Council Meeting Date: March 7, 2011 Agenda Item: 8 (a)

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM
CITY OF SHORELINE, WASHINGTON

AGENDA TITLE: Continuation of Closed-Record Appeal of Certificate of
Appropriateness issued for Ronald School

DEPARTMENT: City Attorney

PRESENTED BY: lan Sievers, City Attorney

BACKGROUND AND PROCEDURAL HISTORY:

On February 28, 2011, the City Council commeénced a closed-record appeal hearing of
a Certificate of Appropriateness issued by the City of Shoreline Landmarks Commission
for the Ronald School located at 749 N. 175" Street, Shoreline Washington. ' The
‘hearing on March 7, 2011 is a continuance of the hearing commenced on February 28,

2011.

HEARING:

- 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
‘Shoreéline Landmarks Commission is not supported by the preponderance of the
evidence. Under Rules and Procedures VI (6) the Landmarks Commission applies the
following criteria for approval of a Certificate of Appropriateness: S

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 therebf 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,
regulation, 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 VI of these Rules and Procedures and the
economic consequences of denial.

The action alternatives available to Council include:

1. Remand the proceeding to the Commission for reconsideration if an error of fact
may exist in the record.

2. -Modify or reverse the decision of the Commission if the decision is based on an
error in judgment or conclusion.

3. Deny the appeal and sustain the decision of the Commission.

The Council enters findings of fact from the record and conclusions in support of its
appeal decision and may adopt all or portions of the Commissions’ findings and
conclusions. To give the City Council a starting format to work with, the proposed
Ordinance No. 597 reflects action alternative #3 and includes: (1) Adoption of Findings,
Conclusions and Decision for the procedural matters raised, as well as the alternatives
issue; (2) Adoption of the Landmarks Commission Findings of Fact; and (3) denial of
the appeal. This ordinance should be reviewed by Council and changed as necessary
to reflect different findings, conclusions and decision.

FINANCIAL IMPACT: None.

RECOMMENDATION

Continue the closed-record hearing and deliberate. Council should pass an Ordinance
adopting findings, conclusions and a decision to accept reject of modify the decision of
the Shoreline Landmarks Commission.

~ Approved By: City Manager 7@_LCity Aﬂornﬁg |
- Exhibits: |

1. Proposed Ordinance No 597
2. Landmarks Commission Findings of Fact and Decision




EXHIBIT 1
ORDINANCE NO. 597

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF SHORELINE, WASHINGTON
ADOPTING FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND DECISION
REGARDING CRITERIA FOR  ALTERNATIVES AND
PROCEDURAL MATTERS AND APPROVING FINDINGS AND
DECISION OF LANDMARKS COMMISSION TO APPROVE A
CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS TO CONSTRUCT A NEW
SCHOOL BUILDING AND RESTORE ELEMENTS OF RONALD
SCHOOL, LOCATED AT 749 N. 175™ STREET AND DENYING THE
APPEAL OF THE SHORELINE PRESERVATION SOCIETY

WHEREAS, on November 17, 2010, the City of Shoreline Landmarks Commission
held an open record hearing to consider an application for a Certificate of Appropriateness
(“COA™) 1021 to construct a new school building and restore elements of Ronald School,
located at 749 N. 175 Street in Shoreline, Washington; and

WHEREAS, on December 3, 2010, the Landmarks Commission issued its Findings
and Decision approving COA 1021; and

WHEREAS, on January 7, 2011, the Shoreline Preservation Society filed an appeal of
the COA 1021 with the City of Shoreline; and ' '

" WHEREAS, the City Council held a closed record hearmg on February 28, 2011,
continued to March 7, 2011;

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SHORELINE,
WASHINGTON DO ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1.  Procedural Findings, Conclusions and Decision. The Findings of Fact,

Conclusions and Decision Regarding Criteria for Alternatives and Procedural Matters, attached
hereto as Exhibit 1, are hereby ADOPTED.

Section 2. Certificate_of Appropriateness Findings and Decision. The City of
Shoreline Landmarks Commission’s Findings of Fact and Decision to approve a certificate of
appropriateness to construct a new school building and restore elements of Ronald School,
located at 749 N. 175" Street, attached hereto as Exhibit 2, are hereby ADOPTED.

