the designation landmark can be
altered, SEPA review of alternatives. was required even if'an EIS was not.

NN
.

% For-example, the Commission fiiled to make findings or reach conclusions-on Standards 3.and 4.

GENDLER & MANN, LLP
1424 Fourth Avenue, Sulte 715
: " APDELT A Seattle, WA 98101
REPLY BRIEF OF APPELLANT Phone: (206) 621-8868.

SHORELINE PRESERVATION SOCIETY - 6 Fax: (206) 621-0612
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| it “embodies the distinctive characteristics of early 20" century school design” — two
g

critical historic features that will be lost by its encapsulation into a modern spraning 21°
century building. The Commission’s conclusion to the contrary is both an error of fact and
an error of judgment.

Similarly the Commission’s conclusion that there will be “minimal change” to the

spatial relationships between the two buildings is based on both an error of fact and

| judgment. For example, the Commission’s finding that the new two story building that

will be physically attached to the rear of the Ronald School will result in “creating a subtle
separation between old and new” is an error of fact and judgment, Ex. 94, Finding 13.

There is no “effect ofseparationv” but in fact total encasement and elimination of the

| “spatial relationship” and 15 ft Landmarked boundary setback. See Ex. 73A (traditional

spatial relationships:will be Destroyed”); Declaration of Flo Lentz (“massive addition to a

historic building.”).
Standard 2 provides that “the historic character of property will be preserved. The

removal of distinctive materials or alteration of features, spaces, and spatial relationships

1l that characterize a property will be avoided.” (emphasis added).

Contrary to the District’s assertion, SPS does in fact object to the Commission’s
findings with respect to Standard 2. In addition to Kate Krafft’s discussion of the south
elevation, she also points to the southeast corner, including the east elevation. Comparing
the existing east elevation with the proposal demonstrates that both the south and east sides

of the landmark are now either-obscured or lost. Ex. 93. Ex.73A. The Commission’s

GENDLER & MANN, LLP
1424 Fourth Avenue, Sulte 715
) _ Soeattle, WA 98101
REPLY BRIEF OF APPELLANT Plione: {206)621-8868

SHORELINE PRESERVATION SOCIETY -7 : Fax: (208) 621-0512.
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“findings” that there would be only “minimal” changes to the building’s features and
spatial relationships are errors of both fact and judgment.

Standard 9 provides that “New additions, exterior alterations, or related new
construction shall not destroy historic materials that characterize the property, The ;ne§v
work shall be differentiated from the old and shall be compatible with the hassing, size,
scale and architectural features.to protect the historic integrity off the property and its
environment.”

Despite Commission’s findings to the éontrary, Standard 9 quite simply is not, and
cannot be, met by encapsulating the existing .structur,e in a modern sprawling series of
buildings. Even a-cursory view of the existing Ronald School and proposed ‘encabsulati'ng
new buildings demopstrates-thi’s simple element. In Kate Kraffts’ words, “the addition
will --in fact—destroy the histotic special relationships.and the historic form of:‘fher original
1912 schoolhouse.” Ex. 73A. Ms. Krafft even proposed a reasoﬁable_ compromise, that
would protect the historic southeast side of the Ronald School. But the: Commission
shrugged off this compromise solutioii. While Ms Kraff, as the author of the original
nomination, should be given great deference, she was not alone in her distinct opinion that
this standard cannot be met. Flo Lentz presented substaﬁtive comments at the hearing
stating unequivocélly_ that there’s “no way that the addition does not impact the size, scale
and RSB environment.” Ms. Lentz.also stated that the Ronald School “becomes the wing
of the larger building.” Thé new s‘ch_‘oofl is-over 15 times larger than the historic Ronald -

School building it is absorbing. How can this possibly be viewed as “compatible” with

‘GENDLER & MANN, LLP
1424 Fgur::: A\vlsxu:s, 1S°i;lte 715
REPLY BRIEF-OF APPELLANT : i _Seattle, WA 9¢ 1
s i ) . Phone:.(206) 621 :
SHORELINE PRESERVATION SOCIETY - } Fax: (20618210515
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massing size or scale? As Ms. Lentz aptly summarized, “jt strains common sense.” The
Commission’s findings to the contrary are both errors in fact, judgmeni and common sense.
E. The Decision Fails to Meet Rules of Procedure Criteria 6B
Criteria 6.B required the Commission to consider:
[t]he reasonableness or lack thereof of the proposed
alteration of significant changes in light of other
alternatives available to achieve the objectives of the owner

and the applicant.

