
Planning Commission Agenda 
Wednesday, March 2, 2022 at 7:00 PM 

City Hall Council Chambers 
700 Highway 2, Leavenworth, WA 

Join the Zoom Meeting using one of the three options: 
(1) connect via the Zoom app: Meeting ID: 999 2949 1100 Passcode: 225225

(2) use the web link:
https://zoom.us/j/99929491100?pwd=b1ZqSUtLNGR3STd1TmNHWndCcDFaQT09 OR
(3) call in: 1-253-215-8782. Alternative call-in phone numbers may be used, visit zoom website for more
information: https://us02web.zoom.us/u/kOFTNV2hD

The public is encouraged to attend via zoom. If that is not possible, please contact City Hall, at least one day prior to the 
meeting for special arrangements. Staff will open the zoom hosting site approximately 10 minutes prior to the meeting for 
people to assemble. The public is encouraged to submit written comments prior to the meeting by sending to the 
Development Services Manager - dsmanager@cityofleavenworth.com; comments via email will need to be submitted by no 
later than 6:00 PM on the meeting day, in order for them to be received and prepared for submission into the record. 
Comments received through US Mail or delivered to City Hall will be included if they are received prior to the meeting. 

1. Call Meeting to Order, 7:00 pm

2. Roll Call: Planning Commission Chair: Steven Booher (position #1 – expiration 2022)
Planning Commission Commissioners: Kenny Renner-Singer (#2 - 2023), Open Position (#3 –2024), Pete Olson (#4 -
2025), Angie Harrison (#5 - 2025), Colin Forsyth (#6 - 2022) and Alison Miller (#7 - 2022)

3. Review and approval of Minutes – February 2, 2022 (sent separately)

a. Motion: I move to approve the Planning Commission minutes from February 2, 2022.

4. Remanded Item – Duplex Amendment

a. Public Comments (may be limited to 2-3 minutes each)

b. Planning Commission Discussion and Recommendation

i. Draft Motion Duplexes: I move to recommend approval/denial, based on the findings of facts and
conclusions of law within the Revised Staff Report and all public comment, for the remanded duplex
allowance in all residential zoning district subject to the lot size requirements of the underlying zoning
district.

I. to be effective six months after Council approval.

II. with a requirement that the building height is defined as no greater than 35’ to the ridgeline
from the averaged finished grade.

III. with a requirement that the building height is 30’ from the averaged finished grade.

5. Remanded Item – Residential 8 Designation/Zoning

a. Public Comments (may be limited to 2-3 minutes each)

i. Draft Motion R8: I move to recommend approval/denial of the remanded Residential 8 land use
designation and zoning amendments, based on the findings of facts and conclusions of law within the
Staff Report and Supplemental Staff Report and all public comment provided.

6. Affordable Low-Income Housing Incentives Hearing

a. Public Comments (may be limited to 2-3 minutes each)

i. Draft Motion Duplexes: I move to recommend approval/denial of the Affordable Low-Income Housing
Incentive regulations based on the findings of facts and conclusions of law within the Staff Report and
all public comment provided.

7. Future Meeting Considerations - Remanded 1589 Development Standards

8. Open Discussion Items, at the Chair’s discretion

9. Adjournment

All Planning Commission meetings are open to the public 
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Revised Staff Report 
Duplex Code Amendments 

 
 
 
To: Leavenworth Planning Commission 
From: Development Services Department 

Date of Report: October 26, 2021 for the November 3, 2021 Hearing 

Revised Report: February 17, 2022 for Planning Commission Remand Meeting March 2, 2022 

Subject: Duplex Code Amendments 
 
OVERVIEW 

The Planning Commission is recommending that duplexes be permitted on any residential lot meeting the 
minimum lot size requirements of the zoning district. Currently the zoning code requires duplexes on lot 
at least 12,000 square feet in all residential zoning districts, supplementary regulations, conditional use 
regulations and updating the definition. 

 
Permitting duplex dwelling units on existing lots will provide more flexibility for land owners to consider 
how to developer housing within the city. 

 
SUMMARY OF DATES 

 

60-day Agency review: October 15, 2021, ID# 2021-S-3279 

SEPA Determination Exempt per WAC 197-11-800(19) 

Notice of Planning Commission Hearing: Published in the Echo: October 20, 2021 

Planning Commission Public Hearing: November 3, 2021 

City Council Public Hearing: December 14, 2021 

Remanded Review & Public Engagement  
Planning Commission Workshop January 5, 2022 

Public Workshop January 19, 2022 

Planning Commission Workshop February 2, 2022 

Public Workshop February 16, 2022 

Planning Commission Remand Return March 2, 2022 

Council Action March 22, 2022 

Note: Mailer sent to all residents within the 98826-zip code (saturation mailer) inviting public to 
housing discussions. Additionally, staff expanded the housing webpage information and extended City 
Hall hours and available appointment times provided throughout for public engagement. 

 

Planning Commission Packet February 17, 2021 Page 2 of 157



Staff Report Page 2 of 5  

Additional Community Engagement and Information included a direct mailer, workshops, meetings, and 
extended staff and City Hall hours. The mailer, below, went out to over 2,000 addresses and had 33 individuals 
link through to the website using the QR code. City hall also received a handful of phone calls. 
 
 

 
 
 
PUBLIC/AGENCY COMMENTS 
Public comments were taken and incorporated into the Planning Commission hearing draft, issued October 
26, 2021.  
 
Additional public comments were taken after the remand. The general nature of the comments was concerns 
about building height, neighborhood character, setbacks/lot coverage. Which were not part of the 
recommended amendment. Other comments related to density increases, particularly on small lots. 
 
The public is encouraged to attend the Planning Commission final meeting on the remand and provide 
comment before a recommendation is forwarded to the City Council. The Planning Commission may 
incorporate comments into the recommendation. Additionally, the City Council will have an opportunity 
for public comment prior to a decision at the Council Public Hearing. 

 
STAFF REVIEW 
The following findings of fact and conclusions of law review the proposed amendments in relationship to 
the Comprehensive Plan and development regulations. 
1. The amendments are necessary to resolve inconsistencies in the provisions of the comprehensive plan 
and/or development regulations or to address state or federal mandates. 

Staff Finding: The Housing Element, including the Housing Action Plan, recommended that 
Leavenworth “Amend minimum lot size requirements for duplexes to be consistent with lot size 
requirements for single- family residences in the same zone.” The benefits of this action were 
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identified as 
• Increasing housing supply, including rentals for those with moderate incomes. 
• Increasing housing diversity. 
• Increasing affordable homeownership either through condominium ownership (if allowed) 

or where the rental income of one unit makes the purchase of the duplex more feasible. 
The City amended the accessory dwelling unit regulations in 2016 to encourage more units. This 
amendment permitted ADUs to be attached, detached or within an existing single-family dwelling.  
The result was that duplex and ADU regulations overlay in function and possibly in design. Because 
ADUs are now permitted on lots of all sizes but duplexes required 12,000 square feet there is a 
conflict in the code. Removal of the lot size for duplex will remove this conflict. 
Conclusion: The amendments are necessary to provide options to diversify and address 
Leavenworth’s housing needs. Additionally, they will clarify an existing conflict. 

2. The amendments are consistent with the overall intent of the existing comprehensive plan and the other 
documents incorporated therein. 

Staff Finding: The Comprehensive Plan encourages diversified housing: 
Goal 1: Encourage the availability of affordable housing for all economic segments of the 
population. 
Goal 2: Promote diversity of residential densities and housing types, being mindful for racial 
disparities and accommodating a range of housing needs, including elderly, physically challenged, 
mentally impaired, special needs segments of the population, low-income, workforce and 
emergency housing needs by: · Supporting affordable housing needs for low-income residents. · 
Encouraging cluster subdivision, planned developments and other zoning techniques that allow for 
density bonuses or other mechanisms for higher density and greater utilization of land. · 
Supporting moderate density housing types, including accessory dwelling units, duplexes, 
triplexes and townhomes within all residential zones. 
Conclusion: The amendments are consistent with the intent of the comprehensive plan. 

3. The amendments are consistent with the assumptions and/or other factors such as population, 
employment, land use, housing, transportation, capital facilities, economic conditions, etc., contained in the 
comprehensive plan. 

Staff Finding: The proposed amendments reflect the goals and recommendations within the 
Housing Element. 
Conclusion: The amendments are consistent with the assumptions and factors used to develop the 
comprehensive plan. 

4. The amendments are consistent with the requirements of the Growth Management Act and the county- 
wide planning policies. 

Staff Finding: The Growth Management Act promotes urban development within cities and 
densified housing options. RCW 36.70A.070(2), requires provisions for moderate density housing, 
including duplexes. 
The County-Wide Planning Policies encourage development of housing within the urban cities. 
Conclusion: The amendments are consistent with the requirements of the Growth Management 
Act and the county-wide planning policies. 

5. The amendments are consistent with and do not adversely affect the supply of land for various purposes 
which are available to accommodate projected growth over a twenty-year period. 

Staff Finding: The option for duplex development is consistent with infill development or other 
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new residential development activities. By reducing the lot size, it retains land for other housing 
(or other land uses) necessary to accommodate projected growth.  
Conclusion: The amendments will not change or impact the supply of land required to 
accommodate projected growth. 

6. Where applicable, conditions have changed such that assumptions and/or other factors such as 
population, employment, land use, housing, transportation, capital facilities, economic conditions, etc., 
contained in the comprehensive plan have been revised and/or enhanced to reflect said conditions; 

Staff Finding: The Comprehensive Plan currently addresses diversity of housing including 
duplexes. The proposed amendments provide opportunity for duplexes when they can meet all other 
code requirements and have adequate infrastructure.  
Conclusion: The amendments do not change the Comprehensive Plan assumptions rather they are 
consistent with Housing Goal 2 to support moderate density housing types within all residential 
zones. 

7. Amendments to the comprehensive plan land use designation map(s) are either consistent and/or 
compatible with, or do not adversely affect, adjacent land uses and surrounding environment; 

Staff Finding: The amendments will not change the Comprehensive Plan maps. 
Conclusion: Not applicable. 

8. The proposed amendments are consistent with and do not negatively impact public facilities, utilities and 
infrastructure, including transportation systems, and any adopted levels of service. 