Section 3. Appeal Denied. The appeal filed by the Shoreline Preservation
Society is hereby DENIED.

Section 4. Publication, Effective Date. This ordinance shall go into effect five
days after passage and publication of the title as a summary of this ordinance.
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PASSED BY THE CITY COUNCIL ON March 7, 2011.

Keith McGlashan, Mayor

ATTEST: - APPROVED AS TO FORM: ‘

~ Scott Passey ‘ Ian Sievers
City Clerk City Attorney
Date of Publication: |
Effective Date:




FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND DECISION REGARDING CRITERIA FOR

ALTERNATIVES AND PROCEDURAL MATTERS

A. FINDINGS OF FACT

1.

2. Notice

Consideration of Altematives

a. Part VI.6.B of the Rules and Procedures of the City of Shoreline Landmarks

Commission (hereafter “Rules”) requires the Landmarks Commission to consider
“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.”

. During the November 17, 2010 open record hearing, the School District’s

architect, Bassetti Architects, presented alternatives that the School District had
explored and why these alternatives were. unreasonable. Exhibit 92, page 2.
These alternatives were the same ones explored at the Landmarks Commission’s

" Design Review Committee on September 9, 2010 FExhibit 92, page 6, Exhibit 95,

page 35-36.

. Dﬁring the open record hearing, the following alternatives proposed by architect

Kate Krafft in a written comment were read and admitted into the record and -
considered by the Commission: (1) connecting the modern school facility at the
west side of the current south elevation; (2) rehabilitating and preserving the -
exposed original south elevation of the original 1912 schoolhouse; and (3)
locating the modern school facility further to the east and southeast of Ronald
School.

. The Landmarks Commission considered these alternatives as well as specifically

considering: (1) siting the proposed new building at an alternative location on-
site; (2) demolishing the Landmarks; and (3) relocating the Landmarks to another
parcel. See Finding 5 and Fmdmg 6 of the Landmarks Commission Findings of

Fact and Decision.

a, The November 17, 2010 meeting was a special meetmg of the Landmarks

Commission.

. Part II1.5.A of the Rules requires that notice of 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. This rule does not
apply to special meetings of the Landmarks Commission.




3. Appearance of Fairness, Conflict of Interest and Ex-Parte Contact

a.

Part 1.2.C of the Rules states: “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.

Nothing in. the record reflects that Commissioner Day or Commissioner
McCroskey have a conflict of interest or perceived conflict of interest in this
matter. :

Part 1.3 of the Rules states: 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 parte communications conceming any quasi-judicial proceeding.

The prohibition on ex parte contacts during the pendency of quasi-judicial
proceedings applies to contacts between a member of a decision-making body and
opponents or proponents of the proposal subject to the proceeding. RCW
42.36.060 (Appearance of Fairness).

‘Commissioner Day disclosed on the record that he and Commissioner McCroskey

had a brief discussion prior to the hearing about comments received by the
Landmarks Commission questioning whether any alternatives to the applicant’s
proposed design had been presented to the design review committee.

4. Shoreline Representative, Term Expiration, Attendance at Hearing and Quorum

a.

b.

~

The Commission has two vacancies and currently consists of seven members.

One of the seven Commissioners is Commissioner Vicki Stiles, appointed as a
special member SMC 15.20.020(B). The special member is to “attend all
meetings, and participate in and vote on all matters pertaining to the designation
and protection of Landmarks, design review, and special valuation applicable to
properties within the city.” Rules, Part II.1.  During the appeal hearing on
February 28, 2010, appellant abandoned the argument that Commissioner Stiles is
a necessary part of the quorum.

The terms of two Commissioners, including the term of Commissioner Stiles, had
expired. '

SMC 15.20.020(B) states that the term of a special member shall be for-three-
years and “shall serve until his or her successor is duly appointed and confirmed.”