At the outset, the District appears to concede that there is no actual record that the

- Design Review Committee considered alternatives. ‘Commissioner Day’s assertion is not

supported by the minutes of the DRC meeting or'its record. Ifindeed alternatives were
considered by the DRC then why is there no record in its minutes?

As for)tllle Commission itself, the District’s statement that the record is “clear” is
without support. The District’s ass.é'rti'on (and the Commission’s bare ﬁndings) that
alternatives were considered by the Commis;vion lacks one thing — substance. Resporise
Memorandum at 14~15 . Where is the analysis? Where is.the evidence of “poor soils” or

why these alleged poor soils meant that the Ronald School could not have been protected?

| Where is the evidence or “traffic levels in-adjacent residential neighborhoods?” and the

analysis showing that protecting the R‘dnald School and building the new:school would

| have affected traffic levels? It is certainly not in the re(;brd; The only thing the record

includes is a power point printout showinga couple of alternative locations and a self

Il serving, but unsupported statement, by the project proponerit that they looked at

alternatives and they found a variety of problems. But it was not the District or its

architect that were charged with considering alternatives. The Commiission was charged

GENDLER & MANN, LLP
: ‘1424F§urg;;A.;32u:8,;-1‘sol;lte-715
REPLY BRIEF OF APPELLANT Soattie; WA 93101
PR . . Phone: (206)621:
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with considering alternatives. But there is no record that they had any information in front
of them to make even a cursory examination or consideration of alternatives. The
Commission’s Findings are errors of both fact and judgment.

F. Motion to Strike February 18, 2011, Lett‘t}r from Lauren McCroskey

On February 22, 2011, appellants were provided an unsigned letter dated February
18,2011 from tauren McCro‘ske;y, the Chair of the Landmarks Commission. This letter
must be stricken from the record as it contains multiple statements, findings, conclusions
and opinions that wére not ﬁaade part of the record and were not included in the
Commission’s findings and conclusions. The City Council’s review must be base‘d solely

on the record and should not contain additional statements of facts or conclusions. Nor

1| should it contain post:decision opinions from one member of the Landmarks Commission.

KCC20.62.110.

The February 18, 2011, letter must be stricken.

G.  The Commission Failed to Follow Procedures

While the Distriet attempts to justify or explain away the numerous procedural
irregularities, as explained in SPS’s Opening Brief, at a minimum, the numerous
procedﬁral issues-raised should give this Council cause for concern. The Council should

be particularly concerned over the current makeup of the Landmarks Commission,

' Despite being called the “Shoreline Landmarks Commission;” there are no Shoreline

membets — not even the special member required by code and the Inter-local Agreement,

This leaves you, the Shoreline City-Council with total responsibility to ensure the historic

- resources and landmarks of Shoreline.

- GENDLER & MANN, LLP

1424 Fourth Avenue, Sulte 715 :

REPLY BRIEF OF APPELLANT Seatilo, WA 93101
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III. CONCLUSION
SPS requests that the Shoreline City Council REVERSE the Landmarks
Commission, DENY the Certificate of Appropriateness for the Ronald School and
GRANT our Appeal for the reasons detaﬂed abm'ze. This decision should be REMANDED
back to the Shoreline Landmarks Commission for consideration of an alternative that both

protects the integrity of the historic Ronald School and allows the construction of the new

Shorewood High School.

DATED this 2Y day of Febrooy . ,2011.

Respectfully submitted,

GENDLER & MANK, LLP

 David S. Mann, WSBA # 21068
Attorneys for Appellants
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