Memorandum

City of Leavenworth
700 Highway 2
PO Box 287
Leavenworth, WA 98826
509-548-5275

Date:

November 12, 2021

To:

Leavenworth City Council

From:

Leavenworth Planning Commission

Re:

Comprehensive Plan Amendments, Duplex Amendments and Zoning Code Amendments

On November 3, 2021 the Planning Commission held four public hearings. The Planning Commission has
recommended that three items be adopted by the City Council:
1. Comprehensive Plan Amendments, as provided in the staff report with grammar and format changes,
and one modification to LU Policy 3.2 changing “Local Improvement District (LID)” to “Development
Agreement”. A LID defines a region/neighborhood where an improvement is needed and benefited
from and then taxes that region/neighborhood to pay for the improvement. A development agreement
is an agreement between the city and a developer to make improvements.
After review by staff, an alternative to changing the text is to remove the sentence as redundant to CF
Policy 4.3.
LU Policy 3.2: The City may, at the discretion of the City Council, participate with the developer
in the added cost of any improvements which that further implements the Capital Facilities Plan.
In addition, the City may, at the discretion of the City Council, develop a Local Improvement
District (LID) for financing of improvements in new subdivisions.
CF Policy 4.3: The City encourages the use of Local Improvement District (LID) financing for
improvements in existing developed areas which may not have facilities that meet the current
standards.
2. Duplex Code Amendments, as recommended by the staff report.
3. Combining Residential Low 12,000 District with Residential Low 10,000 District and changing it to a
Residential 8,000 District, as recommended by the staff report.
BACKGROUND: The proposed amendments are an outcome of several years of work by the Planning
Commission to address housing needs. They were based on recommendations from the 2021 Housing Action
Plan (HAP). Public participation has occurred throughout this time at varying degrees. During the development
of the HAP, participation focused on current housing conditions and housing needs which resulted in
recommendations. It was relatively easy to hear from the community about current housing issues and concerns
about lack of housing, especially as prices continued to increase. The Share Your Housing Story responses
indicate there is a diverse range of people in the community and most are facing different but similar concerns
about housing costs and availability.
Most of the participants in the HAP opted to continue receiving email notifications regarding discussion on the
HAP recommendations. This continued engagement has been largely observing the process but still appreciated.
Other interested parties have been added to the notification list, primarily after an inflammatory and misleading
flyer was circulated in town. Regardless of how people came into the discussion the result has been beneficial.
The Planning Commission has been able to provide clarifications of the planning process and development
processes, as well as, receive suggestions on how to address the housing needs. The written comments
are attached to this transmittal. Draft Planning Commission Hearing minutes (un-approved) will be provided
seperately.
NEXT STEPS: The City Council will hold a Hearing for amendments to the Comprehensive Plan on
November 23, 2021. At this time, public testimony is encouraged and will be extended to December 14, 2021
prior to final action. The proposed duplex and zoning code amendments will be heard at separate hearings on
December 14, 2021. Opportunity for public testimony will be provided at each hearing.

NAME

DATE OF
COMMENT

WDFW
Paula Strozyk

GENERAL SUMMARY OF COMMENT
Desire to work with city on future related code amendments to the
rezoning

Concern with process and changes to the public review documents; would
10/28/2021 like to meet in person
Concerns with the Transportation Element; changes duplexes, reduced lot
sizes, loss of green space, infrastructure and snow removal, affordable
11/2/2021 housing density/lot coverage/setbacks and height increases
Concern with comprehensive plan's size, the removal of the public
11/1/2021 participation appendix, format needs, consistency between sections

Bob Fallon

10/29/2021

Concerns with the scope and reach of the proposed changes of the R-8;
OKAY with affordabale housing, duplexes and trans element
Concerns with traffic and parking implications, increased density, states a
need to work regionally to address affordable housing; concerned with
smaller lot sizes, infrastructure, loss of open space
concerns about more lots (density), infrastructure, increase people, change
in aesthetics, change in height.
Concern with timing of work - request more time to review and take public
comments; concerns with traffic and infrastructure; concerned with growth
and loss of quality of life; concerned about meeting format/zoom vs in
person

Duane Goehner

11/1/2021

Chris Clark

11/3/2021

Kim Tobiason

11/3/2021

Lacy Haggerty

Support for diverse community, minimum lot size, ADUs and MF; concern
11/2/2021 with ADU's and MF becoming B&Bs; concerns with mansion homes

John Harrington

Marty Fallon
Ann Crosby

Concerned with density, doesn't below everywhere, concerned with
infrastructure, questions on the HAP, target populations, capcity to serve
additional dwelling units, consumption of use (water/electricity); concerns
about affordable housing and how it is calculated for impacts; loss of
11/3/2021 setbacks and parking and increased height
Concerned about infrastructure to accommodate increase population;
concern with traffic/pedestrian/bike; concerned about the timeline for
11/3/2021 addressing infrastructure issues
10/29/2021 Concerns about water supply and availability
11/2/2021 Concern with potential buildout vs needed housing; loss of existing housing

Marcia Patten

Concern with affordable housing incentives reducing the current standards
11/3/2021 for comfortable housing; lowering standards; no benefit to residents

State of Washington
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE REGION TWO

Mailing Address: 1550 Alder Street NW, Ephrata, WA 98823-9699 · 509 754-4624 · TDD 360 902-2207
Region Two Office Location: 1550 Alder Street NW, Ephrata, WA

November 2, 2021
Lilith Vespier, AICP
Development Services Manager
City of Leavenworth
Development Services Department
700 US Highway 2
PO Box 287
Leavenworth, Washington 98826
SUBJECT:

Amendment of Zoning Code to address pending changes in the Comprehensive Plan,
specifically changing RL12 and RL10 to a new RL8 district, and permitting duplexes on lots
meeting the underlying zoning size. Additionally, affordable low-income housing
provisions.

Dear Ms. Vespier,
On behalf of the Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW), thank you for the opportunity
to formally comment on the proposed amendments to the City of Leavenworth Zoning Code to address
changes to the City’s Comprehensive Plan. The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW)
provides our comments and recommendations in keeping with our legislative mandate to preserve, protect,
and perpetuate fish and wildlife and their habitats for the benefit of future generations - a mission we can
only accomplish in partnership with local governments.
In the Staff Report, dated October 27, 2021, number nine of the Code Criteria Review notes that “review of
known critical areas occurs at the time of future land use permits.” While WDFW recognizes the City’s
Critical Area Ordinance (CAO) is in place to protect existing riparian habitat and functions, WDFW
recommends careful consideration when increasing density adjacent to Fish and Wildlife Habitat
Conservation Areas.
The change in zoning to the areas currently zoned as RL12 to R-8, off River Bend Drive and East Leavenworth
Road, will increase density by changing the lot size from 12,000 square feet to 8,000 square feet. This
increase in density will help achieve the City’s goal of allowing more homes, however more homes tend to
degrade ecological functions. Additional development adjacent to riparian corridors creates narrow strips of
habitat, which can negatively impact fish and wildlife dependent on intact riparian corridors (WDFW 2009).
These impacts can include, but are not limited to, reduced fitness, survival, and reproduction as well as
altered composition of fish and wildlife communities (WDFW 2009). Potential stressors to fish and wildlife
include increased traffic on local roads, pets and invasive species, pesticides and fertilizers, and number of
people using undeveloped areas, such as the adjacent riparian habitat. Options for clustering development
may be a solution to offset higher density, while preserving riparian habitat functions and values.
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In general, a zoning code works best for wildlife when the following considerations are included (WDFW
2009):
• Densities are assigned with consideration to habitat and species within the district.
• Overlay districts reflect planned greenways, open space corridors, and other biodiversity plans.
• Intent/purpose statements are consistent with planning policies and comprehensive plans that
reflect a commitment to incorporate wildlife considerations into the planning process.
• Conditional and special uses are limited in areas with high wildlife diversity.
• Flexible density and lot configuration is allowed to protect habitat areas.
WDFW understands that updating your Comprehensive Plan is a substantial undertaking and we
congratulate you on your success in getting to this point. We look forward to continuing to work with the
City of Leavenworth staff and its residents on the implementation of your Comprehensive Plan.
A copy of this letter was also uploaded to PlanView. If you have any questions, I can be reached by email at
amanda.barg@dfw.wa.gov or by phone at 509-429-9285.
Sincerely,