KCC 20.62.030(B) states: “Appointments of regular meetings, except as providéd

in subsection C of this section, shall be made for a three-year term. Each regular
member shall serve until his or her successor is duly appointed and confirmed.”
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f. No successor to either expired Commissioner has been appointed and confirmed.

g. The Landmarks Commission Rules states that “[a] majoﬁty of the currently
appointed and confirmed members of the Commission shall constitute a quorum
for the transaction of business.” Rules, Part II1.3.

h. Contrary to what is stated in the Landmarks Commission Meeting Minutes,
Commissioner Stiles was not in attendance at the meeting.

i. In addition to Commissioner Stiles, two other Commissioners were not in
attendance at the hearing, :

j- Prior to the hearing, Commissioner Stiles recused herself.
k. Commissioﬁer Rich was in attendance during the preliminary remarks of the

hearing but subsequently recused himself and left the hearing. Commissioner
Rich had no further participation in or attendance at the hearing for the COA.

1. Appellants did not raise the issue of lack of a quorum as an appeal issue.
5. SEPA

* a. The Landmarks Commission’s consideration of the certificate of appropriateness
is limited to the criteria in Chapter 20.62 KCC, Chapter 15.20 SMC, and the
Rules and Procedures of the City of Shoreline Landmarks Commission.

b. Review and validity of a SEPA threshold determination is not part of the criteria
for granting a certificate of appropriateness. '

¢. -The City Council’s appellate review is limited to whether the certificate of
appropriateness was properly granted in compliance with Chapter 20.62 KCC,
Chapter 15.20 SMC, and the Rules and Procedures of the City of Shoreline
Landmarks Commission.

B. CONCLUSIONS

1. Consideration of Alternatives.

a. Alternatives were presented to the Landmarks Commission at the September 9,
2010 Design Review Committee and at the November 7, 2010 open record
hearing by the School District’s architect, Bassetti Architects and by architect
Kate Kraff through her written comments. Kraff's altematlve advocated by the
appellant, was consulered by the Commission.

b. The Commission con31dered the proposed alternatives, specifically the
alternatives of siting the proposed new building at other locations on site,
demolishing the Landmarks, and relocating the Landmarks to another parcel.




C.

2. Notice

a.

The Commission’s consideration of alternatives complied with Criteria V1.6.B.

The Commission did not violate Rule IIL.5.A by cancelling its October 14, 2010
special meeting without six days notice required by the Rule, as the Rule only
applies to regular meetings, not special meetings.

3. Appearance.of Faixhess, Conflict of Interest and Ex Parte Contact

S a.

b.

Neither Commissioner Day nor Commissioner McCroskey have a conflict of

-interest in this matter and thgrefore no violation of Rule L.2.C occurred.

No ex parte contacts occurred as the communication between two commissioners,
Commissioner Day and Commissioner McCroskey, is not considered a contact

< between a member of a decision-making body and opponents or proponents of the
proposal subject to the proceeding.

4, Shoreline Representative, Term Expiration and Attendance at Hearing

o a.

5. SEPA

The requirements in Rule IL1 outline the matters the special member is to
participate in, and do not require that the special member’s attendance as a part of
the quorum. Once part of the Shoreline Landmarks Commission, Commissioner
Stiles, as the special member, is responsible for compliance with the same rules as
other members including the Appearance of Fairness rules regarding recusal for
conflicts. Furthermore, appellant abandoned the argument that Commissioner
Stiles was a necessary part of the quorum. :

Although two of the commissioners® terms had expired, both were still serving in
their capacity as commissioners since no successor had been appointed and
confirmed. See Parliamentary Questions and Answers III, National Association
of Parliamentarians (1997), page 213-214.

By common law rule, membership may be reduced by the two disqualified
members, requiring a quorum of three members. Regardless of the applicability
of the rule, since appellants failed to raise the quorum issue as an appeal issue,
they have waived the issue and this matter is not properly before the City Council.

‘a. The criteria considered by the Landmarks Commission’s for issuance of the

certificate of appropriateness does not include review of a SEPA threshold
determination.