Staff Finding: The amendments retain the existing ability to provide duplexes but modifies the 
minimum lot size from 12,000 square feet to the underlaying zoning district or on historical legal 
lots of record. At the time of each application for development or land use a review of impacts is 
completed by Public Works, Fire, City Engineer, Development Services and other agencies, 
departments or public depending on the type of application. During these reviews any impacts on 
public facilities, utilities and infrastructure is identified and mitigated. When an impact cannot be 
mitigated then the development or land use is not approved. 
Conclusion: The proposed amendments are consistent with and do not negatively impact public 
facilities, utilities and infrastructure, including transportation systems, and any adopted levels of 
service. 

9. The proposed amendments do not adversely affect lands designated resource lands of long-term 
commercial significance or critical areas. 

Staff Finding: There are no designated resource lands within the city limits. Review of known 
critical areas occurs at the time of future land use permit applications. 
Conclusion: Not applicable. 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends adoption of the duplex amendments, with an effective date of October 1, 2022 to provide 
time for review and recommendation of design standards consistent with other residential developments. 
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ATTACHMENTS 
Below: 
Attachment A: Proposed Duplex Amendments 
 

Provided Separately: 
Attachment 1: Public Engagement Opportunities  
Attachment 2: Responses to Written Comments through January 2022 
Attachment 3: Leavenworth Housing Website (as of February 7, 2022) 
Attachment 4: Comments November – December 2021 
Attachment 5: Comments December – February 2022 
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ATTACHMENT A 
 
 
 
LMC Chapter 18.20 Residential Low Density 6,000 District, remove lot size for duplexes. 
• LMC 18.20.060, RL6 Lot size requirements 

In a RL6 district, the lot size shall be as follows: 

A. The minimum lot area shall be 6,000 square feet for a single-family dwelling and 12,000 
square feet for a duplex. 

B. The minimum lot width at the front building line for new land divisions shall be 60 feet for 
an interior lot and 70 feet for a corner lot. 

 
 
LMC Chapter 18.21 Residential Low Density 12,000 District, remove lot size for duplexes. 
• LMC 18.21.060, RL12 Lot size requirements 

In a RL12 district, the lot size shall be as follows: 

A. The minimum lot area shall be 12,000 square feet for a single-family dwelling and duplex. 

B. The minimum lot width at the front building line for new land divisions shall be 80 feet for 
an interior lot and 90 feet for a corner lot. 

 
 
LMC Chapter 18.23 Residential Low Density 10,000 District, remove lot size for duplexes. 
• LMC 18.23.060, RL10 Lot size requirements 

In a RL10 district, the lot size shall be as follows: 

A. The minimum lot area shall be 10,000 square feet for a single-family dwelling and 12,000 
square feet for a duplex. 

B. The minimum lot width at the front building line for new land divisions shall be 70 feet for 
an interior lot and 80 feet for a corner lot. 

 
 
LMC Chapter 18.36 Supplementary Regulations, remove lot size for duplexes. 
• LMC 18.36.045 Duplex Dwellings 

Two-family dwelling/duplex shall meet the following minimum requirements: 

1. The minimum lot area shall be 12,000 square feet for a two-family  
dwelling/duplex; 

2. There shall be no more than one two-family dwelling unit/duplex per building lot; 

31. Two-family dwelling unit/duplex shall conform to all other provisions of city 
code. Conversions of existing structures to a duplex shall be allowed in 
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conformance with Chapter 18.68 LMC, Nonconforming Provisions, excepting 
setbacks whereby the legally established structure may receive an administrative 
deviation to encroach no more than 20 percent into the setback; and, 

42. Separate water and sewer utilities shall be required for each unit. 
 

• LMC Chapter 21.90, update definitions for duplex, dwelling/duplex, two-family, dwelling unit 
and townhouse 
o “Duplex” means a single building containing two dwelling units, totally separated from each 

other by an unpierced wall. 
o “Dwelling/duplex, two-family” or “two-family dwelling/duplex” means a single building 

containing two dwelling units, totally separated from each other by an unpierced wall, on a 
single lotdetached residential building containing two dwelling units, designed for occupancy 
on a monthly or longer basis by not more than two families. Each unit shall be designed for 
and occupied on a monthly or longer basis. 

 
 

LMC Chapter 18.52 Conditional Uses, remove duplexes section. 
• LMC Section 18.52.130, remove duplex from conditional use permit chapter 

o 18.52.130 Conditional use permit – Two-family dwelling units (duplexes). 

In granting a conditional use permit for a two-family dwelling unit in the residential low- 
density zone, the hearing examiner shall impose the following minimum conditions: 

A. The minimum lot area shall be 12,000 square feet for a duplex. 
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Supplemental Staff Report 
2021 Comprehensive Plan Update  

 

To: Leavenworth Planning Commission 
From: City of Leavenworth Development Services Department 

Date of Report: October 27, 2021 for the November 3, 2021 Hearing 

Amended: February 17, 2022 for Planning Commission Remand Meeting March 2, 2022 
Subject: 2021 Comprehensive Plan Update & Related Zoning Map Amendment 
 
OVERVIEW 

The City Council has accepted all changes to the 2020 Comprehensive Plan pending the final remanded 
consideration of citywide change to RL12 and RL10 to a new R-8 designation. The remanded requested 
additional public engagement, education and, if possible, consensus. This staff report has been amended 
to focus on the remanded item. The findings of fact and conclusions of law have been expanded to 
address in more detail responses to public questions and comments. There is no change to the 
recommendation or the SEPA Determination. 

This supplemental staff report is a support to the initial report to address the remand. 
 
SUMMARY OF DATES 
60-day Agency review: October 11, 2021; Material ID# 2021-S-3242 

SEPA Determination, Attachment D DNS signed/issued on October 15, 2021 

Notice of Planning Commission Public Hearing: Published in the Echo: October 20, 2021 

Planning Commission Public Hearing: November 3, 2021 

City Council Public Hearing: December 14, 2021 
Remanded Review & Public Engagement  
Planning Commission Workshop January 5, 2022 

Public Workshop January 19, 2022 

Planning Commission Workshop February 2, 2022 

Public Workshop February 16, 2022 

Planning Commission Remand Return March 2, 2022 

Council Action March 22, 2022 

Note: Mailer sent to all residents within the 98826-zip code (saturation mailer) inviting public to housing 
discussions. Additionally, staff expanded the housing webpage information and extended City Hall hours 
and available appointment times provided throughout for public engagement. 
 
Additional Community Engagement and Information included a direct mailer, workshops, meetings, and 
extended staff and City Hall hours. The mailer, below, went out to over 2,000 addresses and had 33 
individuals link through to the website using the QR code. City hall also received a handful of phone 
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calls. 
 
 

 
 
 
PUBLIC/AGENCY COMMENTS 
At the time of drafting the Staff Report no public comment had been received on the Comprehensive 
Plan Amendments. Prior to the Planning Commission and City Council hearings several public 
comments were received. Additionally, since the remand additional comments have been received, see 
attachments.  
 
The public is encouraged to attend the Planning Commission final meeting on the remand and provide 
comment before a recommendation is forwarded to the City Council. The Planning Commission may 
incorporate comments into the recommendation. Additionally, the City Council will have an opportunity 
for public comment prior to a decision at the Council Public Hearing. 
 
 
CODE CRITERIA REVIEW 
The Leavenworth Municipal Code Section 21.31.040(H) provides the following criteria for evaluating 
Comprehensive Plan amendments: 
1. The amendments are necessary to resolve inconsistencies in the provisions of the comprehensive 
plan and/or development regulations or to address state or federal mandates. 

Staff Finding: The Comprehensive Plan, and the Growth Management Act, encourage urban 
development within the city and urban growth area (UGA). The Residential Low Density 12,000 
(RL-12) designation equates to 3 dwellings per acre which is more urban sprawl then urban 
development. The RL-10 designation has similar concerns with 4 dwellings per acre.  
 
Conclusion: The amendments are necessary to resolve urban sprawl concerns and provide urban 
development within the city and UGA.  
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2. The amendments are consistent with the overall intent of the existing comprehensive plan and 
the other documents incorporated therein. 

Staff Finding: In addition to the original staff report, dated October 27, 2021, findings:  
The Housing Action Plan recommendation to “Evaluate converting RL-12 zone into RL-10 zone to 
reduce incentives for urban sprawl” was made with the potential benefits of: 
 Increasing housing supply, though this is limited given the limited areas of RL-12 zoning and the 

potential for subdivision into new lots. 
 Potentially increasing the affordability of homeownership where new houses require less land, 

though new housing on 10,000 square foot lots are not likely to be affordable to moderate-income 
households. 

 Reducing urban sprawl and aligning to the goals of Washington’s Growth Management Act. 

 
The Planning Commission evaluated the recommendation with the following findings: 
There are currently three areas zoned RL-12. They have limited infill potential given current land 
uses and critical areas; however, by combining this district with RL10 and further consideration of 
changing it to RL8, it will provide opportunities for infill as well as simplifying the code.  
• South of Ranger Road through Poplar Street (within City Limits). This area is made up of 12 

parcels covering approximately 24 acres most of which is wetland – very limited infill options. 
• East Leavenworth Road (within UGA). This area is made up of 38 parcels covering 

approximately 21 acres with limited infill options unless city sewer is extended. 
• Riverbend Drive (within UGA). This area is made up of 41 parcels covering approximately 24 

acres with limited infill options due to existing lot configuration, development and lack of sewer 
extension. 

 
The Planning Commission, due to the lack of buildable lands in the RL-12 designation, opted to 
consider the HAP recommendation to “Review use-specific minimum lot size requirements for RL 
zones to encourage a greater diversity of housing sizes and types”, specifically to evaluate the RL-10 
designation. 
 
