From: struckmi@aol.com

To: Robin Proebsting; Deborah Estrada

Subject: Written Comments Related to File SUB19-002 (SEP19-005)
Date: Wednesday, May 8, 2019 4:31:05 PM

Attachments: Comment on SUB19-002 (5-8-19).pdf

Attached is my submission of comments related to the proposed development of the former B&G Club
site on W. Mercer Way.

In summary, | found a number of responses incomplete and/or non-responsive to the questions posed in
the SEPA checklist. | believe the applicant has more work to do before any determination can be made.

Separately, in the Public Notice of Application it's stated that the City expected to issue a decision of DNS
based on an initial evaluation of the proposed project. That language implies that such an evaluation has
been done, but | am unable to locate it in the file documents for SUB19-002 (SEP 19-005). Please send
me a copy or direct me to City website location where it resides.

Respectfully,

Peter Struck (mid-Island)

p.s. This information/comment is being sent at about 4:30pm on 5/8/19.
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Ms. Robin Proebsting May 8, 2019
Senior Planner, Community Planning & Development

City of Mercer Island

9611 SE 36" Street

Mercer Island, WA 98040

RE: File No. SUB10-002 (Preliminary Long-Plat Approval to subdivide a 2.88 acre parcel into 14 lots for single-
family homes (and the necessary Demolition of a historic commercial structure @ 2825 W. Mercer Way aka the
former Boys & Girls Club)

Dear Ms. Proebsting:
Proposed Action

In the Public Notice of Application, it is stated that an initial evaluation of the proposed project for probable
significant environmental impacts has been conducted. There is no documentation posted of this initial
evaluation that supports the City’s declaration that it expects to issue a SEPA Determination of Non-Significance
(DNS) for this project.

SEPA Determination Process

In determining an impact’s significance (WAC 197-11-794), the responsible official shall take into account the
following, that:

(a) The same proposal may have a significant adverse impact in one location but not in another;

(b) The absolute quantitative effects of a proposal are also important, and may result in a significant
adverse impact regardless of the nature of the existing environment;

(c) Several marginal impacts when considered together may result in a significant adverse impact;

It is not known whether, in fact, these elements were taken into account, and thus a statement of an expected
determination seems premature.

City of Mercer Island Comprehensive Plan

Goal 19 of the Comp Plan (Parks and Open Space Policies) envisions the maintenance of the Island’s unique
quality of life. The subject property has long been utilized as a private recreational facility (i.e., Mercer Island
Boys & Girls Club home) and as a de facto public park. Furthermore, given the City’s ongoing review of
transportation needs, and the property’s location to 1-90 and the Town Center, further study is necessary.

Before the City approves this proposed demolition of this community asset, and subsequent development of
single-family residences there should be a public discussion as to the disposition and/or re-purposing of this
property.

Summary

Having spent innumerable hours in the recent past on SEPA-related matters, | find the expected decision to be
premature as the Checklist is incomplete, and thus possibly inaccurate as to adverse environmental impacts,






based on the initial responses submitted in the Checklist, and the proposed action may be incongruent, or at
odds, with the City’s Comp Plan!

Background

When the former Boys & Girls Club property was sold in 2007 to a private citizen, it was done with the
cooperation and approval of the City of Mercer Island and Mercer Island School District to assist the Boys & Girls
Club to relocate and for them use the proceeds for a new facility.

In addition, the private citizen agreed to create a park and athletic facility on the West Mercer property and
lease it back to the Boys and Girls Club for $1/year for 10 years which has now expired. (I assume the City has
confirmed that the lease has now expired and the current owners are free to seek the proposed action of
demolishment, and then to re-purpose the land.)

Environmental Concerns as Identified in the Checklist

Checklist

A. Background
4. Date Checklist Prepared: 2/27/19

It is so noted that a critical report, the 43-page Preliminary Storm Drainage Report (dated 3/1/19), was
not finalized as of the time the checklist was prepared. Thus, several topics of investigation that rely on
this Report should be considered inconclusive, erroneous, and/or incomplete. To correct this deficiency,
a new SEPA Environmental Checklist needs to be submitted to ensure that the information provided
accurately reflects the findings of the various professional reports that are part of the submission.