. The City Council’s appellate capacity is limited to review of the Landmarks

Commission’s issuance of a certificate of appropriateness, not review of the
School Dlstnct’s SEPA threshold determination.




c. SEPA appeals are governed by the School District’s SEPA rules as lead agency.
See Addendum E, District’s Response Memorandum. The SEPA issues are not
property before the City Council.

C. DECISION
As set forth in the findings of fact and conclusions, the Landmarks Commission properly

considered alternatives and did not make any procedural errors in issuing its certificate of
appropriateness. '
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CITY QF SHORELINE LANDMARKS COMMISSION
FINDINGS OF FACT. AND-DECISION :

Ronai’d School Cerﬁﬁcate of Appm,pﬂatenessNo. 1021- S ..,._f.._-: o
PROPERTY ‘_':.‘..?:-._:: Ronald SQhQOI% 2.0 oo
- PROPERTY ADBRESS~ TA9N. 1752 Street, Shoréline, Wh - R
OWNER: - - oo .- -Shoreline School District Do L N
APPLICANT . NancyCallery, Bassettl Archtteqts S e

. The ShorehneLandmarksCommxssx,qn (Gonumssmn) approvcs a certificate of appmpnateness
+ (COAYto-coristiget:angw: school bmldmgand yestore, clements ef Ronald: Sehool; a Czty ef

’ Shorelme landmark, located at 749 N. 175% Street in Shorelme, Waslnngton.

ool

: Pubhc Hgg g 'fhe‘(;'onnmsslomhﬁd.a_pubheheanngon,a CQA,QppkcanonfortheRnnald

. School on Nevernber17; 2010-at the Richmond Masenic. Centes, 53 M. 185" * Streef, Shorelme,

" “Washington, Staff subsmitted:the certificate of: ‘appropriateness application, supporting:. o
.. .documentation, mcludmg ‘the Design Review Committee recommendation, and staff - © .

i reconunendatmn«to -gommissiontys prior to the meeting. Vicki Stiles; the £ity’s spesial, mmnber o .

+ the: Commission, recrised Herself: fmmthe,hemng due to conflict pfi mtermt becayse sheis the :

Exem&veﬁmectomf the:Shoreline Historjeal Museum (curment tenant.of the  stibjegt building).
Coramissioner Brian Rich recused himself from the heznng becausahe is employed by Bassem

"-Arciutects,theApphcantforthfsCOA, e e T we ;.;._E:s;n

ttpr- Cawil

. ' ‘At the h@armg, staff pmwded abnef mnamaxy of ﬂxeprqposal followad by apx;gsematmaby the
Applicarit, Nancy Callery of Bassetti Architects, and a statement by -Sne Walker, Supmntendcnt of
. Shoreline School District. Ms. Callery said the project was necessary in order to mest the -

requirements of the school bond zecently approved and t prov;dxr~ a replacement for Sherewond
‘High.School. :She alsp. prov;ded details:on the dsign of'the propesed new-building, its atiachment

- to-Ronald: School and:the restoration of certain glements, of the landmark hmldm& She further

" described the alternatives which the Scﬁool District considered ; prior tor subnyt&ngtlm cprrent .

o proposal. Ms. Walker read a statement asking thie Commlssxon to approve the apphcatton. :

'_.~.;:.’I‘!nrty-ﬂ1rce people offered oral tcsumony Of thwe, 17 spoke aaamst @Pmmg,the applteauon
and 16 spoke in favor of' approvmg it.” Nine of those who spoke agamst approval and one who
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- Findings of Fact and Declsion

Taa. *

. for discussion of applicable standatdss .-

. The Goiissionfoind that the proposed projestis intcoriipliance with thé above-totod.starifards”
¥ " and ritéria In'makiig its.decision, the Commissiénadoptédthe following specific:

" 1w i Thie fedtiives G gritficance Thelidedll exterio portions of the buildi

- e gnsdenididhiol campises: The-silbject-diteds smaller tinis recommended fof = -~ '+

Ronald School GOA No. 1021
December 3,2010 - : . ) R '

. ' . . .. S ety .
spoke in favor also submitted written statements at the hearing. One additional person‘sitbinitted
written testiniony at the hearing in favor of approval. Prior to the hearing; written testimony was -