Amanda Barg
Assistant Regional Habitat Program Manager, Region 2, WDFW
Cc:

Carmen Andonaegui, Regional Habitat Program Manager, Region 2, WDFW
Ken Muir, Habitat Biologist, Region 2, WDFW
Scott Kuhta, Senior Planner, Growth Management Services, Department of Commerce

Literature Cited:
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife.2009. Landscape Planning for Washington’s Wildlife: Managing
for Biodiversity in Developing Areas. Olympia, Washington. 88 pp+ Appendix.
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Lilith Vespier
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Paula Strozyk <pstroz13@gmail.com>
Tuesday, November 2, 2021 9:01 PM
Lilith Vespier; Andy Lane; Steven Booher; Alison Miller; Colin Forsyth; Angela Harrison; Pete Olson;
Kenneth Renner-Singer
Sharon Waters; Carolyn Wilson; Zeke Reister; Mia Bretz; Jason Lundgren; Clint Strand; Carl Florea
++++Public Comment on 11/3 Hearings+++++

Lilit and Commissioners Lane, Booher, Miller, Olson, Harrison, Forsyth and Renner‐Singer,
Hearing #1: Comprehensive Plan
While the Transportation Plan was approved by the Council after a Hearing in January with data provided by a
consulting firm, I believe the use of data is flawed. The Transportation Plan (Appendices p. 180) notes that:
1. Trips generated by Leavenworth Adventure Park and McDevitt Housing Development were taken from their

respective traffic impact analyses, performed by RBT Consultants and Transportation Engineering Northwest
respectively. Trips generated by Leavenworth Haus Apartments were calculated using the Institute of
Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual, 10th edition. The trips for all planned developments were
then distributed throughout the Leavenworth roadway network to estimate potential volume increase at each of
the study intersections.

Unfortunately this data does not reflect the full impact of the McDevitt Development beyond Pinegrass nor does it take
into account the traffic that will incur after Weidner develops the Meadowlark property. Both of these developments
will bring significant traffic impacts to our community. We simply cannot move forward and make decisions based on
partial data and speculation of the impacts the developments will bring. What looks good on paper in actuality looks far
different. We are witnessing firsthand the traffic impacts of Leavenworth Haus (whose transportation study revealed
little to no impact on local traffic) and will surely see similar results after the McDevitt property is fully developed. For
this reason I do not support the approval of this version of the Comprehensive Plan.
Hearing #2: Lot Size Change for Duplexes
While there needs to be some consistency in code for ADUs and duplexes, I do not support this zoning change because
it increases density on a single lot. Unlike an ADU, each side of a duplex is a larger and very separate dwelling. With this
code change, two families will share the same size lot as a single family dwelling, with less space around them. This
creates issues with snow removal, parking, storage of the things a family owns and less space for vegetation. If we are
looking at consistency in coding, we should be looking at revising the codes surrounding ADUs to make them more
consistent with codes for duplexes.
Hearing #3: RL12 to RL10 to RL 8
While I can minimally support changing RL12 to RL10, I do not support the zoning change to the new RL8 for the
following reasons:


Housing diversity. We hear the word "diversity in housing" be used quite frequently now as the driver for the
changes the Commission is proposing. Consolidating two zones into a single zone and leaving only two
residential zones, RL6 and RL8, most certainly does not promote diversity of housing types and sizes. In fact, it
does quite the opposite. While it is noble to think that smaller lot sizes will bring smaller homes, one only has to
look at the homes built on Pine and Pinegrass and the home recently listed for presale at 621 Cedar (2200SF on
a 3500SF lot for $850K) to see that in reality that just isn't happening. Many residents of our community moved
here for open spaces and the small town rural feel. While some residents may want a smaller lot without the
demands of yardwork or space to care for, many in the community WANT space around us‐‐space for gardens
1





and vegetation, space to be outside without feeling we are going to be disturbed will be disturbing our
neighbors. Creating smaller lots with dwellings built under current lot coverage and height codes only
perpetuates homes being packed in together with little room around them. We are not a big city and should not
be looking to promote that kind of density.
Density eliminates green space. A walk down Pine and Pinegrass reveals that most new homes have little room
for vegetation, especially trees. It is not because development on those streets is new‐‐it is because there is
simply no room to plant anything. Trees and vegetation calm the sterile, cemented‐asphalted‐
structured environment.
Growing issues around infrastructure and snow removal. We have yet to hear clear and compelling data
around water availability, sewer and wastewater management and how we will deal with the snow removal for
increased density on smaller lot sizes. City Council Study Sessions over multiple years (August 2020 AND
2021) have examined water use and availability. There is NO GUARANTEE we will secure sustainable water
rights for water from the Icicle. Smaller lot sizes will also exacerbate parking and street traffic. Cars stacked on
the streets around the Leavenworth Haus apartments and on the streets in the Pinegrass neighborhood show
the result of our parking codes and ADU incentives. This will only worsen with the RL8 zoning with
additional homes and potential ADUs. Winter on Pine and Pinegrass shows evidence that the snow being
removed blocks driveways and sidewalks and forces cars to be parked where snowplows cannot plow. We
cannot ignore what actually HAPPENS because we want or plan for something else.

Hearing #4: Affordable Low‐Income Housing
I do not support this incentive program for the following reasons:




Density, Lot Coverage and Setbacks. Individuals and families in our community living under low‐income
conditions deserve better than the codes outlined in this proposal. While these appear to be incentives, these
conditions set up incentives for developers to cash in and create cramped, dense living conditions for the
residents who live in these dwellings. Dense lot coverage with minimal setbacks leave little to no outdoor space
for families to gather, children to play and for natural light to grow vegetation and warm human spirits. One
only has to look at the heat studies recently completed in Atlanta to realize that this kind of dense
development sets up our most vulnerable to live in hotter neighborhoods. Those heat studies found that
cement and pavement, coupled with dense construction without greenspace and vegetation, led to higher
temperatures in poorer neighborhoods. Those living in low‐income situations deserve better.
50' Height Limit. No. No. NO. We are NOT a large urban city. We are a small rural community. While we may be
able to pack in more dwellings with this kind of height limit in the Tourist Commercial zone, the aesthetics of our
community will be greatly impacted.