6. Proposed Timing or Schedule (including phasing, if applicable)

The applicant states that construction will begin upon receiving all necessary approvals. However, it is
silent, and thus incomplete, as to the length of time the project will take, thus not allowing the City and
its citizens to know the full impact the project will have on the environment, the surrounding
neighborhoods, or the City in general.

8. List any environmental information you know about that has been prepared, or will be prepared,
directly related to this proposal:

The applicant lists a Preliminary Storm Drainage Report prepared by Blueline. We re-allege the concern
and deficiency described above under section 4 — Date Checklist Prepared.

11. Give brief, complete description of your proposal, including the proposed uses and the size of the
project and site.

The applicant describes the current site and proposed action, l.e., demolition, and construction of 14
new single-family residences and a private tract road along with associated infrastructure. The applicant
fails to disclose the nature of associated infrastructure, and as result, a key missing ingredient that the
City and its citizens need to fully understand in order to assess any and all adverse environmental
impacts.





Moreover, the applicant’s response (based on type font size) appears to be a “cut & paste” response
with incomplete sentences which suggests that material aspects of the proposal may have been
inadvertently (or otherwise) left out. The City needs to request a re-submission with a complete
proposal.

Furthermore, the applicant should be asked to comment on the current condition of the site — an
eyesore to the City. Such wanton disregard for property does not provide the community with any
assurance that the proposed development may end up as a similar eyesore.

12. Location of the proposal

The subject property, according to King County Property Tax records has a current appraised value of
$4.8mm (comprised of land $4.0mm and improvements $0.8mm). It has 125,200 square feet, or 2.88
acres.

The current structures, a gym and school/office, comprise about 22,000 square feet. There is parking
for 90 cars with an abundance of green space that has tremendous environmental value.

B. Environmental Elements
1. Earth
f. Could erosion occur as a result of clearing, construction or use? ? If so, describe.

The applicant acknowledges erosion could occur, but then fails to provide any mitigation other than
“plans and control measures” will be submitted. Again, thisis anincomplete application that needs to be denied
or not accepted until the City and its citizens are able to completely understand an adverse environmental
impact such as soil erosion.

h. Proposed measures to reduce or control erosion, or other impacts to the earth, if any:
See response to B.1.(f)
2. Air

a. What types of emissions to the air would result from the proposal (i.e., dust, automobile, odors, and
industrial wood smoke) during construction, operation, and maintenance when the project is completed? If any,
generally describe and give approximate quantities if known.

The applicant states a “minor increase” in pollution, but without salient facts and knowledge as to
approximate quantities, it is not ethical to conclude a “minor increase”. Indeed, the response should have a
daily estimate of pollutants and the number of days those will occur in order to calculate a quantity and then
make an informed determination as to the amount of increase — minor or not!

¢. Proposed measures to reduce or control emissions or other impacts to air, if any:

The applicant states that watering onsite will be done to help control dust and other particulates.
However, that mitigant creates another issue of water runoff into storm drains that pollute the lakes and other
water bodies. The City should understand the impacts of such measures.





3. Water

a.vi. Does the proposal involve any discharges of waste material to surface waters? If so, describe the
type of waste and anticipated volume of discharge?

See response to 2.c. and reconcile that response with this response that categorically states “does not
include the discharge of waste materials into surface waters”. Are not pollutants a discharge of waste materials?

c.i. Describe the source of runoff (including stormwater) and method of collection and disposal, if any
(include quantities, if known). Where will this water flow? Will this water flow into other waters? If so, describe.

The applicant correctly identifies discharge into Lake Washington, but fails to estimate the amount in
order for the City and other concerned citizens to make an informed judgement as to adverse environmental
impact.

4. Plants
b. What kind and amount of vegetation will be removed or altered?

The applicant’s response is that “vegetation within the distributed area boundaries will be removed”.
According to the arborist’s report (Greenforest Inc. dated 2/21/19) the area will be clear cut except for one
exceptional tree on the north perimeter of the property. There appears to be total disregard to the spirit of the
Mercer Island tree ordinance, and accompanying loss of tree canopy and the environmental benefits provided
therein. Such a qualitative response is insufficient and inadequate for the City and others to ascertain whether
there is an adverse environmental impact. The City needs more detail and specificity.

c. List threatened or endangered species known to be on or near the site.