. received from 29 people: fifieen 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 werein
favor of the project (five of them also testified at the ‘hearing). In addition, one person commented -
on the SEPA process'catiducted by the school district and ore commentéd on ihie'conditional use
pemit for the school curently being éorisidered by:the Cityof Shorelite: Neither of these issues - -
are-admissible unde iié Commission’swulesiand regulations. Other exhibits-were submitted prior

1o the hearing alist of which is contained in Atfachment 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-Propetties; specifically Standsirds't; 2,5; 6,

7,9 and 10; Shoreline Municipal Gode 15:20; and Critéria:VL6. A<D of tie Rules arid Regulations’
of the Shoreline Landmarks Commission. SeeDiésign Review: Cormittee Report (Exhibit No.#1) .

" 1: Ronald School is sigﬁiﬁcant— under Critérion Al for its association with the broad themeof . -
 “edication dnd under Critérion A3 as an‘exetléntexamgle. of early 20th Yentyry sehigol-i...
" design, exechiedih A o dest Classioat Revivak-étgles: Thio périod of sigaificance is:1912-+
.1.95}-_?5;-:_;:;_ ..:,:;.; he ol et e RCIRE T faie v el PR

IVl L TalEe T

al N

ng;.and-all ofﬂiéiand -

St

P YR SV e .
EATICR TR T X T8 M, i 5 e

- iatid Within thie boundaies of the designiated afea; The boidaries-entend to the paroe] Timits
"ot die'north and'to-atling 15 et fofn e bulldingioniifhe-east; south, and westsidess -

ERAS

cEtara.
SRR

PRI 28
Y I

3. The building was constructed as a schaolhouse, with'classrooms and officés: Por wany: "

. years fhie building has housed the Shoreline Historical Museum. The proposed new use will - -

“agaifi 6 education; biit4s part'ofia larger schqial‘-cegipfex'; andwitli high school: students -
N L S R N TR e O slemin oo etrses

’ B’eingﬂ,e Pﬂm?}Y focus,, cE ) - - .
it ST dlisteiets iilizs buildivig guidelines thiat fectnimend specific facilitiés and sizes for:

7 sontenpogdry High Soobt fatilities, and 38 two-thitds the sizé of theother high'school inthe -
(ﬁsﬁrct(SHem)‘ I AU A :,w;!.-' T -G Nt F S

el ooy

5.7 Variqu:.;s_ éite_ nf,stricﬁoxis, incl@c_lihg poor soils for construction, traffic ls:Qeis in adjaocni_-
¢ o -reiidéntidl ieighberhioods; and the need to-contifiue using the adjacent high school buildngs = -

d]'ngs.‘ Tt 3. ke
1 ety

4
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Findings of Fact and Decision ‘ Caae S
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- “while the new oneis bemg constructed; s necessitated siting the pmpoSedﬂew bmldmg at the -

e ~porth-and east: stdeefthes:te mpmxmntyt&ﬂle landmadc.

6. In addmon to other locations on the site, addifional altemat:vee were consxdered lncludmg
 the demohtmn of L’ne landmark and the reIeeanon o‘fthe Iandmark to another parceL

7, The proposed new bulldmghas a rhythrmc pattern of fenesu'aﬂon that complements but. does A

. not rephcate the rhythm of wmdows in the Iandmark

|

- 8 “Fhe preposednewbmtdmg ims a%eabularyof hm!dlng base, bedy*andcomlce ﬂlat

eomplements but does nottrepkeate the sameveeabuiatyon ehelandmark.* v

9: ~’I‘he proposed new bmlding i eomposed of seveml compdnents mth. the eompanexﬂs
. closest to the landmark consisting of more transtucent elements; creating a subtle effect of . °
 separation between the new and old buildings. These components are also eompatible mn

¢ - massing to e massmg of the Iandmark bﬁt do nHot: reghcate the massmg.

_ ' 10 Ronald School is located closer to the street than the preposed new bmldmg to the east. It is
- wiyet back shightly form thie ffont plane of the Jandmark-and app:‘ommaﬁelySS:fee; from- the .