Again, I would like to recognize the work you all have done to discuss the issues around housing and to come up with a
plan that meets our community's needs. Your work does not go unnoticed and it has brought us to this place where we
need to really look at what we want next for our community. Many of us do not feel we are there yet. We need more
time to discuss the ramifications of what these plans will mean for our community. I encourage you to listen
wholeheartedly to the comments you are receiving and consider postponing finalizing these plans. The future of our
community depends on it.
Thank you.
With Warmest Regards,
Paula Strozyk
12375 Village View Drive
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Paula Strozyk
Lilith Vespier; Andy Lane; Steven Booher; Pete Olson; Colin Forsyth; Alison Miller; Angela Harrison; Kenneth
Renner-Singer
Sharon Waters; Zeke Reister; Carolyn Wilson; Mia Bretz; Anne Hessburg; Jason Lundgren; Clint Strand
===Regarding the Revision on the Comprehensive Plan===
Thursday, October 28, 2021 9:34:59 AM

Lilith, Andy and Planning Commissioners,
First, I would like to thank Lilith and the Commission for the work that has
been done on the Comprehensive Plan over the last six months. The efforts
to consolidate information within the Plan, to update it with current data, and
to create a readable, understandable format is no small undertaking. It
keeps the Plan alive and it makes the Plan a real, working document to
guide our community's decisions.
The attendance at last night's Planning Commission Public Workshop
shows that there is strong interest from community members to be involved
in decision-making around the future of our community. There were many in
attendance, who like myself, accessed the City website to obtain what we
thought was the most current draft of the revisions to the Comprehensive
Plan--revisions we were given Public Notice to look at (between October 15November 3) and to provide public comment on, up to the deadline of the
Public Hearing on November 3. We attended the meeting last night after
seeing it posted as the Planning Commission Public Workshop, and assumed
it would be an opportunity to talk further with the Commission about some of
the ideas laid out in the Plan before it went to the Public Meeting. Much to
our surprise the copy many of us were sent by Lilith and the copy many of
us downloaded as the "official draft" of the Plan shared for review on the
City website and provided on the official City Notices page, had been
revised, and was continuing to be revised, before the Public Hearing. This
was a bit disconcerting to say the least and brings the question--how
important is the public voice and how can the public provide comment on a
document that is continuing to change? The time many of us invested in
reading carefully to understand and to provide feedback felt wasted and our
input invalidated.
As we move forward in the future I am hoping that we might do a better job
of ensuring community members have an understanding of the process for
participating and more importantly, have the most current information
needed to not only help improve, but to also increase their involvement.  

Thank you again for your work to make our Comprehensive Plan a living
document and for finding ways to keep the community involved.  
Warm Regards,
:0) paula

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Bob Fallon
Lilith Vespier
Comments for Planning Commission November 3 Hearings
Friday, October 29, 2021 10:20:44 PM

TO: Lilith Vespier, AICP
Development Services Manager
City of Leavenworth
RE: Comments for Planning Commission Hearings on November 3, 2021
Commissioners:
These 4 Hearings are on topics that are far reaching and the materials to become familiar with
are extensive and actually very complex. The time to familiarize myself with these is way too
short. I understand the words but have been unable to parse the implications.
It is difficult to distinguish actual code from general guidelines (Comprehensive Plan goals
and policies) and the significance of each for planning as opposed to actual development
permitting. For example, when does the city make actual actionable decisions on
infrastructure, roads, parks and sewer and water? Before, during or after permits are applied
for. Stated differently, wouldn't it best for the whole community to develop a specific plan of
what it wants to be in the future? Specifically, just how many residents do we want to house,
not just a nonspecific "more" and "denser". Wouldn't it be best to first make specific decisions
on where new roads and intersections will be? With this knowledge, developers and property
owners and the community would have more certainty about what can be done. The same
consideration pertains to location and timing of park development, rehabilitation of our aged
and neglected sewer and water systems, a timetable for when and to where new utilities can be
extended.
I would prefer a Community Planning Department, not a reaction(to permit applications)
department.
Having rambled on about my general misgivings I actually want to make just a couple specific
comments.
1. Regarding Code Amendments changing RL12 and RL10 to R-8. I do not think the RL
12 to RL 10 is a big deal, but I do not see the point either. The RL 10 to RL 8 for the
whole city and UGA is a very big deal however and I am opposed to the proposal as put
forth. Some selected changes might be appropriate (that takes more thought and work)
but the complete change throughout the city is wrong. Throughout the discussions there
has been mention of housing diversity. That doesn't just mean smaller lots and houses.
Larger lots with larger yards, more landscaping, gardens, room to park trailers, boats,
snowmobiles and the extra pickup, a comfortable distance from your neighbor, enough
room for a jungle gym and to host a yard party are legitimate aspirations for a
significant number of people at certain stages of their lives and should be
accommodated in any community.
I want to quote from the RL 10 Zoning code: "The regulations for this district are
designed and intended to establish, maintain and protect the essential characteristics of the
district". My wife and I bought our home in
RL 10. Now you are proposing to not maintain and protect our investment and future.

Please proceed with caution.
2,.At this juncture I feel the Affordable Housing Incentives, Duplexes and Transportation
Element Updates are okay. That may change when I see your final recommendations to the City
Council.
I would like to thank the staff and the Planning commission for all the hard work you've done. All
the meetings and interactions have been collegial, professional, informative and pleasant.

Bob Fallon
PO Box 939
12275 Village View Drive
Leavenworth, WA 98826
bobfallon@gmail.com
509-548-4684 H
509-881-8504 C

1 November, 2021
Re: Comp Plan change proposals Public Comment

Dear Planning Commission;
During the last year or so, I have been following the proposed changes to the comp plan, and along the
way, have been making comments. There has been interest from the community on these proposals,
and many folks have made comments. I would like to add my own, made from me as a community
member, not in my capacity for any board I am a member of. I realize the challenges that are before
cities as they plan for the future, and that the financial headwinds are blowing especially hard as the
popularity of Leavenworth increases.
Traffic and Parking
It seems the proposal for higher density has missed a very important factor: The impacts on quality of
life for the community who already lives here. Forgive me for my sometimes sullied level of trust in the
City’s historical decisions: I have heard assurances in the past that growth will not impact our residential
community (traffic, stormwater, etc.) Has a clear understanding been determined of the cause and
effect relationship of the decisions that are proposed…not just the positive, but also the risks. I am left
wondering what the lack of actual Leavenworth data in decision making will mean for the current
residents who live here. Remember, it was the PC who last put forth the 2017 Comp Plan that stated
that peak traffic in Leavenworth was weekday and defended that misrepresentative policy with every
reason except real Leavenworth data. Every commissioner voted in favor keeping our Peak Traffic Policy
as weekday. It was not until the years of insistence that real data be used before affirming a
misrepresentative policy did anything change, which the current PC affirmed in their recommendation
for a new peak traffic policy update in this refresh cycle. In fact, I and others had provided very real
WSDOT data as to when Leavenworth’s peak traffic was happening, yet we were ignored. Sadly, it
required even more studies, including the $280k corridor study to find exactly what we had been saying
for years: Our peak traffic was during weekends and festivals. Why was it different than other “typical”
communities? Because we are not a typical small town city. Our residential community is ALREADY
impacted by parking problems not typical in a rural town of 2000 people. I see this becoming a growing
issue even in residential neighborhoods. And I wonder if the community really feels that LOS D is okay
for them for their residential roads, or should at least a LOS C be a better goal that they would like to
target? (When I was in school, a D grade was not my target marks for sure.)
Parking issues already vex neighborhoods, even before adding greater density. So more houses and even
a proposal to allow builder benefit by REDUCING parking requirements is absurd. It doesn’t matter how
close a PnR or downtown access is, this is a rural town that is car dependent. Where is the data that
has queried the people living within neighborhoods as to the number of cars they have, with the actual
need for parking stalls for them and guests, both onside and off? Why do I ask? Because if such data
was there, we would see that virtually every adult has a vehicle, and sometimes there are three or four
or more adults in each residence, plus trailers, boats, etc. Making a decision for density without this
data and a clear understanding of its impact would be taking the risk of furthering the problems with
parking in neighborhoods to a breaking point and growing conflicts between neighbors and residents