Incentivizing smaller homes can expand opportunities for homeownership to a wider range of 
households. Reducing lot sizes for specific uses (e.g., duplexes) can improve the efficient use of land 
and increase housing affordability. Smaller homes and smaller yards support aging in place as older 
adults typically live in smaller households (1 – 2 people) and may prefer yards that take less time and 
effort to maintain. In addition, many existing homes in Leavenworth are on lots smaller than the 
zoning district’s minimum lot size. Potential benefits from the HAP: 
 Increasing housing diversity where it incentivizes homes smaller than what the market is 

currently delivering. 
 Increasing entry-level homeownership options. 
 Increasing moderate-income rental housing options. 
 Increasing walkability of residential neighborhoods where new development stimulates demand 

for local services within walking distance. 
 Reducing urban sprawl 

 
Th Planning Commissions evaluation of the RL-10 to a R-8 designation recommendation with the 
following findings: 
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The benefits of changing RL-12 to RL-10 can be further extended to land less restricted due to critical 
areas and sewer availability by changing RL-10 (approximately 394 acres) to RL-8. This area is 
primarily in the Urban Growth Area which has several larger lots.  
 
The current 2021 Land Capacity Analysis with no change to the land use designation notes that, 
within the City and UGA’s vacant and underutilized land an estimated 20% will be used for right-of-
way, 20% for environment/critical areas, and 50% undeveloped due to market demand (primarily for 
existing homes/ranchettes). The remaining land has the capacity to build out 1,297 dwelling units 
(including 25% accessory dwelling units).  
 
Combining the RL-12 and RL-10 for a new R-8 designation, using the same method of land use 
capacity, results in a potential of 1,330, an increase of 33 dwelling units. While this is a relatively 
small number of units it is critical to the goal of urban development rather than urban sprawl. 
Additionally, by using other existing development tools, like the Planned Development or cluster 
development, more urban density can be achieved at a site-specific location and through a public 
review and hearing process. 
 
Conclusion: The amendments are consistent and support with the overall intent of the existing 
comprehensive plan. 
 

3. The amendments are consistent with the assumptions and/or other factors such as population, 
employment, land use, housing, transportation, capital facilities, economic conditions, etc., 
contained in the comprehensive plan. 

Staff Finding: Combining the RL-12 and RL-10 for a new R-8 designation, using the same method of 
land use capacity, results in a potential of 1,330, an increase of 33 dwelling units. While this is a 
relatively small number of units it is critical to the goal of urban development rather than urban 
sprawl. Additionally, by using other existing development tools, like the Planned Development or 
cluster development, more urban density can be achieved at a site-specific location and through a 
public review and hearing process.  
Conclusion: The amendments are consistent with the assumptions and/or other factors such as 
population, employment, land use, housing, transportation, capital facilities, economic conditions, 
etc., contained in the comprehensive plan. 
 

4. The amendments are consistent with the requirements of the Growth Management Act and the 
county-wide planning policies. 

Staff Finding: The proposed combining the RL-12 and RL-10 for a new R-8 designation is consistent 
with the requirements of GMA to reduce urban sprawl and encourage urban development in cities and 
UGAs. No changes were made which conflict with the Growth Management Act or County-wide 
Planning Policies.  
Conclusion: The amendments are consistent with the requirements of the Growth Management Act 
and the county-wide planning policies. 
 

5. The amendments are consistent with and do not adversely affect the supply of land for various 
purposes which are available to accommodate projected growth over a twenty-year period. 

Staff Finding: The amendments are anticipated to encourage infill development or subdivisions of 
land at urban levels of development when adequate public infrastructure is available.  

Planning Commission Packet February 17, 2021 Page 12 of 157



Staff Report  Page 5 of 12 

Conclusion: The amendments do not adversely affect the supply of land for various purposes which 
are available to accommodate projected growth over a twenty-year period. 
 

6. Where applicable, conditions have changed such that assumptions and/or other factors such as 
population, employment, land use, housing, transportation, capital facilities, economic 
conditions, etc., contained in the comprehensive plan have been revised and/or enhanced to reflect 
said conditions; 

Staff Finding: The proposed combining the RL-12 and RL-10 for a new R-8 designation is 
recommended as new information/assumptions from the Housing Action Plan indicated a need for 
more housing diversity and stock have been identified.  
Conclusion: The proposed amendment is consistent with the assumptions throughout the 
Comprehensive Plan.   
 

7. Amendments to the comprehensive plan land use designation map(s) are either consistent 
and/or compatible with, or do not adversely affect, adjacent land uses and surrounding 
environment; 

Staff Finding: The land use designation amendment combining the RL-12 and RL-10 for a new R-8 
designation is consistent with the UGA purpose for urban development. Additionally, based on the 
Land Capacity Analysis the proposed change is estimated to provide a shift in housing over the next 
twenty years from 1,297 to 1,330 or 33 dwellings over approximately 400 acres. Environmental 
impacts are not anticipated as site development will required to protect critical areas consistent with 
adopted codes.  
Conclusion: The land use designation amendments to not adversely affect adjacent land uses or 
surrounding environment.  
 

8. The proposed amendments are consistent with and do not negatively impact public facilities, 
utilities and infrastructure, including transportation systems, and any adopted levels of service. 

Staff Finding: The combining the RL-12 and RL-10 for a new R-8 designation will increase 
opportunities for infill development without changing the types of uses within residential areas. 
Additionally, those who want to retain existing larger lots may retain that option. At the time of each 
application for development or land use a review of impacts is completed by Public Works, Fire, City 
Engineer, Development Services and other agencies, departments or public depending on the type of 
application. During these reviews any impacts on public facilities, utilities and infrastructure is 
identified and mitigated. When an impact cannot be mitigated then the development or land use is not 
approved. 
Conclusion: The proposed amendments are consistent with and do not negatively impact public 
facilities, utilities and infrastructure, including transportation systems, and any adopted levels of 
service. 
 

9. The proposed amendments do not adversely affect lands designated resource lands of long-term 
commercial significance or critical areas. 

Staff Finding: There are no designated resource lands within the city limits. Review of known critical 
areas occurs at the time of future land use permit applications. 
Conclusion: The amendments do not adversely affect lands designated resource lands of long-term 
commercial significance or critical areas. 

 
 

Planning Commission Packet February 17, 2021 Page 13 of 157



Staff Report  Page 6 of 12 

Staff Recommendation 
Staff recommends approval of combining the RL-12 and RL-10 for a new R-8 designation within the 
Comprehensive Plan based on the finding and conclusions in the original staff report and the above 
supplemental report. 
 
See original staff report for attachments A-D 

Attachment A: Track Changes  
Attachment A.1: Comprehensive Plan Clean Version, including Transportation Element 
Attachment B: Appendices, Clean Version  
Attachment C: Transportation Element Staff Report with DNS 
Attachment D: Overall Comprehensive Plan DNS and SEPA Checklist  
 

Below: 
Attachment E: Comprehensive Plan & Zoning Map 
Attachment F: Land Capacity Analysis 
 
Provided Separately: 
Attachment 1: Public Engagement Opportunities  
Attachment 2: Responses to Written Comments through January 2022 
Attachment 3: Leavenworth Housing Website (as of February 7, 2022) 
Attachment 4: Comments November – December 2021 
Attachment 5: Comments December – February 2022 
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ATTACHMENT E 
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ATTACHMENT F 
 

Appendix B: Land Capacity Analysis 

Introduction 
The purpose of the land capacity analysis (LCA) is to identify the City of Leavenworth’s 
availability of land to accommodate the projected population for the next 20 years. The 
study analyzes existing vacant and under-utilized parcels within the existing City limits 
and Urban Growth Area, and identifies number of persons it can accommodate during the 
planning timeframe. The difference between the projected population and the existing 
land capacity will identify whether the City has adequate land, or will need additional 
land to meet the future growth needs. 

 

The results of the LCA will be impacted by external influences including: fluctuating 
market factors, regional economy, land owner choice and infrastructure availability. The 
LCA provides a broad understanding for the City to plan and prepare for future growth. 
 
This document will address the following: 
• Methodology  
• Residential Land Capacity 
• Projected Growth 
• Vacation/Second Homes 
• Findings for Residential Land Capacity 
• Industrial/Commercial Lands 
• Findings for Industrial/Commercial Land Capacity 

 

Methodology1 
To estimate capacities, the LCA involved the following processes: 

1. Identified and calculated Net Developable land within the city limits and 
within the Urban Growth Area (UGA) by: 

a. Identifying vacant land defined as County Assessor’s GIS information for 
parcels with an Improvement Value of $10,000 or less 

b. Identifying under-utilized land defined as the County Assessor’s GIS 
information for parcels where Land Market Value is greater than or equal to 
the Improvement Value 

c. Subtract land to account for right of way at 20% within the UGA and 
10% within City, market factor of 50%, and an environmental factor of 
10%  

 
1 The LCA does not analysis tax exempt properties. Additionally, the LCA does not take into consideration potential 
prohibiting and/or limiting factors of growth that can include the lack of infrastructure, utilities and access. 
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2. RESIDENTIAL CAPACITY: Calculate housing units on developable land within the 
City limits and UGA. 

a. Multiply Net Developable by the maximum density in each land use 
designation. 

b. Multiply potential housing units with a household size of 2.2 persons per 
household 

c. Identify difference between the projected (OFM) population estimates and 
the existing land capacity to determine the City’s adequacy or 
insufficiency of land supply within the existing UGA boundary. 

3. COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL CAPACITY: The methodology for analyzing 
and projecting commercial/industrial land capacity and needs has not been 
developed but is planned with a future economic element/UGA analysis. 

 

Residential Land Capacity 

The following section describes the steps taken to identify residential land capacity. The LCA 
is based on Assessor’s GIS parcel data from October 2021. Parcels were aggregated into two 
categories: within City limits and within the UGA and further divided by land use 
designation districts.  
 

Zone Designation Total Acres Vacant Land Underutilized 
Land 

RL 6 Residential 
Low Density 
6,000 204.13 45.21 155.43 

R-8 Residential 
Low Density 
8,000 394.36 108.07 107.72 

MF Multi-Family 129.49 66.93 11.1 

TOTALS: 727.98 220.21 274.25 

 
Identifying Net Developable land requires additional assumptions for other land uses, 
including land needed for right-of-way, infrastructure, market factors and environmental 
constraints. Because the UGA has larger undeveloped parcels, a larger portion of land is 
expected to be needed for infrastructure than what is planned infill within the largely 
developed City limits.  
 