-

L LT .M

east (mde) elevaﬁqn to visuhﬂy accmmate’the landmaﬂc_

'_:‘un §eit '\.' . BRERRY -

25 ik bulding oould b comstinetéi o w:thm lS'ifeebuf’ehevIandmaﬂmn the east, southor "

. weetmthouthavmgtoobtamaCO‘A. L ._e—.«,v-._, RN

. »12 ‘Norizhistoric dnvewaysfeaatedoﬁ exther sxdeef&mald Sehoelwm&aeremovedmd

replaced wzth landscapmgand sndewalks mone m"keepmgwiﬁ? the. engmai sxte

MR

IB 'Ifhe propbsed héw bmldmg on: ﬁereavo‘fRonaId School is twg stonesllngh, one story

.- Ed chsaal prefezence of thelandmark e :‘. e_r=.

-~shortér than the fandmarlk; creaimg 4 subﬂe effect of sepaﬂaﬁon ﬁmn itand emphasmng ‘

14 No lnstenc thaterials that aré: deszgnated features of: sxgmﬁcanee mﬂbe remaved There -

- will be 4 thitior alteration: of features oni'the rear of the building;whire the proposed new -
’bulldmg will be attached. . This:aliération-wilk inclade the. refndval ofiwn-historic;windows .

+ and the infillisg of the winidow. epemngs as- requiretl bybuilsdmg eode for adequate fire
separation. ) :

" 15 Therew;ﬂ be mlmma.bnnpabt on spatial relat:onshlps, asﬂte pnmmy elevations afthe . -

. " building will be maintsined; with only flie addition of a néw-building at the rear.: Currently
. thé bmidmg is sm:rounded by a: parlcmg lot and dnveways, boﬂ: non-hlstono eledxents, and
~these will be removed ‘_ : ) _

' _ ]6 All d:stmctlve matenals, featm'es, ﬁmshee and eonstmetwn teclunquw(teamm of

- significance) will be preserved. -Some brickwork will be fepoinited: _to-makl,;_ the’ ‘existing
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mortar joints: Where the proposed siew:building is attached on therear of he building, the
existing exterior brickwork will b maintained:and will be.preserved. within the-envelope of
. the_prop_o,sed new building. - : )

~ 17. Deteriorated woodwork and brickwork willbe tépaired. - In cages- where woodwork is too
deteriorated to repair, replacement will match fhie historic woodwork based on physical and

. s rphotographicevidence.. . ¢ . fen or e T S et

18. The existing windows are replacement windows and are approximately 40 years old. The
proposed new: replacéments willzeplicate the:ariginal windows using bistoric photographs
and physical-évidence.as.gnidance. Fhey:wilkatchthe originals in design, texture, visual

.~ qualities, and dimensions, and if budget allois, mategial. The windows will contain

' insulated glass panels, and willhaye:a low-E-coatingsbut this should net alter the visual

e

16, Enterior bridkwork will be cloaned-usinig adow-pressurevash, atid mild-detergent. -These are
commion and acceptable methods for cleaning historic brick. '
. T R R R I Tpe O

AP

" -.20:.Only that poitien of thepropeséd:néw builiing that is.within the:designated boundaries of
the landmark can be reviewetiby:theiGommission;: thus:review: authoiity:i$ limited-fo a'15
. foot area extending from the landmark’s south; east, and west elevations, However, for ~
- 5a.ynediscussion'pnepases, the:entirendrth portion of the propesed néw building (that elosestto

_the historic building) was considered in the evalpationgi- - -+ «. e

21.:The proposedaew:building doessiotdéstroydny histericfeares or spatiak relationships.
. The windowsat the rearaf the Jandmark willhersmaved asdrinfilled, but.the windows
- . - themsélves are fiot original. The west portion of thetear elevation has been re-sided with
' .. mew material anid an-clevator-svas addeds Thesewill begoroved for-attachment of the
. s proposed new building: Fhe spatial réfationship.at the frant of the building; eonsisting of the
" setback from the street and the promiinence at the éndiofLinden:Aveaue will not.change.