and town visitors, which could easily then be targeted to the business community too (when in fact, it is
the lack of sufficient safety nets established within codes and policies). Unless you have data that
indicate that IN LEAVENWORTH there is only one vehicle PER HOUSEHOLD of under 1500 sq feet, then
allowing what has happened at Weidner Apartments, is only perpetuating the problems. The parking
issue and traffic research needs to be done and understand BEFORE proceeding with this plan for
increasing density. Infrastructure adequacy, including utility lines, water, roadways, parking sufficiency,
etc. need to be confirmed before shooting this gun, lest you begin further injuring those people who
already live in our town. This is a rural town, and the ideals of modeling our plans and hopes after a city
like Portland or other such “model” are false dreams, and do not reflect the heart of the greatest
number of people within our community. We are not Portland. And I would venture to say that
Portland’s decisions might not even have improved the residential neighborhoods like their vision might
have been. Let me ask you a simple question: How many of you daily use bus service to get to work? To
go shopping? To visit friends outside of downtown? How many of you have only one car per household?
I am going to guess that number is small, and likely not representative of this community and its
residents. So it is imperative that the PC have REAL data and not theoretical data before making
decisions.
I personally can attest to the fact that the density increase of the Weidner Apartments has created
growing issues for parking and traffic in my neighborhood. And many of you are probably unaware that
the Community Development ignored the concerns raised by people in the area during the SEPA review,
and required NO traffic mitigation…for an area that easily increased the population in Leavenworth by
30%. (Apartment managers told me they expect occupancy at 600 to 800 people. And I have spoken to
many folks who have moved in there, and they have confirmed that for each adult, there is 1 car. ) And
the issue of stormwater has certainly demonstrated that forethought was not only lacking, but was shut
out by those who expressed the concerns way before the development started building. So forgive me
for being untrusting, but we have had a pretty long history in our town of making decisions that have
not based on the realities of our tourism town and real impacts of those decisions for the future. Until
actual Leavenworth data models outline that these proposals will not be problematic to our residents’
quality of life, I remain not only skeptical of the proposal and theory behind it, but opposed to density
increase without such actual models being explained. And with those residents whose homes have
stormwater flooding them in the Pine Street development and River Bend Park area, I don’t think they
are convinced that the City has sufficiently thought through impacts before making decisions that
seemed to theoretically make sense for improving house availability.
Affordable/Workforce housing
I really understand the vision to help provide affordable housing for our workforce. It is a great goal. But
something important is missing in this discussion: Affordable Housing starts with affordable land prices.
As Mr. Lane shared with the PC a month or two ago, in light of the housing cost challenges we have, city
lot prices remain high no matter how you slice them. The smaller they go, the more homes will go in
there, and it is not making a huge difference in reasonably priced houses. Remember when we were told
several years ago that the Pine Street development would help build out workforce housing options by
adding more houses which would drive down the smaller home costs? Theory has not lead to reality.
Prices just keep going higher. How affordable is nearly a three-quarter million dollar house for a huge
percent of employees in our town? And on a smaller lot, how affordable is a $500k house on 3,000 sq ft
lot? (It would require an income of $102,000 a year to service that mortgage.) It is not affordable, nor is

it any real help to our primary workforce housing need. We are doing our community members a
disservice by proposing that we are going to solve the cost of housing in Leavenworth by simply building
on smaller lots with more people jammed in. The news of the MEND property sale only confirms that.
Weidner is about making profits, and of course they are neither going to keep rates affordable nor
provide home ownership options for the Meadowlark land. Why? Because they know the value of the
popularity of our town is real and not going away. That is why--in less than a year--the Leavenworth
Haus rent for a 240 sq. ft studio went from $900 to $1,100 a month.
Please understand, I hate to be raining on this parade. I was really hopeful that more of our community
members could afford to put down roots in our town in the near future. But as Meadowlark has
crumbled and land prices escalated, as much as I hope and dream, we are fighting a very tough uphill
climb. Eight years ago I bought my home with a 2600 sq ft house for LESS than a piece of dirt down the
road with no house that is 1/3 the lot size that sold in the last two months. These are the realities,
neighbors. I know it would be great to have many affordable housing options, but even with what
MEND has proposed with the land sale, this is not even a drop in the bucket to make a difference. A
great dream, yes, but making this kind of density option available now is only going to speed
development of more expensive homes on smaller lots, with several accompanying negative impacts.
Rather, why not focus our energies on partnering with other communities down valley a few miles for
more affordability? Affordability starts with the land price. Then you can build something affordable on
that. We have this upside down if we believe affordability starts with a quarter million dollar lot. Funny
thing is, my neighbor has a friend whose family moved here in hopes of starting a chiropractic practice.
He dreamed of living here and contributing to this community. But it took him three months to see that
even as a chiropractic doctor, he would not be able to afford to live here, and he since has moved to an
area where the land and cost of living was reasonable. (The median house price in other small towns,
like Brewster ($177k) and Chelan ($287k) are quite different from Leavenworth’s ($620k). We have a
doctor at CMC who has said that he could not afford to buy his home today if he moved here. Sadly, the
economic factors of our town’s success have provided us a debilitating whiplash on housing costs. I
have seen no evidence that attempting to fight this financial reality with mere smaller lot sizes is going
to move the needle on housing affordability, and certainly has a likelihood of creating further
community tension from those who already live here, who then have to fight traffic and parking issues,
close neighbor noise, etc.
Diversity of Housing
I have heard this mentioned in the Planning Commission dozens of times over the last months. What
does it mean? When I hear it, Diversity of Housing only seems to be cutting one way: smaller lot size for
more density. The true meaning of the word diversity means there is an assortment and a wide variety
of differing property sizes. It means that some people may value more space around their houses, and
others are fine with very tight quarters and not caring for bigger yards. But it does not mean that all of
those with larger lots are now forced into being in a neighborhood with greater density that could ruin
their home environment and the very things that brought them to Leavenworth.
In fact, I have found it interesting that in this discussion on housing density, the impacts on the
environment have suddenly grown silent. Increasing density means nature is overtaken by structures.
Having green space around people’s homes is also part of housing diversity. Some people don’t want to
take care of lawns and yards. For some people, the natural setting around them is an important part

their lives, and their ability to grow gardens, etc….without being blocked by building structures all
around them that shade their homes. I am thus opposed to reducing the lot sizes from 12 and 10 to 8.
People bought homes in the larger lot areas because they did not want high density around them, so
they could have space outside so as not to disturb neighbors or not be disturbed by neighbors. It is
inappropriate to reduce the zoning size for those people who have prioritized living in a place with space
and nature. Most R12s are in the more rural part of our community, and they need to remain as they
are because their diversity actually adds value to our community. So my request is that going forward,
the PC should consider that diversity is more than just increasing density, but rather, about allowing the
diversity that has and should remain in our diverse community. Goal 2 needs to be updated to actually
describe diversity all ways, not just related to ever-greater densities.