Assuming half of the available land, vacant or underutilized, will develop over the 20-year 
planning horizon reflects the historical slow conversion and lack of interest in development. 
This metric should be reviewed with future updates.  
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City Total 
Acres 

ROW 
10% 

Market 
50% 

Environment 
10% 

Net 
Developable 
=total – 
(A+B+C) 

Density2 Potential 
Units 

RL6 Vacant  45.21 4.52 22.61 4.52 13.56 7.26 98 

RL6 
Underutilized  155.43 15.54 77.72 15.54 46.63 7.26 339 

MF Vacant 66.93 6.69 33.47 6.69 20.08 21.78 437 

MF 
Underutilized 11.1 1.11 5.55 1.11 3.33 21.78 73 

UGA1  ROW 
20% 

Market 
50% 

Environment 
20% 

   

R-8 Vacant 
land  108.07 21.61 54.04 21.61 10.81 5.45 59 

R-8 
Underutilized  107.72 21.54 53.86 21.54 10.77 5.45 59 

TOTAL:     105.18  1064 

25% ADUs:       1330 
1Approximately ten acres within the City on undeveloped land 2Density is defined as dwelling units (lot size) 
per acre: RL 6 = (43560/6000); RL 8 = (43560/8000); MF = (43560/2000) 

 

Density has the option to increase with the current permitted uses for Accessory Dwelling 
Units and duplexes. Assuming that 25% of new development/infill will include either an 
ADU or duplex option, the potential units increase from 1,064 to 1,330 (1064 x 25%).  
 

Projected Growth 

The Washington State Office of Financial Management (OFM) produces a state 
population forecast for each county. Each County then estimates/forecasts growth 
for each City within the county. Chelan County completed this process in 20152 for 
the 2017-2037 planning update process. The Leavenworth population projected for 
2037 was 2,538 and for 2040 was 2,659. Based on these factors, Leavenworth is 
projected to need 1,398 housing units by 2040, an additional 110 units to 
accommodate the projected population growth of 175 persons.3 
 

 
2 Resolution 2015-112 
3 2020 Housing Needs Assessment 
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Understanding that a total number of housing units reflects the broadest community 
need but does not adequately define housing needs for all residents, especially those 
at lower income levels. Working to understand housing needs for all economic 
levels, a goal of the Comprehensive Plan, is necessary to understand what types of 
housing the community needs to encourage and support. The Housing Action Plan 
analyzed housing need by income, see chart below, see the Housing Elements for 
more information.  

 
 

Vacation/Second Homes 
The City of Leavenworth has prohibited overnight rentals in residential zoned areas since 1987, 
yet short-term stays in private residences have been increasing in popularity. In 2017, 
Leavenworth took steps to enforce the regulations and prevent short-term rentals within the 
residential areas, except when permitted as bed and breakfasts. These measures appear to have 
helped retain most houses for residential uses. 
 
However, the 2020 Housing Needs Assessment found that 19% of homes were being used by 
seasonal, recreational, or occasional use. It is anticipated that Leavenworth will continue to 
attract second home owners at a similar or greater rate. Planning additional housing units for this 
purpose will help to ensure that residential housing is still provided as the community grows.  

Findings for Residential Land Capacity 

The population growth, as projected by the County in 2015, required 110 units. 
Additional housing for seasonal uses would anticipate at least 124 units (additional 
19%). The current vacant and underutilized land is adequate to accommodate up to 
1,064 units or 1,330 with the inclusion of ADUs, providing housing for 2,926 new 
residents (at 2.2 persons per household).  
 

Industrial/Commercial Lands 
Leavenworth has a range of commercial lands which are not limited by exempt ownership; 
however, light industrial is primarily used by exempt ownership which greatly limits the City’s 
diversity of tax base. Recreational lands are summarized below with the majority being exempt 
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land. 
 

Zone Designation Privately Owned 
Acres 

Exempt 
Land 

Number 
of 
lots/units 
(condos) 

CC Central 
Commercial 32.31 0.00 245 

GC General 
Commercial 83.77 0.00 67 

TC Tourist 
Commercial 71.08 0.00 170 

LI Light 
Industrial 5.09 19.31 28 

RP Recreation 
Public 1.01 175.061 26 

REC Recreation 27.55 8.92 15 

TOTALS: 220.81 203.29 545 
1Osborn site added 2.25 acres and six lots 

Findings for Industrial/Commercial Land Capacity 

There is no industrially designated land available for development. The community 
desires to encourage diversification of the economic base and planning for 
infrastructure to support commercial and industrial development. Providing areas 
where residents can work and make a livable income can contribute to the growth of 
the community. Additionally, recreational land use is both for residential enjoyment 
but also plays a large part in the visitor’s experience, thereby providing a key role in 
the City’s economy. Additional land is required for the City’s economic stability 
and growth. Future study is recommended.  
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Memorandum   
Date: December 2021 
To: Planning Commission 
From: Development Services 
Re: Remanded Duplex and R8 Designation/Zoning items 

 

At the December 14, 2021 City Council meeting, the Council opted to remand two items back to the planning 
Commission for further public engagement. The two items are duplex lot size and the R8 designation/zoning. Some 
of the concerns around duplexes were duplexes on smaller lots and/or impacts when structures are built to the 35’ 
height limit and 35% lot coverage. The primary item mentioned by the Council for the R8 designation/zoning was to 
take more time with the community to develop an understanding of the changes and potential impacts.  

The remanded items (and other items) will be part of the next three Planning Commission agendas, January, 
February and March, with an expected recommendation on each of the remand item at the March 2022 meeting.  

To further public engagement additional time to meet with staff (drop-in hours and appointments) will be provided 
and two additional staff led workshops will be offered:  

• January 5, 2022 - 7pm via zoom – Planning Commission Meeting  
• January 10-31, 2022 – appointments – Staff Q&A at city hall, zoom or call 
• January 11, 2022 – 8:30-11:30am via zoom – City Council Study Session (portion of time for Housing) 
• January 19, 2022 - 7pm via zoom – Housing Workshop – staff lead  
• January 12 and 13 – 4pm-6pm – Staff Q&A at city hall 
• January 26 and 27 – 4pm-6pm – Staff Q&A at city hall 
• February 2, 2022 - 7pm via zoom – Planning Commission Meeting  
• February 3-28, 2022 – appointments – Staff Q&A at city hall, zoom or call 
• February 8, 2022 – 8:30-11:30am via zoom – City Council Study Session (portion of time for Housing) 
• February 16, 2022 - 7pm via zoom – Housing Workshop – staff lead 

Additionally, responses to public comment and questions about the why’s and what’s of planning for housing have 
been added to the website (https://cityofleavenworth.com/your-city-hall/departments/development-services/housing-
action-plan/), including:  

• Why study housing in Leavenworth? 
• Housing Related Videos – Basics of housing affordability; why housing is unaffordable? and Basics of 

Planning for Housing 
• Housing Action Plan approved by Council 
• Housing Action Plan recommendations, as prioritized by the Council 
• Why the city is considering housing and code related changes - Cost burden homes; Employee Housing 

Needs; Mountain Town Second Homes; How to save a ski town 
• Does Leavenworth have infrastructure for more housing? – Traffic Memo, Comments from WSDOT, 

Public Works Memo; Summary of Land Capacity changes between RL12 and RL10 and R8 
• Why infill development, such as duplexes and increased options for infill with recued lot sizes? 
• What duplexes look like? – HAP examples and images from Leavenworth 
• Other items added as needed 

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

From: Lilith Vespier
Sent: Friday, December 17, 2021 3:39 PM
To: PlanningCommission
Cc: Lilith Vespier; Maggie Boles; Carl Florea; Anne Hessburg; Mia Bretz; Sharon Waters; Carolyn Wilson; 

Zeke Reister; Jason Lundgren; Clint Strand; Marco Aurilio; Christie Voos; Chantell Steiner; Tom 
Wachholder

Subject: Planning Commission - R 8 zone and duplexes Remanded

Good Afternoon,  
The City Council remanded the R 8 designation/zoning and duplex proposals back to the Planning Commission for 
further public engagement. What does that mean? It means the Planning Commission will continue discussion with the 
public comments with the intent of building understanding about what is being proposed and considerations of impacts 
of the proposals.  
 
The remanded items (and other items) will be part of the next three Planning Commission agendas with an expected 
recommendation on each of the remand items at the March 2022 meeting.  
 
Additionally, time to meet with staff (drop‐in hours and appointments) will be provided and more information on the 
why’s and what’s of planning for housing have and will continue to be added to the website 
(https://cityofleavenworth.com/your‐city‐hall/departments/development‐services/housing‐action‐plan/).  
 
To help you and other interested in participating an outline of key dates to consider and share include: 
 
January 5, 2022 ‐ 7pm via zoom – Planning Commission Meeting  

Join Zoom Meeting 
https://zoom.us/j/99929491100?pwd=b1ZqSUtLNGR3STd1TmNHWndCcDFaQT09 
Meeting ID: 999 2949 1100 
Passcode: 225225 

January 10‐31, 2022 – appointments – Staff Q&A at city hall, zoom or call 
January 11, 2022 – 8:30‐11:30am via zoom – City Council Study Session (portion of time will be used for Housing) 

Join Zoom Meeting 
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/83550156332?pwd=bDdUbmdNL3VSckxmNGwrdGREUzRaQT09 
Meeting ID: 835 5015 6332 
Passcode: 061936 

January 19, 2022 ‐ 7pm via zoom – Housing Workshop – staff lead  
Join Zoom Meeting 
https://us06web.zoom.us/j/84677125311?pwd=WTFsb3RMNURzQ1lRRjArRHJVejcxUT09 
Meeting ID: 846 7712 5311 
Passcode: 400222 

January 12 and 13 – 4pm‐6pm – Staff Q&A at city hall 
January 26 and 27 – 4pm‐6pm – Staff Q&A at city hall 
 
February 2, 2022 ‐ 7pm via zoom – Planning Commission Meeting  

Join Zoom Meeting 
https://zoom.us/j/99929491100?pwd=b1ZqSUtLNGR3STd1TmNHWndCcDFaQT09 
Meeting ID: 999 2949 1100 
Passcode: 225225 

February 3‐28, 2022 – appointments – Staff Q&A at city hall, zoom or call 
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February 8, 2022 – 8:30‐11:30am via zoom – City Council Study Session (portion of time will be used for Housing) 
                Pending meeting information 
February 16, 2022 ‐ 7pm via zoom – Housing Workshop – staff lead 

Join Zoom Meeting 
https://us06web.zoom.us/j/89702781336?pwd=aU9GdTAvbTRaWG44Q3RSRkhtWWVrZz09 
Meeting ID: 897 0278 1336 
Passcode: 156156 

 
We look forward to hearing from you. 
 