" “The spatial relationship to the esst, historically consisting of open space but now containiiig.
. .o adriveway, will be improved with the removal of the:.drive.and an-open courtyardbefween
- 7 -un ¥he historie building and the préposed siew building,: The spatial relationship:to the west,

-4 {x:-powconsisting of a-driveway and opésii_%pacés.mill“a‘is'dbe_ﬁlpmved:bymesrﬁnom,of the

-+ driveway. immediately-ddjacent to the historig;building, This elevation weuld become fore
- prominent, as it faces the entry for the siew school. N ' B

2 ’i‘heqwroposed newhlriidinga's-compaﬁble-vsfiﬂﬁhe exxs(mg becauseit hasa base; body,and .-

% 27 . cornice arrangement much fike the historic building; but with:new materials. Fipakmaterial

;.- -.seleckion has not been made, but will be reviewed with staff before construction begins. The

" " proposed new building also hds a symmetrical thythin of window openings, but-doesn’t -
- .duplicate the landmark. The portions of the proposed new building immediately adjacent to-
thelandmark are primarily glass, resultingin a visual separation of the proposed new.

- building from the old'and creating 4 focal-point that visually emphasizes the landmark. * '

e se




_' and restore historic elemexfts’ofROhafd Setiool..

* SHORELINE LANDMARKS COMMISSION

" Noncy Callesy, Bassetfi Architects=+ ~ . = - . i - Paul Cohen, City.of Shoreline.

- Findings of Fact and Decision

Ronald Schoel COA No. 1021
December 3, 2010
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23. Floor heights for the proposed:new building will match those of the 0ld, thereby reinforcing
the compatibility of window openings and cornice ines. ' _ -

24 Massing and size of thé proposed niew building is compatible as wel, with the new sections

" closest to the landmark being comparablé in height and volume. The Targer volumes of the

proposed new building are sét firthér back on the site fo minimize visual competition: with

the landmark. - FUDA o I T

25. The proposed new buildin:as de§igned, has minimal ifiipact on the visual and physical * -
integrity of the landmark. :T€it-wereTemoved in the future, existing historic brick would
remain intact and unimpaited.: Where there was originally wood siding, new wood siding .
could be reinstalled. Existiiig wintiow openings would also be infact and could be restored
with new'sashes. T T . ’ ' L

P B LV TR

" The minutes of i SHifelié L animaiks Commission public hearing of November 17, 2010\ire 61

file in the King County Historic Preservation Program office, 400 Yesler Way, Stite 510, Seatde, . -

Washington. .

Fs ! “

" “The following exhibits weremger aatatﬁe record: _Sqé_Attiichn;éi;iX'; LmtofExhiths o

“DECISION

" AtitsNovember 17, 2010 meetig & Gomfnission unanimously dpproved a cerfificatéiof <
. appropriateness a$ recommended by:the Iesign Review Commitiee and staff;inclnding the”. .

conditions described in the DRG Repori:(seé Exhibit No. 41), to construct & new:school building - -

ERC R T PR TRt ) I8

s e ETA Mg nite . -. Snmpmgine e ”
4 v Y B
1/ Kt T -
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B LaureﬁMnCres

TRANSMITTED tifs:3rd day-of December, 20100 the following:partjes 20d interested persons:-_ . -.

‘Lowie McConachie; BassettiArchitects . =, = . -~ | . - -;Bob%’«gusan,xingcmmycami&iefnb&" S

. Sué Walker, Shoreline School District 107 Toavis Alley, Kiog Coupty Council Stoff .
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" . Ken Howe