Please know that I personally value the work you are doing and appreciate the variety of perspectives on
the PC. We have a very difficult challenge before us with beyond-reach housing prices for folks in our
community. If our role were simply to find housing for folks who already call Leavenworth home,
perhaps the current approach might add value. But with Leavenworth being the target location for
people from around the country, this work will require some important considerations:
1. Decisions need to be made on actual Leavenworth data and not simply from theory or opinions.
I have heard lots of opinions on why a change should happen and how it will benefit affordable
housing, but I have seen nothing that maps to the specific impacts on that affordability for
homes. The specifics need to be penciled out. Can a worker in the service industry buy a $500k
house? If positive impacting changes for our community will be made, it will require actually
understanding the demographics of our residents and workforce needs. E.g. What is the
amount that folks who work in our community can pay for a house? How many vehicles do
residents actually have, thus, how many parking spaces will be needed for them and guests? Etc.
2. Is the housing we have in mind really going to help our residents, or will it simply bring in more
people to Leavenworth with larger incomes and negatively change what they really had valued
about the place? I have never heard anyone say that they come to Leavenworth because they
want to be living in a high-density area. Never once.
3. Diversity must include larger lots, which allows for more open, natural spaces, not simply a
packed-in dense city. Yes, people desire affordable houses, but realtors have told me that
buyers are not looking for tiny lots packed in hugely dense areas. They come to a small town for
the long term to feel like they are in a small town, not to be eternally in row houses or tenement
housing.
4. The dangers of allowing density increases without adequately addressing infrastructure needs
beforehand is not wise. Our Director of Public Works has said that our water and other
infrastructure is not adequate in many places within the city, not to mention now adding the the
type of “infill” being spoken about. The time for making these changes are when we are
prepared, and that readiness is going to take time, and there is no evidence yet that there are
huge cash on the way for such infrastructure improvements. These density increase decisions
seem premature. Start with the plan that can we can control…that is the infrastructure
assessments and readiness so as to be sure the planned infill needs can be accommodated. The
approach being taken to allow more density without infrastructure to handle it seems to be
upside down and risk. Ask folks about that in the Sammamish Plateau. Sadly, we already have

neighbors throughout our community who are dealing with the consequences of lack of
foresight by the city in matters such as stormwater, water line adequacy, etc.
5. If the PC passes these current recommendations to Council, I anticipate that the Council could
easily send it right back to the PC. Fully addressing the concerns expressed by the community
members who have invested their time in this process so far and provided their comments could
be very helpful as a bellwether into what City Council may be thinking and hearing from
community members.
While these are my personal viewpoints after having been actively involved with the PC over the last
years…well before the 2017 Comp Plan was even adopted…they reflect the positions that many people I
have spoken with have expressed to me as their parallel concerns. So hopefully you will consider them.
Thanks again for your service to our community.
Duane Goehner
11670 River Bend Drive

Lilith Vespier
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Chris Clark <imbikin@gmail.com>
Wednesday, November 3, 2021 4:38 PM
Lilith Vespier
Density issues in the city and UGA

Hello,
I am writing about the upcoming hearing on Comprehensive Plan changes. The Comprehensive Plan as it was originally
written is a good guide for the density in this valley. I live in an area of RL12 which you are proposing to change to R8.
This means that new lots across the road from me will be extremely close together. I moved here to get space from my
neighbors, not to be even closer to them.
And even more important are the proposed changes that will increase the number of residents in the city and UGA
dramatically. The infrastructure cannot take this huge increase in population. We already know that parking and traffic
are huge problems here. Dramatically increasing the number of people here will make this much, much worse. The
highway going through town is not going to be widened nor will there be lanes added.
This summer the water levels for the valley dropped to a point where the city requested that residents cut back their
water use. Where are we to get enough water for all these additional people that are being proposed?
The existing infrastructure cannot handle the numbers of increased residents that you are proposing.
Leavenworth sits in a very small valley without the ability to expand up the walls of the mountains surrounding it.
Multiplying the density in the valley will have a very serious negative impact on the aesthetics here. In recent years
setback rules have been waived placing buildings right at the edge of the highway and roads. The height limit was
recently changed from 35 feet to 50 feet in some commercial areas meaning that a 55 foot wall right next to the
sidewalk would block the view of the mountains which were the original appeal for the Bavarian theme. Please do not
do further damage to the aesthetics of our valley by filling the entire valley with dwellings and businesses packed one on
top of another. As it is there is very little green space. Please retain the Comprehensive Plan as it is.
Sincerely,
Chris Clark
Leavenworth
Sent from my iPad
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Lilith Vespier
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Alison Miller <alison@alisonmillerarch.com>
Tuesday, November 2, 2021 9:46 PM
Maggie Boles; Lilith Vespier
Public Comment

Hello, this was sent to me from Lacy Haggerty at 204 River Street. She asked that I pass it along to the rest of the PC.
I don't have a lot of time to put all my thoughts together but I do want to share what I can now instead of forgetting
about this and letting months go by. I live in the city limits, as you know. I have empty lots on either side of me. I do
sometimes wonder what will become of those lots. Additionally, as you may know, I was active in the fight for
regulations on STR in both the city limits and the county. Sure, I worry about a STR being next to me and being disruptive
but more than anything, I worry about the inflated housing costs that come with what is essentially opening a business
in your home, making it easier to pay 100K over asking price knowing you'll make up that inflation by having
"customers". With that said, when I ride my bike around town, what brings vibrancy to our neighborhoods and our
schools is a diverse community in demographics. I love that you can wave at your retired elderly neighbor who has been
in their home for 50 years and then a young family who works in our community with children on bikes and scooters and
then speak spanish to another neighbor who also works in the community. As the Pinegrass neighborhood has
demonstrated, we are well on a path of all our neighbors being work from home telecommuters with mercedes vans.
Obviously, that is judgemental and I'm sure they are great people, but the point is that this community is rapidly
becoming inaccessible for anyone who doesn't make over 100k per year (who are mostly not actually working in our
community or contributing to our local job creation). This problem is multi‐factorial and not isolated to Leavenworth, I'm
aware. However, without smaller homes and ideally multi‐family homes, I can't imagine how rentals or buying will
become accessible for our local working class. I think more affordable rentals are a huge need and my hope is that if
there are more multi‐family homes built, they will be more rentals. However, my concern is that developers and those
with money to spend will see this as an opportunity to build homes with ADUs or multi‐family units that become B&Bs. I
have no idea how it is possible to control that, but that's my fear. When I think of the lots on either side of us being
developed (because that's life), I don't worry about a triplex with young families and migrant workers living next to me,
that would be lovely! I worry about a 4500 square foot mansion taking up the whole lot and being occupied by folks who
work in Seattle and are only here part time. To me, one of those situations is what makes a community, the other is
someone with one foot in and one foot out, in my experience. At the end of the day, folks are going to do what they
want and I can't stop people from moving here and contributing to the inflation of housing costs and those folks do
contribute to our community in many ways, I just fear we're becoming a town of very limited diversity in all aspects. As
someone who moved here ten years ago, my husband 12 years ago, who both work in jobs that contribute directly to
our community, with two young children, it breaks my heart to know folks in our same position when we bought our
home 4 years ago are absolutely excluded from the current housing market. It shouldn't be this way and I deeply
appreciate that the PC is addressing it. I'm aware there is only so much the PC can do, but thank you for doing what you
can. I am in support of changing the minimun lot size and codes that allow ADUs and mult‐family housing.