Lilith Vespier, AICP 
Development Services Manager 
 

City of Leavenworth 
Development Services Department 
700 US Highway 2   |   PO Box 287 
Leavenworth,  Washington   98826 
P 509.548.5275 ext. 131 |C  509.668-9148 | F 509.548.6429 
www.cityofleavenworth.com 
 
This e-mail may be subject to public disclosure - appropriate discretion should be used when replying. 
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Public Housing Workshop Agenda 

Wednesday, January 19, 2022 at 7:00 PM 
City Hall Council Chambers 

700 Highway 2, Leavenworth, WA 
 

 
 
Join the Zoom Meeting using one of the three options:  
(1) connect via the Zoom app: Meeting ID: 846 7712 5311 Passcode: 400222  
(2) use the web link:  
https://us06web.zoom.us/j/84677125311?pwd=WTFsb3RMNURzQ1lRRjArRHJVejcxUT09  OR  
(3) call in: 1-253-215-8782. Alternative call-in phone numbers may be used, visit zoom website for more 
information: https://us02web.zoom.us/u/kOFTNV2hD 

 

 
The public is encouraged to attend via zoom. If that is not possible, please contact City Hall, at least one day prior 
to the meeting for special arrangements.  
 

Staff will open the zoom hosting site approximately 10 minutes prior to the meeting for people to assemble. The 
public is encouraged to submit written comments prior to the meeting by sending to the Development Services 
Manager - dsmanager@cityofleavenworth.com; comments via email will need to be submitted by no later than 
6:00 PM on the meeting day, in order for them to be received and prepared for submission into the record. 
Comments received through US Mail or delivered to City Hall will be included if they are received prior to the 
meeting. 
 
1. Call Meeting to Order, 7:00 pm 

2. Share – Housing in Leavenworth 

3. Open Discussion – Sharing of Ideas 

a. Potential conversation starters: What makes Leavenworth great? 

4. Wrap up & adjournment 
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Public Housing Workshop Agenda 

Wednesday, February 16, 2022 at 7:00 PM 
City Hall (by appointment) or ZOOM 

700 Highway 2, Leavenworth, WA 
 

 
 
Join the Zoom Meeting using one of the three options:  
(1) connect via the Zoom app: Meeting ID: 897 0278 1336 Passcode: 156156 
(2) use the web link:  
https://us06web.zoom.us/j/89702781336?pwd=aU9GdTAvbTRaWG44Q3RSRkhtWWVrZz09  OR  
(3) call in: 1-253-215-8782. Alternative call-in phone numbers may be used, visit zoom website for more 
information: https://us02web.zoom.us/u/kOFTNV2hD 

 

 
The public is encouraged to attend via zoom. If that is not possible, please contact City Hall, at least one day prior 
to the meeting for special arrangements.  
 

Staff will open the zoom hosting site approximately 10 minutes prior to the meeting for people to assemble. The 
public is encouraged to submit written comments prior to the meeting by sending to the Development Services 
Manager - dsmanager@cityofleavenworth.com; comments via email will need to be submitted by no later than 
6:00 PM on the meeting day, in order for them to be received and prepared for submission into the record. 
Comments received through US Mail or delivered to City Hall will be included if they are received prior to the 
meeting. 
 
1. Call Meeting to Order, 7:00 pm 

2. Review of Questions & Answers 

3. Call for other questions  

4. Wrap up & adjournment 

 

Next Steps  

a. Planning Commission March 2, 2022 meeting for final questions and discussion on remanded 
items prior to returning to City Council. 

b. Planning Commission March 2, 2022 Hearing on Affordable Low-income Incentive Program 

c. Future Planning Commission meetings addressing development standards and other Docket 
items 
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Answers to Common and 
Previously Submitted Questions
1. Does the City have enough infrastructure to add more housing?

2. How do these changes impact allowed building heights and bulk?

3. Will the proposed changes affect my property values?

4. How will duplexes change my neighborhood?

5. How will switching from RL-10 and RL-12 to R-8 change my 
neighborhood?

6. What are the impacts of these changes to open space?

7. How do we know making these changes will increase housing 
options in Leavenworth?

Leavenworth Housing 4 All | Planning Commission | February 16, 2022 | 8

Q
A

A full summary of 
submitted questions 
and responses available 
in the February 2, 2021
Planning Commission 
Packet for
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Does the City have enough infrastructure to 
add more housing?

Yes, it does.

▪ Growth is required to be planned for by the State.

▪ Existing infrastructure plans and projects are updated regularly to ensure we are growing 
responsibly. 

▪ Existing infrastructure is reviewed with each permit/application and mitigation is required 
when/if there is a deficiency. 

– This applies to water, sewer, stormwater, power, fire and roads. Data is available on the 
website.

▪ Current challenges with traffic are associated with the Highway, not side streets.

Q1
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How do these changes impact allowed
building heights and bulk?

It doesn’t.

▪ These changes do not affect the City’s adopted 
maximum building heights.

▪ Allowed heights are 35ft in residential zones.

▪ Public concern and questions have prompted
review of allowed heights, to be addressed at
subsequent Planning Commission meetings.

▪ Staff is preparing technical information on how 
height is calculated.

Leavenworth Housing 4 All | Planning Commission | February 16, 2022 | 10

Q2
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Will the proposed changes affect my 
property values?

Not automatically.

▪ Property values are based on your land, structure(s), and market conditions.

▪ Proposed R-8 zoning will allows more lots, which is associated with potential land value 
increases when developed or nearby lots are redeveloped at higher densities.

▪ The rule change would only apply to very large lots and is not likely to significantly change 
current land use patterns.

Q3
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How will duplexes change my 
neighborhood?

Neighborhoods will continue to change, but not significantly 
by allowing duplexes in more areas.

▪ Current regulations permit two-unit dwellings, this change mostly impacts design and 
construction options.

▪ Current market conditions favor units that maximize the bulk within existing regulations. 
Duplexes do not change the allowed building envelope.

Q4
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What is being 
built under 
current 
regulations?

415 Cedar Street ~ 3,182,

lot = 5,227 s.f., asking $1.2M

Leavenworth Housing 4 All | Planning Commission | February 16, 2022 | 13

238 Pine Street ~ 2,882 s.f. with ADU,

lot = 6, 534, est. $1.06M

Leavenworth Haus

Studio – 283 s.f.  $1150 - $1180

Studio – 464 s.f. $1,435

1 Bd – 693 s.f. $1,615 - $1,675
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How will switching from RL-10 and RL-12 to 
R8 change my neighborhood?

It would enable slightly higher densities in the most rural 
parts of the city, but actual uptake is unknown.

▪ Most of the city is zoned RL6 with 6,000 square foot lot requirements. These areas will see 
no change.

▪ The growth area for the city (aka Urban Growth Area) includes RL-10 & RL-12 with 10,000 -
12,000 s.f. lots. These areas would shift to R-8 with 8,000 square foot lots.

– Based on the Land Use Capacity this is expected to generate an additional 33 new lots 
over the next twenty (20) years.

▪ The proposed R-8 zone would have the same setbacks as RL-10 which are larger than in
other residential areas of the city.

Q5
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What are the impacts of these changes to 
open space?

Designated open space, critical areas, wetlands, and setback 
requirements will remain the same.

▪ Property owners maintain the right to develop their land in residential areas according to 
the City’s existing policies and regulations.

▪ Efficient use of urban land reduces sprawl and protects natural and wild areas. 

Q6
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How do we know making these changes will 
increase housing options in Leavenworth?

These are important strategies to increase housing options.

▪ It is hard to make a precise prediction of the future, but we know what the market is 
currently producing.

▪ Regulations have blocked missing-middle type homes for decades. These incremental 
changes allow for a greater variety of housing types as was typical before the 1950s.

▪ These changes are less about maximizing housing units and more about meeting the need 
of the local workforce.

▪ These changes deliver housing options through the market for moderate income 
households. The City Council & Mayor are working on policy changes and partnerships for 
lower income households including Builders and Land Trusts.

Q7
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General Comment/Concern for R 8 Zoning

1 Concern about adequate infrastructure

Leavenworth Public Works Memo notes that infrastructure (water/sewer/stormwater) 
have been adequately planned and all new development is reviewed at the time of 
application and required to provide corresponding level of services consistent with the 
city planning documents. It is noted that existing facilities (outside the new wastewater 
treatment and some piping) are dated and require maintenance or repair. This work is 
ongoing and is factored into new development reviews.

2 Concern about traffic increases/bike & ped needs

Additional housing will increase the amount of vehicles on the road, pedestrians and 
bikers. However, the City's contracted engineer reviewed the full buildout option of 
1,330 residents and found the city streets are adequate, see memo. There were 
concerns noted about the intersections with the highway and comments from 
Washington State Department of Transportation acknowledging the need to address 
these as they develop. WSDOT also noted support for density increases within urban 
areas.

3 Concern about density and fire risk

Discussions with Fire District 3 noted the pros/cons of density increases and fire, 
including: better response times but potential increase in calls; increase tax base of 
staffing/equipment; newer developments ability to meet higher road standards (width 
for access); more hydrants. Worth noting, the existing wetlands through the proposed 
R8 zoning have the potential to provide a natural fire break area.

4 Concern about loss of green spaces

The intent of a city is to provide urban (higher density) living. This is off-set by city & 
private parks/green space and rural lands. Encouraging development within the city 
helps reduce demand in the rural lands (however, rural development is driven by the 
County regulations which include smaller suburban lots (as low as 2.5 and 1.25 acres - 
smaller with cluster developments).