"+ Sharon Leitner
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Jennifer Altena o ‘ ’ Sereh Lovejoy
Dean L. Barth L. . . DaleLydin- o Lo
. KaheBamnm,GGArchxtw(s e oe F0T et ZelmaMeCartt LS
John Behrens : Ll e, JDgvidS.Mam |
Boni Biery . : . Lisa Mannery
"Wes Brandon e e . Afia Christine Menke
Bethi Bkl ¢ <L ¢ Y -"‘*"-' AWitae et Y Aaron Miller. 7, ¢
Kafliy Corrow;: Shorewdod PTSA ™ . =+ 7w .° .- -  GenevaPF:Neston: : . ;-
RaYdes 00]1;"5 sele e S a7 ey . ol MgmNmmn e
LorenDay St T R par ParNotwood -
Amy Daybert, Enteqmse News ’ Angela Nouwens
Linda Delgado . Maxgic'Olson
Wendy DiPesg, . . i . onpii - o Helql!ﬂ Oltman , -
-Bill Dunbar, . ; o : Vn'guuaM Panls!_m
Debi E}uilchman wod e Seing Pardee v
Ann Ericksom. . st - sa0vy ‘Elaine Phefps -
ﬁedFmtwer-z R g e s e e B:c!mdPottg
Tanyame . U T T Ted Polter
$ i’ Gillete * Lo g::ﬁl}zmgg
uzanne Gillette - - . m .
. -Julioand June Gomalez = - . * Henry Reed, Shomlmthstoncal Museum
’ Jcﬁ'Greene,GGArchltws T a e , Connie Sarason - ) -
_ Judy Griegel . LR A Gan'ySehuihol
‘Suzanne Gugger - . - Keith Scully .
« Shoreling Historjcal Museum, clo V)cld Stiles
Sacidey,

" KathyHall oo T i e g e,
: -Mmlaﬂmshorethehm!.i)nsm o Sboxdmel’m&\’r‘aﬁon o 'aﬂfay ARn '!
= % Rogén Smiths. .17 3.0T o

Loit Harrison*'* - R A
Diane Hettrick, ShorclmeAm:News . e .+ Linda Stein
. . Michelle Hickman . - ’ : Amy Stensrud - o
Q. Richard Hiil,» MoCuﬂough Hil} Laan‘m e Daveand MmanneStcphens T L
" LisaHivohatx™ ">~ EARE o Tl Stebtrt - b A TR Bt

.‘Leanne 8. Hoffod -~ = -+ .. - - o . Sigrd Strom .. : :
. Julie Houff ' . 'Lisa Surowice

o Les Tonkin, TonkmlHoynclLokan Archx(eas

Jocelyn Hudson _ o BRI Neal Vonada o
" Mike Jacobs ]

" Carole Johanesom;, . 2 1 oors,
Steve Kellejt s
Suke Kienast, Boﬁfen istiricar Saclety’
Kameﬁ;Kmm&mM‘lm A ON

Flo Lentz, 4Cukore .

. ¢ .
Appeal. Any person aggrieved bya decmon of the Shorelmei..andmarks Coxmnission i lssumg or denying'in whole orin paxt, a 'l‘ypc

" Horlr “Certificate of Appr ess may, within 35 caleudsrdaysofmail of notxcwfﬁkaagmappd thedecision tothe” - .
Shoreline City Council. Written iotice of apbeal shall be filed with the Historic, Preservatiom ofieer arid the Gty Cleik and shall be . -

. accompaniéd by a statement sctting forth.the geounds of the appeal, supporting mgmw&&xﬁ({m@tfm Az
adopted by refercnce in SMC 1520.025.)

mnm% Any person aggnwed by a decision of the Shoréline Landmarks Commmwn issuing ordmymg, in whole ot in .

" part, a Certificate of Appropriatenrést iy, Within:20 calénibar days of maiting 6f notice of thedecisiont; petition e Comnséion for )
* feconsideration on the grovnds the decision was based on 1) exror or omissians of fact; or, 2) that new information bearingon the . ©

decision, and riok masonablyavaﬂa&le to the Comitiistior’at the time of the decision, is “available;- The wiitten-petition. shall be filed
‘with the Historié PrsexvauohOfﬁoa- and sﬁalibe:aoeémpamed by 1) & statement segting fordrthe gmunds.fnrthelpwﬂon‘ and;2) -

ot 4
R LTl el
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4

' anysuppoxhngdoamenis. W’nhmmca!mdardaysofapwumfcrmdmon,ﬂxemmsdm shall mewﬂ;emcozd,aud
' -may, ot its dimon,mnda-armsed decision, The Comunission may, at its d:smmou, hold another public bwing on the hater,
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