Alison Miller, AIA
509‐860‐3545
www.alisonmillerarch.com
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Lilith Vespier
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Tobiason, Kim <Kim.Tobiason@am.jll.com>
Wednesday, November 3, 2021 2:06 PM
Paula Strozyk; Lilith Vespier; Andy Lane; Steven Booher; Alison Miller; Colin Forsyth; Angela Harrison;
Pete Olson; Kenneth Renner-Singer
Sharon Waters; Carolyn Wilson; Zeke Reister; Mia Bretz; Jason Lundgren; Clint Strand; Carl Florea
Public Comment on 11/3 Hearing

Lilith and Commissioners Lane, Booher, Miller, Olson, Harrison, Forsyth and Renner‐Singer,
First and foremost, thank you Planning Commission for the time and energy that has been put into the Comprehensive Plan
Review, it is truly appreciated.
I am requesting that the review process continue with the Planning Commission and HOLD on submitting to the City
Council for review until further community workshops are held and more time is allotted for the review of several lastminute changes to the plan. A Memo was sent late in the evening on 11/2 to the community about water/sewer and a revised
Traffic Memo with new updated information this morning. The community public comment period is tonight, this has
allowed NO time for review of very significant last-minute documentation on critical aspects of the plan. I find myself
scrambling on a working day to again revise my comment letter based on this new information.
Hearing Comprehensive Plan Amendments – Traffic & Infrastructure
A revised transportation plan memo was received on 11/3/21 using the revised housing units provided by Lilith on 10/15/21,
the number of housing units was drastically modified from an original number of 2,693 to 1,330 in a matter of a two-week
span, we as a community need more time to review the actual potential build out. There seems to be a large disparity
between the estimated 25% for net new ADU’s when we have seen over 50% of the developed housing units on Pine street
and Pinegrass having ADU units. The traffic analysis only touches on the major intersections (US 2 and Ski Hill Drive US 2 and 9th Street - US 2 and Chumstick Highway - Ski Hill Drive and Pine Street), however traffic patterns have changed
as those intersection have become overly congested, more vehicles are finding alternate routs to navigate through residential
streets placing a significant burden on those residents. Most of the City streets North of Hwy 2 are in poor condition with
limited sidewalks that are navigable, if you add at a minimum 983 new trips, that will increase the already dangerous impact
we are seeing. The proposed RL zoning changes is creating the perfect story for what we don’t want Leavenworth to become.
You can hire consultants, you can have a best guess on number of added units, but your best gauge of what is actual
happening it talking to the community, that is why more workshops need to be held for such significant changes to the
Comprehensive plan.
Infrastructure is a real concern, the memo from Tom at Public Works to Lilith on 11/2 only confirmed my concerns. Without
a more comprehensive study of the potential build-out and current proposed large developments under consideration we are
taking a gamble on our water supply and not calculating worse case scenarios. The city is in litigation over water rights
therefore we cannot count on that outcome. More troubling is the aging distribution system. The wastewater collection
system is scheduled for rehabilitation work in 2022, has this been funded, the City has known since 2008 that it was a
problem and yet is has not been fixed and now your proposing changing zoning density that will further put a burden on the
already fragile system.
Until the field testing of the existing capacity to deliver water through the system is completed, the proposed Zoning changes
for increased density needs to be placed on hold pending the findings and funding for replacement.
Affordable Housing:
More does not equate too affordable, Leavenworth is a highly desired area to live and for that very reasons we need to
protect it. The very founders of Leavenworth understood this and if you haven’t read it please pick up a copy of “Miracle
Town”, our current Mayor was quoted in the book and his concerns then are what we are still facing as a community now,
finding ways to provide affordable housing without spreading development all over the valley and hills, and to afford a
natural habitat for wildlife. So many numbers have been floating around, we are told under the revised zoning it would be
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2,693, then 1,330, then a PC member stated we only need 110, if we only need 110 then why would we change the zoning
to far exceed what we need, if you allow more developers will take more with zero guarantee its affordable. The pandemic
has changed the way we live in many aspects and housing is one of those. The new work from home model is here to stay,
high paying jobs are leaving the constrains of working daily in a urban office to working from home, those high paying jobs
are moving to towns like Leavenworth for quality of life, we are just finding out the impact of that shift in housing demand
and its definitely driving home values up, therefore again I recommend taking a step back and having a more comprehensive
study and workshops with the community to arrive at a solution that works both for the community, continues to provide
the quality of life we want to preserve and also a solution on affordability. The fact is it might not be that everyone can
afford to buy a house in Leavenworth, we need to look beyond our limited boundaries for other solutions. I think you would
be hard pressed to find anyone in Leavenworth that wants to become a mini-Issaquah, they opened pandoras box and a small
farming town is no more. Preserve our quality of Life.
Concluding: There is too much information to review in such a short timeframe, while most PC Members are in either
development services, architecture, or other related industries, most of us are not, and to understand all the changes,
graphs/charts, multitude of acronym’s is overwhelming. You have at your disposal resources to answer questions or
provided additional information that the public wither doesn’t have access to or would not know where to start even asking
questions. With the cancellation of public attended meetings for the past 1.5+ years this has significantly excluded the ability
to be involved, Public in person meetings is critical for community involvement, the amount of invites the community
receives for the various City projects is staggering and confusing when and where to attend, can I talk and ask questions
ect… we need to take a step back and hold community workshops for something that could have a significant impact on
Leavenworth for years to come. Please reach out and not just via a e-mail from a distribution list with a link, but actually
finding was to get us all involved. I can’t express how many times on Face Book I read “they have made their minds up”
or “they won’t listen therefore I’m not getting involved”, to many to count.
This process has not definitively laid out an ageable path that provides the balance this community needs.
Thank you again
Regards,
Kim Tobiason
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Lilith Vespier
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Paula Strozyk <pstroz13@gmail.com>
Monday, November 1, 2021 10:25 PM
Lilith Vespier; Andy Lane; Steven Booher; Alison Miller; Angela Harrison; Kenneth Renner-Singer;
Colin Forsyth; Pete Olson
Jason Lundgren; Zeke Reister; Carolyn Wilson; Mia Bretz; Sharon Waters; Anne Hessburg; Clint Strand
------Public Comment on Comprehensive Plan Draft Changes-----