The applicant makes the assertion of “no visual evidence” but does not provide any information as to
who made that assertion (e.g. a qualified arborist). Moreover, as has been done in other SEPA checklists, a list
of identified species, etc. helps inform and confirm, and allows others to cross-check. Endangered species have
various federal protections, and thus the City, as a stand-in for such protections should require additional
information.

d. Proposed landscaping, use of native plants, or other measures to preserve or enhance vegetation on
the site, if any:

The applicant apparently has not provided any proposed landscaping. While one can surmise that the
landscaping should be consistent with single-family residences, based on the current condition of the site, it's
not conclusive whether that will happen in a manner consistent with either the neighborhood or community.

Therefore, the City and the community needs to impose a condition that a proposed landscape plan be
provided.

5. Animals
a. State any birds and animals observed on or near the site or are known to be on or near the site.

The applicant states “songbirds” as apparently the only bird or animal at or near the site. However,
eagles are a common occurrence in the area according to other SEPA checklists submitted to the City.





Furthermore, it’s likely several animals, including deer, may be on the at or near the site.

Additional information/data needs to be collected by a qualified professional to corroborate the
assertion made by the applicant.

b. List threatened or endangered species known to be on or near the site.

The applicant makes the assertion of “no known” threatened or endangered species, but does not
provide any information as to who made that assertion (e.g. a qualified zoologist).

6. Energy and Natural Resources
b. Would the project affect the potential use of solar energy by adjacent properties?

The applicant’s response employs language, “it is not anticipated” that, in effect, is a non-response.
Given the size of the project, it clearly has the potential to affect solar energy usage, especially as it is on a down-
ward sloping grade, and thus adjacent properties to the west are particularly susceptible.

In addition, without a proposed landscape plan it’s difficult to determine the correct response.

The City needs to require additional documentation that will allow the applicant to provide an
affirmative response to this environmental issue.

7. Environmental Health

a & a.i. & a.ii. & a.iii. Reference to environmental health hazards, possible contamination, existing
hazardous chemicals/conditions and storage and use of such, etc.

The applicant makes the assertion of “no known” environmental health hazards, contamination, or
hazardous chemicals/conditions, but does not provide any information as to who made those assertions (e.g. a
qualified chemical engineer, etc.). Without documentation from a qualified, experienced, credentialed
individual or organization, it’s difficult, perhaps impossible, to determine any or all adverse environmental
impacts.

a.v. Proposed measures to reduce or control environmental health hazards, if any:

The applicant notes that State regulations on the subject would be “enforced” during the construction,
i.e., demolition and building, process. It's unclear as to how that enforcement will be handled and by whom?
Clearly, to prevent adverse environmental impacts a more thorough review of such mitigation activities needs
to be articulated.

b.i. What types of noise exist in the area which may affect your project (for example: traffic, equipment,
operation, other)?

The applicant correctly states that traffic along W. Mercer Way would be the dominate source of noise.
However, it’s not clear how such traffic noise would affect the project, if at all?





b.ii. What types and levels of noise would be created or associated with the project on a short-term or a
long-term basis (for example: traffic, construction, operation, other)? Indicate what hours noise would come
from the site.

The applicant states construction activity would “temporarily” increase peak onsite noise levels, but
without information as to the length of construction as to number of hours per day and number of days of
construction activity, it’s illogical and infeasible to include that the result is “temporary” — it may or may not be.
Furthermore, the applicant goes on to state the “complete” project (not formally defined in any meaningful way)
would resultin [a] “slight increase in ambient noise”. Once again, the applicant fails to identify who was qualified
to make that determination, and what was the basis for the conclusion. Without such information, it’s difficult,
perhaps impossible, to determine adverse environmental impacts.

b.iii. Proposed measures to reduce or control noise impacts, if any:

The applicant states it will follow Mercer Island code as to hours of construction (as opposed to violate
code). While following Code may control noise impacts, it doesn’t necessarily reduce the noise impacts. It would
have been more helpful if the applicant outlined any measures that would reduce the actual level of construction
noise such as extra-muffled machinery, etc. (The neighbors would be very supportive of such measures.)

8. Land and Shoreline Use

a. What is the current use of the site and adjacent properties? Will the proposal affect current uses on
nearby or adjacent properties? If so, describe.

The applicant answers the first part of the question, but it is silent on the second (and most important
part) of how the proposal may affect current uses on nearby and adjacent properties, etc. A survey of neighbors
would satisfy this element. Without that, it’s difficult to conclude the amount of any or all adverse
environmental impacts.

e. What s the current zoning classification of the site?