5
Concern with loss of larger lots (space & character); relates to 
concern about CC&R lot size limits

CC&R (covenants) are private agreements between property owners, not used by the 
city when reviewing city permits/applications. There are some areas north of the City 
which limit lot sizes to no less than half or one acre lots. The pending city regulations do 
not change covenants. 
Historically, individuals who want larger lots buy more than one and create the 
residence and amenities they want. For example, several of the lots on Birch are made 
up of multiple 30' lots. New potential 8,000 square foot lots would have the same 
option. There is no maximum lot size.

Concern about yards/lot coverage; relates to large houses on 
small lots; snow storage areas

The proposed changes do not change the existing yard and lot coverage requirements. 
There are new developments on Pine and Pinegrass Streets where the city sidewalk is 
located within an easement. This greatly affects the perception of lot coverage. City 
regulations have been modified so that future subdivisions will not provide sidewalks in 
an easement.
The size of houses in relation to the size of land is not proposed to change. 
Snow storage is generally the first 10' of a property line (where no parking is 
permitted). While some historical lots do not have this space, all new developments are 
required to document parking outside of the first 10'. 

6 Concern that change will not provide more housing 

The proposed change is intended to promote more options for housing. An existing one 
acre lot in the RL12 zone would result in an option for three residential lots, changing to 
R8 would provide the option for five residential lots.
The proposed change is one of several proposed tools to achieve more diverse housing 
and increase housing stock.

7 Concern with loss of quality of life
Quality of life is a very broad term with broad meaning to people. A community is a 
living group of individuals, businesses, networks; it will continue to evolve with the 
times. The proposed amendment to lot size is intended to bring housing to a broader 
group of residents (workers, families, individuals). 

8 Request to consider regional housing options
This option may be part of future policy direction; however, it would have a high 
likelihood of increasing traffic and transportation costs.

General Comment/Concern for Duplexes

9 Concern duplexes will not fit with the neighborhood Leavenworth has several duplexes throughout the community. The design of duplexes is 
up to the developer but must meet the residential design requirements.

10 Request a new moderate zone for duplexes, triplexes and 
townhomes with buffers

Per changes in State law, the planning commission will be reviewing triplexes and 
townhomes (among other items). Duplexes are currently permitted in all residential 
zones, the only question was on what lot size

Planning Commission Packet February 17, 2021 Page 35 of 157



11 Concern with duplexes (ADUs) becoming B&Bs

Current zoning requires B&Bs to obtain a Conditional Use Permit. There are 13 in the 
city; if the number of B&Bs becomes too large, the Council may consider changes to the 
number, location or allowance of B&Bs.  The current code allows an ADU to be used as 
a B&B.  A duplex, on the other hand, is not a single-family dwelling, and therefore 
cannot be used as a B&B.

General Comment/Concern about process

12 Concern with zoom meeting format 
The zoom format has some limitation but has provided more flexibility for participation. 
When the City is able, we anticipate all meetings becoming a combination of zoom and 
in-person.

13 Concern about need for more housing/population
The Housing Needs Assessment (2020) documented that the need for housing extends 
beyond required population projections. It needs to include workforce, affordable and 
demands from second home owners, see the HNA for more details.

14 Concern about speed/timing of proposed changes (size of the 
review packets vs time to review, understand and respond) 

Remand provided more time with the Planning Commission and Staff to review and 
discuss. Housing information has been added to the city housing webpage. Additional 
workshops and time to discuss with BERK and staff has been provided. Finally, 
additional outreach (mailer to all addresses within the zip code and radio and web 
announcements) has been made. 

15 Concern with 35' height

The 35' height limit appears to have been established with the original zoning code. The 
method for measuring uses the international building code (measuring to the mid-point 
of a pitched roof or the highest point of a flat roof). The Housing Action Plan 
encourages a review of the building standards to encourage more housing options. This 
item may be addressed at that time (or sooner depending on policy direction).

16 Concerns with McDevitt proposal

There was a notable amount of confusion about the pending McDevitt development 
proposal, current zoning options, and the pending R8 and other housing amendments. 
These items are not related. The McDevitt site has been under design review for years 
and should be submitted this winter. It uses existing zoning options, such as cluster 
development, to create smaller lots while retaining open space wetland area.

General Comment/Concern about Affordable Housing
a Unsure of need
b Concern about incentives (reduced setbacks, parking, etc)
c Promote financial programs to support housing needs
d Require new development to require smaller (affordable) homes
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Housing Action Plan
cityofleavenworth.com/your-city-hall/departments/development-services/planning/housing-action-plan/

Why study housing in Leavenworth?

The City of Leavenworth offers a mix of housing options. However, as the city has grown its
housing has not been able to meet the housing needs of all income levels.

The City Council has been examining how to best meet housing need for several years. The
Housing Task force was established in 2016 and a Housing Needs Assessment was
conducted in 2017. The Council Housing Committee was established in 2018 and diligently
reviewed the city’s regulations with the Planning Commission, resulting in several code
amendments in 2019.

The City has made several changes to support additional housing for all economic levels
including permitting Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs), zero lot line development, updated
Planned Development regulations and added two new funding support tools for affordable
housing. These changes have resulted in more housing. 

But the city continues to struggle with insufficient housing options, rising housing costs, and
limited housing availability. To meet these needs, we applied and were awarded a Housing
Action Plan (HAP) grant through the Washington State Department of Commerce.

Housing Workshop Presentation – September 2, 2020
Housing Workshop Presentation – January 4, 2022

Housing Related Videos
Basics of housing affordability
Why housing is unaffordable?
Basics of Planning for Housing – Washington State

Housing Action Plan (HAP) Final Approval
Housing Action Plan (HAP) Recommendations
Housing Action Plan (HAP) Final Approval
Housing Action Plan (HAP) Recommendations
Other items that the Planning Commission has started to review include:

Low-income affordable housing incentives (not on the HAP recommendation table)
Driveway and on-site parking requirements (prioritized item #3)
Setbacks, parking, access and lot coverage requirements (prioritized item #4)
Multiple curb cuts per dwelling (prioritized item #6)
Explore triplexes (prioritized item #8) and cottage housing (prioritized item #5)
Remaining HAP recommendations pending
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Other items which could be considered under 2020 State Law options

Why is the City considering these housing and code related changes?

The Housing Action Plan provides a comprehensive explanation of why the City is
considering housing and code changes. Linked below are reference documents that highlight
key parts of the “why” and help provide a summary of the needs for Leavenworth.

Employee Housing Needs 
Cost Burden Homes – those spending more than 30% of their income on housing
Economic Benefits of Diverse Housing
Mountain Town Second Homes
How to Save a Ski Town article How to Save a Ski Town – Outside Online

 Does the City have infrastructure for this development?

Yes, we do. The planning documents linked below indicate that the city has the infrastructure
or is planning adequately for the infrastructure to provide housing.

Traffic Memo
Comment from WSDOT on Traffic Memo
Public Works Memo 
Process for Subdivisions/Short Plats – Leavenworth Municipal Code (Leavenworth
uses a Hearing Examiner for subdivisions and Administrative approval for short plats)
General Overview of Land Subdivision Regulations for Cities & Counties in
WA (MRSC)

Why infill development, such as duplexes and increased options for infill
with reduced lot sizes?

Infill reduces the pressure on rural and resource lands by placing housing and services in
urban areas. When development occurs in urban areas there is less auto-oriented sprawl,
more opportunity for transit. For Leavenworth, the Planning Commission is recommending a
change from 3 and 4 units per acre to 5 units per acre (R 8 zoning district). In addition to
more efficient land use, this reduces the amount of impervious surface per person which
helps with water management and reduces potential areas of pollution.

(all slides provided by Thurston County presentation: https://www.youtube.com/watch?
v=uGzhLvNXpYA)

Infill Supports Sustainability Goals
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Infill reduces the pressure on rural and resource lands by placing housing and services in
urban areas. When development occurs in urban areas there is less auto-oriented sprawl,
more opportunity for transit. For Leavenworth, the Planning Commission is
recommending a change from 3 and 4 units per acre to 5 units per acre (R 8 zoning
district). In addition to more efficient land use, this reduces the amount of impervious
surface per person which helps with water management and reduces potential areas of
pollution.

Urban Infill Uses Land Efficiently

Urban Infill Benefits Regional Water Quality
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To be more sustainable with more livable spaces, infill is needed. Not just for the city of
Leavenworth but for the upper valley and the County, infill in urban areas is key to preserving
the lands and resources we enjoy today for future.

Infill housing is key component of fill Leavenworth’s housing needs. A variety of housing
types will result (over time) with a variety of housing options for all residents.

Urban Infill Expands Housing Opportunities

Why consider R8 zoning?
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The Planning Commission is recommending that RL12 and RL10 zoning be changed to a
Residential 8 zone. This will provide an opportunity to add one or two more lots per acres
when subdividing, see link below for more details:

Summary of Land Capacity changes between RL12 and RL10 and R8

What do duplexes look like?

Most look like a single-family residence. Images from the existing 2021 Leavenworth HAP
can be viewed below but you can also walk the community and find several examples mixed
within existing neighborhoods.
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The image above shows a rendering imposed on Orchard Street, as a local example.

Previous
Next

Photos of current homes with approved Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) in
the City:
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Prospect Street SFR & ADU Garage
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Commercial Street ADU Garage
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Prospect Street
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Cherry Street

Park Street
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Previous
Next

Photos of current homes with approved Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) in
the City:
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Pine Street & Ski Hill

Mt View Street
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Pine Street

Evans Street

Previous
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Next

Why housing for all?

Everyone plays a vital role in a community
A diversity of incomes means a diverse pool of people working jobs needed for a range
of community needs. Every community needs people who fill jobs, such as janitors,
baristas, bus drivers, sales clerks, grocery store workers, city parks crew, and so many
more. When these workers live in town, they don’t need to be adding to the highway
traffic, they are more connected to the community they work in/for, and they can be
more responsive to work needs.
A diversity of demographics means that you have young and old working and cross
training for jobs. When young people return to a community after college or jobs away,
they come back with new ideas, skills and views of the world that keep a community
growing.
A diversity of cultures brings fullness to a community. In Leavenworth, the Bavarian
Theme brought a new culture to the historic railroad and forestry community. This
culture provided ways for the community to survive and grow. If the new culture and
people had not found housing in Leavenworth then it would be a very different town
today. In the same manner, continuing to welcome a diverse culture to Leavenworth
through our visitors and residents will provide new and necessary ways for the
community to continue to thrive.
Providing homes for a diverse community means welcoming new people (and returning
residents and family members).