Lilith and Commissioners~
The preparation for Wednesday's upcoming Public Hearings has been months in the works. The documents posted for
public review before Wednesday's meeting are substantial, no doubt taking hours of work to prepare and finalize. I
would like to thank you all again for your diligence and your commitment to find solutions to some of the problems our
community is facing.
I have observed a growing public interest in this discussion around zoning changes and encompassing changes to the
Comprehensive Plan. Two Planning Commission meetings in the last few months have been heavily attended by the
public‐‐both with around 50 participants. I believe those numbers speak strongly to the public's interest in the direction
our community is taking with growth and development. I am hoping the numerous dense documents posted for this
week's meeting will not discourage participation nor leave many feeling unable to offer feedback because they were not
able to process all that was posted for review. I encourage the Commission and Council to seek out and gather in public
comment in the next six weeks as we approach final Council approval and be willing to adjust timelines and even the
final revisions to the Plan should the community voice express strong concerns.
As a resident who spent 8 hours this last weekend reviewing the Hearing documents, I am noticing a number of things
in the format and the structure of the Comprehensive Plan I would like to share with you all. Please accept this email as
formal public comment.
1. Public Participation. While I appreciate the revision work to simplify the overall Plan, I feel the removal of the
Public Participation Program (Appendix B on p. 195 and 196) eliminates a crucial section about how the City will
not only communicate information on the Plan to the public, but also specifically notes how the public will be
encouraged to participate. The revised Plan simply tells the public they can be involved, yet there is no
accountability noted in how the City will foster that participation. Simply leaving it "to staff" is not enough for
this TRULY to be a Comprehensive Plan the community is actively involved in. I encourage you to restore
the Public Participation section.
2. Plan Formatting. The streamlined formatting of the Plan can help many community members easily follow what
is written. Seeing the subtitles "Leavenworth Today" and "Leavenworth Tomorrow" sets up a predictable flow
of information within the Elements. I noticed those subtitles present in some Elements yet completely missing
in others. Consistency of formatting will help the reader move through the document. Icons add some visual
appeal to the Plan, help with the flow and break up the wordiness document. Some Elements have the icons and
some do not. Again, consistency of formatting is important.
3. Use of Appendices. While some readers may prefer the main body of the Plan to be unencumbered by charts
and long wordy sections and may prefer more information to be noted in the Appendix; many readers will be
overwhelmed by the large Appendix and the need to continually refer over to another large document.
Formatting and content consistency might be reviewed for the Appendices as well, where the Appendix included
the HAP with its own appendices and charts used to calculate Land Capacity. The Appendix did not include
tables and calculations from the Economic Development Element or the Osborn Site Report from the Parks and
Rec Element or the Fehrs‐Peers' report from the Transportation Element‐‐all of those were found directly in the
main document. That can be confusing to the reader. These large reports should be under separate cover or
should all be gathered together in one Appendix.
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4. Incomplete Sections. Recognizing the revisions to the Plan are nearing completion, there are some sections
that appear to still be in draft form‐‐including wording stopping mid sentence, large spaces between sections
and font inconsistency. While it is important to recognize this is a working document, bringing it to the Public
Hearing means it should be as close to being done as possible before that final public review.
This kind of planning takes many hands to not only lighten the load, but to bring multiple perspectives to the table. I
would sincerely like to thank you all for your work and your commitment to bring all of these pieces to where we are
today. Thank you for being receptive to public comment and feedback and to taking it all into consideration as we
continue to develop the Plan for our community.
Regards,
:0) paula
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Public Comments – John Harrington 1536 Alpensee Strasse (Principal Planner from City of Tacoma
working from home in Leavenworth).
11-3-2021 Planning Commission

Concerns:
1) Not all residential areas in Leavenworth are suitable for additional density. Some have road and
circulation problems. Some have existing fire apparatus access roads that do not meet current
IFC standards for one-way-in, one-way-out roads.
a. Alpensee Strasse is over .4 miles long from Hwy 2 to the east end of the end loop. It has
44 single family dwelling units, a hotel and a multi-family lot with 5 condos. There are
four more empty lots in RL-6 and two more empty lots zoned commercial on the street.
The IFC requires more than one access road for more than 30 dwelling units. More
residential density (duplex, triplex and re-platting) would be exacerbating an already
non-conforming fire safety requirement and further put citizens and property at risk.
The IFC standard does not take into consideration the high fire danger in the forested
areas in and around Alpensee Strasse and the fact we are served by a volunteer fire
department. Adding more dwellings in a subdivision that the fire code already says is
not up to safety standards would be irresponsible.
b. Roadway width is another fire code requirement. Alpensee Strasse, for most of its
length, has a paved width of only 20 feet where a road over 450 feet long should be a
minimum of 26 feet wide.
c. The fire hydrant on the NE side of the subdivision is “out of service” for most of 2021
despite perennial high fire danger and substandard fire apparatus access.
d. Adding more dwellings in a subdivision that the fire code already says is substandard
would be irresponsible. Elected and appointed city officials have no higher duty than to
protect the public health and safety.
e. Bayern Village has about 15 lots that are adjacent to Wenatchee River fish and wildlife
habitat)

2) How many affordable housing units are required in Leavenworth and UGA? Who did this study
and what methodology did they use? How current is the study? Is the affordable housing need
coordinated with Chelan/Douglas Counties and other cities (Wenatchee, Cashmere, Chelan,
Entiat)? This is should be a bi-county coordinated effort as some areas have more undeveloped
land that can be developed and are not overcrowded.
3) What is our 20 year target for population for Leavenworth (from state OFM and Chelan
County)?
4) How many new dwelling units and population can the existing zoning and comprehensive plan
support? What is the build out population of undeveloped areas and infill development plus the
existing population? Does this exceed the population estimate? If it does, we cannot add more.

5) What is the per person consumption of water and electricity? How much sewage and garbage is
produced per person per day? Does the city have water supply capacity and sewage treatment
capacity for buildout with existing comp plan and zoning?
6) Now, add the additional density you are proposing for affordable housing. Again, do we have
consistency with how many dwelling units and additional persons we could potentially have
regarding roads, utilities, public facilities, parks, schools, law enforcement, fire and EMS
protection? Do you know? Really? You as Planning Commission members need to demand this
information prior to making these decisions.
7) Density: You cannot arbitrarily decide a person living in affordable housing does not have as
much of an impact to the built and natural environment as someone in standard dwelling units
and count them less for density. That is being intellectually and professionally dishonest. The
main purpose of density calculations is to do adequate land use planning for housing,
recreation, urban growth areas including roads, utilities and public services needed. No matter
what you choose to call a dwelling unit (.5 du, .75 du, whatever) each person has the same
impact whether living in affordable housing or not. Their children go to the same schools and
parks and walk on the same sidewalks. They likely drive as much or more than many of the full
time retired residents of Leavenworth and will need off-street parking. Link bus does not readily
serve (bus stop within 500 feet) of most residential areas in the city, so simply assuming people
will take the bus, walk or bike is not realistic. Our free bus service barely has enough riders to
keep the drivers company. The fact is, people drive cars, regardless of their economic means.
8) Setbacks. These are meant to provide light, air and yard space on residential lots and provide
fire access around buildings and provide adequate driveway length for off-street parking.
Essentially, setbacks enable quality of life. Limiting setbacks in residential neighborhoods is
essentially saying to those people that you are not worth providing a good quality of life to.
9) Parking. Where do you think everyone living in affordable housing will park if parking is not
provided on-site? The will park on street. People needing affordable housing do not necessarily
lack a car or cars to drive. On street parking reduces travel width on roads, creates dangers for
pedestrians and children due to visibility, increase strife between neighbors of who gets to park
near their house on the street and decreases safekeeping/parking of the vehicle.
10) Height. Building heights in single family areas need to be consistent with single family uses.
Duplex and triplex buildings should be the same as single family – 35’. If you want to have an
area zoned for multi-family buildings that are on arterials with bus service and adequate
parking, then taller buildings up to 50’ would be reasonable. Superimposing heights over 35’ for
zoning with single family, duplex and triplexes will ruin the neighborhood character and value of
the property.