The applicant correctly states the site is zoned R-8.4. Uses permitted within an R-8-4 designation include
single-family dwellings, private recreational areas, public schools (original use of the property), home business,
and public park, among others.

9. Housing

a. Approximately how many units would be provided, if any? Indicate whether high, middle or low
income housing.

The applicant states the construction of 14 new single-family homes. It is further stated that the
residences are “likely to be middle income housing”. While the question does not provide quantitative criteria
for the definition of high, middle or low income, ARCH Housing (of which is the City is a member) defines the
2018 median income for a household of 4 persons as $103,400 per annum. While the suggested selling price of
these residences is not provided, a review of recent new home prices on Mercer Island strongly indicates that a
household with the median income would not qualify for such housing.

Thus, the City needs to require the applicant to provide a more well-documented response that would in turn
inform the City of how the proposed development fits within the Housing Element of the Comprehensive Plan.





10. Aesthetics

a. What is the tallest height of any proposed structure(s), not including antennas? What is the principal
exterior material(s) proposed?

The applicant responds to the first question, but fails to respond to the second question about exterior
materials. While one can reasonably expect the applicant to follow code, the purpose of the SEPA checklist is to
allow interested parties to evaluate environmental impacts, and the failure to provide such responses requires
the City to reject this submission of the checklist, and to re-submit with full and complete responses.

b. What views in the immediate vicinity would be altered or obstructed?

The applicant states “no views in the immediate vicinity shall be altered or obstructed”, but then fails to
provide evidence supporting that assertion (site photos, aerial views, etc.). Thus, it’s difficult to determine
potential adverse environmental impacts due to the lack of information.

c. Proposed measures to reduce or control aesthetic impacts, if any:

The applicant intones that “the proposed building design, design features and building color will control
aesthetic impacts”. The response infers that the applicant has more specific information, e.g., building color,
that would reduce or control such impacts. However, the community is not privy to such information, and thus
it’s difficult to determine potential adverse environmental impacts due to the lack of information.

11. Light and Glare
a. What type of light or glare will the proposal produce? What time of day would it mainly occur?

The applicant states “the completed project will generate limited light and glare”. This response informs
the community with the respect to the first question, but leaves the community unsure of a response to the
second one. While one can assume a response, it is the responsibility of the applicant to answer all applicable
guestions fully so can determine potential adverse environmental impacts.

While the response reflects the “completed project”, it fails to respond to the issue of the current
demolition proposal, where there may be need for security lighting or perhaps, lighting to minimize liability
unless the parcel is going to be completely fenced off.

b. Could light or glare from the finished project be a safety hazard or interfere with views?

The applicant states “safety hazards or view interference are not anticipated”. That response is a non-
response as it does not provide sufficient evidence to provide the community to not conclude there may in fact
be light or glare issues. The City needs to illuminate (no pun intended) exactly what is meant here, and then
have the evidence to document whether adverse environmental impacts are present.

12. Recreation
a. What designated and informal recreational opportunities are in the immediate vicinity?

The applicant notes the location of Secret Park. However, the applicant fails to note the subject property
was once a vital community asset that provided recreation of many types to literally thousands of Mercer Island
youth over many decades. Those included activities both inside the commercial buildings, which are still
standing, as well as the many playfields surrounding those buildings. Indeed, even in 2007, when the transfer





of the property occurred, it was the overall desire of the community to maintain the property for recreational
purposes.

b. Would the proposed project displace any existing recreational uses? If so, describe.

The applicant states “the site contains an abandoned building, and therefore the proposal will not
displace and any existing recreational uses”. However, this response is not entirely accurate.

First, the applicant has, perhaps purposely, underinvested in minimal landscaping to keep the property
unavailable for informal recreational uses.

Second, there is currently an outside volleyball or some other court activity that appears to be use.

Finally, the existing recreational uses today could be characterized as informal play activities by youth
of all ages. As the resident population continues to grow along with increased usage by non-residents, our
existing parks and open space for recreation continue to get more crowded. Potentially losing this space to
some form of development may have an adverse environmental impact on the community. Only more analysis
and study, as envisioned by the SEPA process, will determine that.

c. Proposed measures to reduce or control impacts on recreation, including recreation opportunities to
be provided by the project or applicant, if any.