How do we provide housing for all?

Providing homes for a diverse community means a range of housing types. It means
small homes on small lots, townhomes, mansions, duplexes, apartments, cottage
housing, large lot homes, senior housing, tiny homes, it means all housing types.
Providing homes for a diverse community does not mean taking way someone home or
requiring all future development to be on small lots or a specific type of housing.
There are concerns about gentrification (loss of older homes to new expensive homes).
These concerns are amplified when there is a reduced inventory of similar vacant lots.
Many of Leavenworth homes are on small lots; the proposed R 8 designation/zone will
encourage new smaller lots which will support the retention of older homes.

Will housing for all change my neighborhood? Maybe…

Changes are happening today, especially as the price of land and housing have
increased while the area of growth has not. This puts pressure on existing vacant land
(infill) and older houses to redevelopment with new housing.
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Leavenworth is made up of mixed neighborhoods – single-family, duplex, senior
housing, and more. Walk around the Mountain Meadows (senior housing) area in the
middle of a single-family/duplex neighborhood; World Mark is high density (mix of
short-term rentals and private owners) between single-family/duplex neighborhood and
the river; Alpen Blick and the Garten Haus provide a mix of density and senior housing
near single-family/duplex, and multi-family.
Providing homes for a diverse community in existing neighborhoods will change the
appearance of some neighborhoods but not all neighborhoods.

Designed & Developed by 3Sherpas
Terms of Use
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NAME Address
DATE OF 
COMMENT GENERAL SUMMARY OF COMMENT Addressed or Acknowledged

1 WDFW Ephrata 11/2/2021
Ok with changes - desires to work with city on future related code 
amendments to the rezoning Acknowleged

10/28/2021
Concern with process and changes to the public review documents; would 
like to meet in person Acknowleged

11/2/2021

Concerns with the Transportation Element; changes duplexes, reduced lot 
sizes, loss of green space, infrastructure and snow removal, affordable 
housing density/lot coverage/setbacks and height increases See Transportation memo and PW memo

11/1/2021
Concern with comprehensive plan's size, the removal of the public 
participation appendix, format needs, consistency between sections Updates to format and some layout made

12/12/2021
Concern with Prospect Development and changes which may permit more 
or greater development

10/29/2021
Concerns with the scope and reach of the proposed changes of the R-8; 
OKAY with affordabale housing, duplexes and transportation element Acknowleged

12/14/2021

Concerned with the size of materials to be reviewed - request a summary; 
Ok with duplexes but wants to ensure they fit with the neighborhood - 
request CUP; concern with R8 zoning - already have diverse housing lot 
sizes, smaller does not equal less expensive, wants some large lots, don't 
have space or infrastructure to support; supports less lot coverage, single 
story homes, cluster small attractive homes

Duplexes historically required a CUP but that 
was removed after the adoption of ADUs for 

consistency of density and process; 

11/1/2021

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 Acknowleged

11/23/2021 similar comment Acknowleged

5 Chris Clark Not provided 11/3/2021
concerns about more lots (density), infrastructure, increase people, change 
in aesthetics, change in height. See Transportation memo and PW memo

6 Kim Tobiason Not provided 11/3/2021

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 See Transportation memo and PW memo

7 Lacy Haggerty 204 River 11/2/2021
Support for diverse community, minimum lot size, ADUs and MF; concern 
with ADU's and MF becoming B&Bs; concerns with mansion homes Acknowleged

2 Paula Strozyk
12375 Village 

View Drive

3 Bob Fallon
12275 Village 
View Drive

4 Duane Goehner
11670 River Bend 
Drive
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8 John Harrington
1536 Alpensee 
Strasse 11/3/2021

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 
setbacks and parking and increased height See Transportation memo and PW memo

11/3/2021

Concerned about infrastructure to accommodate increase population; 
concern with traffic/pedestrian/bike; concerned about the timeline for 
addressing infrastructure issues See Transportation memo and PW memo

12/14/2021

Concerns with R 8 zoning decreasing diversity of housing and size lots; 
consider smaller home requirements to address affordability; request more 
time to evaluate impacts See Transportation memo and PW memo

10/29/2021 Concerns about water supply and availability

11/2/2021 Concern with potential buildout vs needed housing; loss of existing housing

12/14/2021

Cites exising number of low-income affordable units and states that the city 
has enough affordable housing; cites population growth estimates and 
notes that we have enough land to meet growth

Comments relate mostly to low-income 
affordable housing incentives; Proposed 

amendments are for duplexes and R 8 zoning

12/13/2021 To Councilmember Hessburg - comment on 15% of affordable housing
12/30/2021 Carl Florea response 

11 Marcia Patten Not provided 11/3/2021
Concern with affordable housing incentives reducing the current standards 
for comfortable housing; lowering standards; no benefit to residents Acknowleged

12
Tim 
Trohimovich Seattle 12/14/2021

Support for diverse housing types and densities as a way to preserve rural 
lands Acknowleged

13 Denise Murphy Not provided 12/14/2021

Concern with McDevitt proposal/development; would like data justification 
for R8 zone and how it will make affordable housing with out negative 
impacts - alter the character, pose a threat to health/safety by increased 
density, diminish quality of current house and may impact property values. 
Concern with lot size, height, multiple residences on one lot. 

McDevitt development concepts are 
separate from proposed zone change or the 

duplex code amendments.

14
Ted & Gina 
Jenneskens

12320 W Emig 
Drive 12/14/2021

Concern with overtourism - as the real problem and no evidence to support 
the change to minimu lot size for duplexes or R8; changes with impact 
quality of life with greater density, traffic and parking issues.

Impacts for infrastructure addressed with 
PW Memo and Transporation Memo; more 

time provided with remand

15 Heather Tromp 316 Pinegrass 12/13/2021

Concerned with R8 zoning - unclear how it with ensure affordable housing 
and how it would be mitigated; concerned about water/drainage in 
pinegrass area Acknowleged

10 Ann Crosby Not provided

9 Marty Fallon
12275 Village 
View Drive

Planning Commission Packet February 17, 2021 Page 56 of 157



16 Gary Day Not provided 11/22/2021

Concerned about R8 density, off street parking, setbacks, enadequate 
personal storage, green space, fire protection, infrastructure, preservation 
of character; hold change until meeting in person are available Acknowleged

17

John and 
Rebecca 
Peterson

12345 W Emig 
Drive 11/21/2021

Concern with change to R8 (from one acre) and the allowance of duplex and 
triplexes; concerned with character - traffic, crime, pollution, noise and 
quality of life; change would not have substantive impact

The proposed amendments are consistent 
with UGA (reduce urban sprawl) and will 

provide more land for infill/development. 
Current zoning is RL12 (not one acre); 

triplexes are not currently being addressed.

18 Mike Cecka 510 Birch 12/3/2021

Concern with low income housing, duplexes, reduce setbacks and lot 
coverage. Use of substandard lots should continue to require parking, 
setback and lot coverage standards. Need places for snow storage and light 
and air, yards/green space  and privacy.Promote financial programs or new 
development to require smaller homes.

Some comments appear to be focused on the 
low-income incentives which is different 

from the R8 proposal. 

19
Matthew 
Carlisle 210 Pinegrass 12/7/2021

Oppose RL12 changing to RL6 and reques duplex on lots twice the size of 
any zone; defines duplexes as two primary uses not the same as ADUs 
which are accessory. Notes GMA classification of duplex as moderate 
density (along with triplexes and townhomes. Request a new moderate 
density zone with buffers. Acknowleged

20 WSDOT Wenatchee 11/10/2021

Support policies that increase density as they mazimize the value of 
investment in transportation infrastructure and lowers the costs to agenies 
and general public. Ask to continue working with City has development (up 
to 1330) will impact some intersections and require mitigation. Acknowleged

21 Tom Wolfe 12315 W Emig 12/14/2021
Oppose R8 amendment as CC&Rs limit lot size; water pressure concerns, 
fire concerns, traffic and parking concerns and loss of character Acknowleged

22
Kevin Kay and 
Stephanie Ward

Pine/Pinegrass 
area 12/14/2021

Concern with small lot size, limited space for yard, kids, pets; concern with 
drainage issues; wants increased setbacks and reduced heights; don't see 
that reduced lot size will help affordability; wants studies Acknowleged

23 Linda Colasurdo 10265 Ski Hill 12/9/2021
Concern with heights and loss of rural city character; request consideration 
of design standards

Design standards are part of future 
amendments; current proposal was not 

recommended with changes to design 
standards
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Dear City Council,


Overview 
I am opposed to the reduction in minimum lot size for duplexes from the current 12,000 sq ft to 
6,000 sq ft. In fact, I recommend the lot size for a duplex be twice the lot size for any zone. e.g. 
minimum for RL10 should be 20,000 sq ft.


The planning commission discussed how this would merely be “aligning” duplex requirements 
with ADU requirements as if they are the same, but they are not. ADUs are an accessory use 
(and are specifically called out and promoted by the WA GMA) with smaller footprint and less 
use and impact. A duplex is quite different, and is two primary uses, not accessory or 
secondary. It is, in fact, two single family dwellings on the same lot, a doubling of the intended 
density for any given zone. This is why it makes sense to have the minimum sq ft be twice the 
lot size.


Living in Pinegrass in RL6 and next to a wide open space of RL6, I can see how the financial 
incentive for developers will be to make duplexes. Selling a property as an investment property 
will inevitably increase home prices and increase traffic (which WSDOT also notes will be much 
worse). Note the lack of support for an RL3 zone, which this duplex change effectively creates.


WA Growth Management Act 
The WA GMA states (emphasis added): “(b) Includes a statement of goals, policies, objectives, 
and mandatory provisions for the preservation, improvement, and development of housing, 
including single-family residences, and within an urban growth area boundary, moderate 
density housing options including[,] but not limited to, duplexes, triplexes, and 
townhomes;”


Note that duplexes are classified as “moderate density” not low density which the L in RL 
stands for. Indeed, the topic of triplexes has come up too in this same conversation. 
Incrementalism dictates that it’s duplexes now, triplexes in a couple of years, then more? 