Lilith Vespier
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Marty Fallon <martyfallon@gmail.com>
Wednesday, November 3, 2021 1:10 PM
Lilith Vespier
Public Hearing - November 3, 2021

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

Lilith Vespier
Development Services Manager
City of Leavenworth
Leavenworth, WA 98826

I appreciate the opportunity to express my concerns regarding the proposed zone changes.
I understand the need for increased density within the City and surrounding UGA, but am very concerned that the
infrastructure to accommodate increased population is lacking at the present time.
Of specific concern is traffic (including pedestrian and bicycle) flow. With most of the growth north of Highway 2, the
only roads in and out are:
1. Chumstick via Fir to Pine or Cedar to Pine
2. Evans via a variety of residentials streets
3. Ski Hill
4. Mill via Mine
Already we have seen even on a normal weekday, lines of traffic trying to get to the Chumstick intersection. School
traffic and buses complicate this issue. The Ski Hill intersection can be equally as congested, made worse by folks trying
to turn left onto the highway and blocking anyone behind them trying to make a right turn.
With increased density, comes increased numbers of vehicles. Look at the new houses along the Pine Street
Development: it is evident that most homes have more than two vehicles, often three or four, parked on the property.
This added traffic must be addressed before zone changes, or building, take place.
You state that developers will need to mitigate for needed changes due to increased density, but that did not happen
with the development impacting the intersection of Highway 2 and Riverbend Drive.
The Comprehensive Plan addresses the desire to have many of these infrastructure issues completed, but there is no
timeline, no real vision of what Leavenworth should look like, nor a plan in place. The impact of increased density must
be considered. The safety and welfare of the current residents is at stake.
Sincerely,
Marty Fallon
12275 Village View Dr.
Leavenworth, WA
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Lilith Vespier
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Ann Crosby <seasmilecros@gmail.com>
Friday, October 29, 2021 2:54 PM
Lilith Vespier; Andy Lane; Steven Booher; Pete Olson; Colin Forsyth; Alison Miller; Angela Harrison;
Kenneth Renner-Singer
Sharon Waters; Zeke Reister; Carolyn Wilson; Mia Bretz; Anne Hessburg; Jason Lundgren; Clint Strand
READ This One: Impact of 1,330 New Units on our Water Supply

Lil, Andy and Planning Commissioners,
Early in the Planning Commission Public Input Workshop, your number
for total potential new units in the 2021 Comprehensive Plan Draft was
4,039 (p.9). After some discussion, you seemed to lower that number to
become 1,330 new units instead.
Since our water supply is an important consideration for our community,
what impact would 1,330 new units have on our Public Works system to
provide water supply for them?
Extrapolating, using numbers from the 2018 Water System Plan, at that
time they provided 320 million gallons yearly for 1,400 existing units. So
if we use that proportion of 320M / 1,400 units then the ratio
228,571. This is the number of gallons they actually supplied per unit
annually, from their report.
Applying that ratio to your new figure of 1,330 additional units (1,330 *
228,571) means that our water supply would need to provide 304 million
additional gallons each year. The total for existing units plus new units
(320M + 304M) would require 624 million gallons annually.
That would probably be a future prediction number for water availability
to check with the Public Works Director, to see if that is consistently
feasible.
1

Thank you,
Ann Crosby
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To: Planning Commission Members
From: Marcia Patten
Re: Low-Income Housing Incentives

The low-income housing incentives listed in the Staff Report of October 26, 2021, provide a financial
bonanza for developers and builders, with no benefit to current Leavenworth residents and no
guarantee that any of the new housing will be affordable for those who are most in need of it.

Item A: The density definition that allows each low-income dwelling to be counted as only 0.5 of a
dwelling unit is, at the very least, degrading to the residents – “your home only counts as half a house.”
If the house only counts as 0.5, how is the family accounted for? There is still a whole family (typically 25 people) requiring potable water, requiring wastewater service, attending schools, driving on roads,
waiting in line at traffic lights, waiting in line at grocery stores, using Cascade Medical services, calling
Rivercom, and needing police and fire protection. The list goes on. How is this increase in population to
be counted and accounted for in managing current services and planning for future services in the
community?
Item B: This is a massive change from the 35% lot coverage currently in the code. Increasing lot
coverage reduces green space around a home, decreases privacy between homes, reduces on-site
parking space, and reduces sunlight access, especially when three-story homes are built adjacent to onestory homes. These reductions are not in the best interest of the residents of any of these homes.
Item C: Reduction of setbacks also reduces green space, decreases privacy, and reduces sunlight access,
particularly when done in combination with increased lot coverage. Reduced setbacks already exist for
ADUs. Allowing yet more homes to be built with reduced or zero setbacks increases residential
crowding, which is what many residents moved to our small town to avoid.
Item E: Reduction of on-site parking presumes that low-income dwellers will have only one vehicle, a
debatable presumption. Any family that has two vehicles will have difficulty with parking availability,
and will ultimately end up parking on the street. This impacts traffic, deliveries, snow removal, and
children playing in the street (which they will be forced to do, since they will have such limited yard
space due to the increased lot coverage and the minimal setbacks).
Item F: Increasing height allowances further aggravates the issues noted in Items B and C, especially
when taken in combination with those items.

The remaining pages of the Staff Report repeatedly conclude that these incentives “are consistent with
the intent” of the Comprehensive Plan and growth management. A very wide chasm often exists
between intent and reality. Builders and developers say, ”We only build to code.” If these code
incentives are approved, the reality is that builders will take full advantage of ALL these incentives, in
EVERY supposedly low-income home they build.

One assumes that the town’s current code standards were adopted to promote safe, pleasant, and
livable neighborhoods. All of the above incentives, used individually or collectively, reduce or lower the
long-accepted standards for comfortable housing in neighborhoods. Lowering the existing standards
will create, quite literally, by definition, substandard housing. Both current and future residents of
Leavenworth don’t deserve to have anything in their community reduced to substandard, especially not
their housing.
I urge you to reject these incentive measures. Substandard housing in our neighborhoods offers no
benefit to residents, and provides no assurances that the housing will be affordable to low-income
households.
Thank you.
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Andy,
It seems that you have stepped way back from 4,039 potential buildout, then down to 1,330
new units and now reduced down to merely 110 new units to house a population growth of
175 people. What a change!
So few if any of the proposed rezoning changes are necessary to densify new building, it
seems. Developers have until 2040 to build 110 new units? That will happen, of
course, under the existing codes without the rezoning that you propose.  
Particularly egregious would be to rezone single-family-lots to triplexes/row houses or create
smaller lots - because that approach will lead to the destruction of our older housing stock.
They would quickly disappear and be replaced by multiple condos on previously single family
lots.
Please remember that we ARE a Rural Town, we don't want to look like downtown Seattle
with those associated urban problems. And that we can NEVER build enough to make these
new units affordable. There are always Seattle residents who will qualify for them and be
happy that we taxpayers are investing in their new homes.
Let's step back from densifying our town in favor of appreciating what we have, now.
Thanks,
Ann