The applicant states that “there is no displacement to existing recreational uses will occur”. As noted
above this is not entirely true. The applicant’s level of care afforded this property suggests the City should be
very careful as other aspects of the project may be short-changed or corners cut.

13. Historical and cultural preservation

a. Are there any buildings, structures, or sites, located on or near the site that are over 45 years old listed
in or eligible for listing in national, state or local preservation registers. If so, specifically describe.

The applicant notes that “Building 2”, the former E. Seattle school, was originally built in 1912, and is probably
one of the oldest commercial structures on the Island. Building 1 (built more recently in 1990) was financed
principally by the contributions of thousands of Island residents.

The City, before approving or considering demolition, should actively and publically consider whether Building 2
would qualify for some type of designation.

b. Are there any landmarks, features, or other evidence of Indian or historic use or occupation. This may
include human burials or old cemeteries. Are there any material evidence, artifacts, or areas of cultural
importance on or near the site? Please list any professional studies conducted at the site to identify such
resources.

The applicant asserts “no known landmarks or cultural evidence”. However, there is no attribution of
the individual or firm making this assertion or their experience, expertise and credentials that would qualify
them to do so. What studies, if any, are asked by the checklist to provide confirming evidence. Lacking such,
the appropriate response is “unknown” as there may or may not be adverse environmental impacts.





d. Proposed measures to avoid, minimize, or compensate for loss, changes to, and disturbance to
resources. Please include plans for the above and any permits that may be required.

The applicant appropriately states that it will follow certain preservation procedures if cultural evidence
is found. The City should investigate whether the applicant and its contractors have the in-house expertise to
identify such evidence. For example, can they cite prior job sites where they found cultural evidence (before it
was potentially destroyed).

14. Transportation

b. Is the site or affected geographic area currently served by public transit? If so, generally describe. If
not, what is the approximate distance to the nearest transit stop?

The applicant states King County Metro bus route #892 as adjacent to project site. However, the bus
service provided by route #892 is severely limited and is intended principally for Mercer Island high school
students. Thus, the response, on its surface, does not follow the spirit of providing any substantive access to
public transportation.

¢. How many additional parking spaces would the completed project or nonproject proposal have? How
many would the project or proposal eliminate?

The applicant states 90 parking spaces will be eliminated while approximately 42 new parking spaces
will result.

Parking, especially of the commuter kind, has become the number one topic in the community. The City
should be asking is it in the best interests of the community to demolish these or not? From a SEPA perspective
what it the potential adverse environmental impact?

f. How many vehicular trips per day would be generated by the completed project or proposal? If known,
indicate when peak volumes would occur and what percentage of the volume would be trucks (such as
commercial and non-passenger vehicles). What data or transportation models were used to make these
estimates?

The applicant states “no new trips will be generated with this development”. The response then goes
on the rely on the idea of a usage change (from commercial to single-family residential) as the basis for the
response.

However, what are the facts? For the past several years the site has had minimal usage which, in turn,
implies minimal vehicle trips. With the construction of 14 single-family residences, let’s assume each residence
has two vehicles, and each averages six trips per day (or 12 trips/household/day). Thus, over a year that’s 61,320
trips (12*14*365). Further, assuming a daily trip mileage factor, one can calculate the amount of pollutants and
other environmental impacts (noise, etc.) from this proposed development.

The City needs to require further information from the applicant to fully understand whether there are any
potential adverse environmental impacts. Absent such information, it’s difficult for the City or any interested or
concerned citizen to determine if there would be any adverse environmental impacts.





15. Public Services

a. Would the project result in an increased need for public services (for example; fire protection, police
protection, health care, schools, other)? If so, generally describe?

Ill

The applicant states “yes, to an expected level”, however fails to inform the community more fully what

is meant by “expected level”.
15. Utilities

b. Describe the utilities that are proposed for the project, the utility providing the service, and the general
construction activities on the site or in the immediate vicinity which might be needed.

It would be of value to the neighbors and the City to understand if all utilities will be underground or
not?

Finally, | incorporate, by reference, all other materials and comments submitted for the record in this matter as
well all other materials and comments submitted under the related file SEP17-020.

Submitted by:

Peter L Struck

9130 SE 54" Street, Mercer Is, WA 98040
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