What’s wrong with duplexes and triplexes? Nothing, but it is uncontroversial to state that they 
do not belong on a LOW density zone, and the GMA and Comprehensive plan should not be 
used to justify this move as it refers to moderate density zones for this usage.


Proposal 
Instead of bringing in Moderate density uses into our existing Low density zones, consider 
creating a new Medium Density Zone instead, and then look at where you might want to apply 
that zone. You could use this zone for duplexes, triplexes and the cottage housing options you 
have discussed. This is actually fairly standard practice for other cities if you study their code 
as an example.


In doing this, owners of land would have to petition to be rezoned. Buffer zones would be 
created between those that bought expecting low density (such as myself) and those that wish 
to develop areas with Moderate density. This is the more appropriate way to rezone areas and 
create varying density.


Thank you for reading my comments.


Best regards,

Matthew Carlisle, 210 Pinegrass St, Leavenworth WA 98826
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November 10, 2021 

Ms. Lilith Vespier, AICP 
Development Services Manager 
City of Leavenworth 
Development Services Department 
700 US Highway 2   |   PO Box 287 
Leavenworth, Washington 98826 

Dear Ms. Vespier: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the City of Leavenworth’s 2021 
Comprehensive Plan update. 

WSDOT commends the authors of the updated Comprehensive Plan for their work on this 
update. The updated plan and its sub-elements combine existing studies and planning 
documents with new analysis that holistically assesses current conditions, expected growth, and 
the ways the city might respond. Between the recent US2 corridor study and our ongoing 
collaboration with the City of Leavenworth on transportation and land use issues, WSDOT is 
aware of the challenges facing the city, and the plan update inspires confidence that the city is 
ready to meet them. 

The new Comprehensive Plan identifies a suite of proposed land use policy changes to increase 
allowed residential housing density. Among these is a proposal to combine the current 
Residential Low Density 12,000 District (RL 12) and Residential Low Density 10,000 District 
(RL 10), redesignate the combined districts as Residential Low Density 8,000 (RL 8), and 
increase allowances for accessory dwelling units. WSDOT supports policies that will increase 
density in currently developed areas. Such actions maximize the value of investments in 
existing transportation infrastructure, which lowers costs to agencies and the general public. 

Under RCW 36.70A.070(a), local jurisdictions are responsible for 
• 6(a)(iii)(C): assessing transportation impacts, including to state highways, from planned

growth
• 6(a)(iii)(F): identifying specific measures to ensure that those facilities meet the level of

service adopted in the plan
• 6(a)(iv)(C): identifying funding to implement said measures, or altering land use, to

ensure said LOS standards are met

The “Leavenworth Rezoning Traffic Analysis” (November 2, 2021) indicates that the proposed 
land use plan would degrade operations at several intersections on US2 to below the adopted 
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level of service thresholds. The Traffic Analysis, and the Transportation Element, identify 
strategies for the US 2/Ski Hill Drive and the US 2/Chumstick Highway intersections to meet 
current and future demands. WSDOT encourages the City to also propose strategies to resolve 
the identified need at the US2 and 9th Street intersection. 

Thank you again for proactively engaging WSDOT in Leavenworth’s comprehensive planning 
process. We extend our continued support as the City plans for integrated land use and 
transportation development. We look forward to continuing our productive partnership. 

Sincerely, 

Maxwell Nelson 
Transportation Planner 
509-667-2910
nelsonm@wsdot.wa.gov
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Hello Leavenworth Neighbors! 
Did You Know . . . ? 

• The City of Leavenworth Planning Commission is discussing and making significant changes to residential
zoning codes, including:

o Changing RL codes to substantially reduce lot sizes, enabling homes on lots as small as 3000 SF.
o Allowing height limits that encourage 3 story, 35’ high homes and reducing the requirement for

the number of on-site parking spaces.
o Creating pre-permitted designs for accessory dwelling units (ADUs) which include 25’ high, 2 story

ADUs with 1-2 car garages below, to be built on the same lot as a primary residence and with lesser
setback requirements—essentially two homes on a single, narrow lot.

o Allowing triplexes in single-family residential areas.
• Decisions made by the City can and will impact how the Urban Growth Area (UGA) from the city limits at

the north (edge of Village View Drive) to the top of Ski Hill is managed in the future.
o A February 2021 Hearing adopted the Transportation Element including future roads running north

from Village View to Titus at the top of the hill and from Titus over to Chumstick.
• Plans are well underway for the development of the land east of Ski Hill Drive and north of Pine Street

(see map below):
o The City is considering the developer’s proposal to donate the wetlands to the City as an open

space with a potential walking trail (wetlands noted in green, walking trail noted in red).
o Preliminary plans by the developer include “cluster developments” of residential lots. Cluster

developments include lots that can be smaller than lot size code designates (up to 50% smaller).

PLEASE GET INVOLVED in decision-making for our community: 
• Sign up for City Newsletters at https://cityofleavenworth.com/newsletter/
• Attend City Council, Planning Commission and Housing Committee Meetings via Zoom.  Check the City

Meetings calendar for meeting dates and times. https://cityofleavenworth.com/your-city-hall/calendar/

Plans being discussed for 
36 cottages 

Plans being 
discussed for 36 
HUD-funded units 

August 2021
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October 2021
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November 2021
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23 November, 2021 

Re: Comp Plan change proposals Public Comment 

 

Dear City Council Members, 

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: In the past I have received assurances that growth would not negatively 

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 had 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. Council affirmed that.  It was not until the years of 

insistence that real data be used before any policy change, which Council will be finally affirming this 

year after 5 years. Sadly, the calls of concerns of our concerns from community member were 

discounted,   Why was our policy 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 to me.  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, moving it to a breaking point, growing conflicts between 

neighbors and residents and town visitors, which could easily then be blamed to the business 

community too (when in fact, it is the lack of sufficient safety nets established within codes and 

policies). Unless we have data that indicate that IN LEAVENWORTH there is only one vehicle PER 
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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, stormwater, etc. need to be confirmed before shooting this gun, 

lest we further injure 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 with increasing density.  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 City has 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 

Development Services 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 ignored 

when those who expressed the concerns said anything 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 been 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.  
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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.  The challenge of our success 

commercially and with popularity has driven up home prices, not matter the size.   

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 recently sold in the last two months.  These are the 

realities, dear 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 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 the term diversity mentioned in the Planning Commission dozens of times over the last 

months.  What does it mean?  When I hear it in those meetings, “Diversity of Housing” only seems to be 

cutting one way: smaller lot size for more density.  The true meaning of the word diversity 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  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 the first place. 

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 of 

their lives, and their ability to grow gardens, etc….without being blocked by building structures all 
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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 overall community.  So my request is that going 

forward, Council 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.  The bias in it’s current 

form is troubling.   

Please know that I personally value the work you are doing and appreciate the variety of perspectives 

within our community.  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. Lots of theory but no specific data from OUR town.  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 ever 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?  What level of roadway occlusion is 

acceptable to residents? 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 

type of “infill” being spoken about.  The time for making these zone changes are when we are 

prepared, and that readiness is going to take time, yet there is no evidence that there is huge 

cash flow 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 
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approach being taken to allow more density without infrastructure to handle it seems to be 

upside down and risky. 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. 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. That includes the 

comments that come in by written form. The Planning Commission was remiss to not even 

address or acknowledge the written comments that had been made during the process before 

they decided to move make this recommendation  Some of those comments seemed easy for 

them to ignore and the community received no assurances from them that they had even read 

them.  

While these are my personal viewpoints after having been actively involved with the PC over the last 5 

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. I so appreciate the openness and willingness for you 

our Council to hear our thoughts and concerns and ideas.  I certainly have valued the great dialogue and 

relationship with the community that this group of Councilmembers has established.    

 

Duane Goehner 

11670 River Bend Drive 
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Dear City Council,


Overview 
I am opposed to the reduction in minimum lot size for duplexes from the current 12,000 sq ft to 
6,000 sq ft. In fact, I recommend the lot size for a duplex be twice the lot size for any zone. e.g. 
minimum for RL10 should be 20,000 sq ft.


The planning commission discussed how this would merely be “aligning” duplex requirements 
with ADU requirements as if they are the same, but they are not. ADUs are an accessory use 
(and are specifically called out and promoted by the WA GMA) with smaller footprint and less 
use and impact. A duplex is quite different, and is two primary uses, not accessory or 
secondary. It is, in fact, two single family dwellings on the same lot, a doubling of the intended 
density for any given zone. This is why it makes sense to have the minimum sq ft be twice the 
lot size.


Living in Pinegrass in RL6 and next to a wide open space of RL6, I can see how the financial 
incentive for developers will be to make duplexes. Selling a property as an investment property 
will inevitably increase home prices and increase traffic (which WSDOT also notes will be much 
worse). Note the lack of support for an RL3 zone, which this duplex change effectively creates.


WA Growth Management Act 
The WA GMA states (emphasis added): “(b) Includes a statement of goals, policies, objectives, 
and mandatory provisions for the preservation, improvement, and development of housing, 
including single-family residences, and within an urban growth area boundary, moderate 
density housing options including[,] but not limited to, duplexes, triplexes, and 
townhomes;”


Note that duplexes are classified as “moderate density” not low density which the L in RL 
stands for. Indeed, the topic of triplexes has come up too in this same conversation. 
Incrementalism dictates that it’s duplexes now, triplexes in a couple of years, then more? 


What’s wrong with duplexes and triplexes? Nothing, but it is uncontroversial to state that they 
do not belong on a LOW density zone, and the GMA and Comprehensive plan should not be 
used to justify this move as it refers to moderate density zones for this usage.


Proposal 
Instead of bringing in Moderate density uses into our existing Low density zones, consider 
creating a new Medium Density Zone instead, and then look at where you might want to apply 
that zone. You could use this zone for duplexes, triplexes and the cottage housing options you 
have discussed. This is actually fairly standard practice for other cities if you study their code 
as an example.


In doing this, owners of land would have to petition to be rezoned. Buffer zones would be 
created between those that bought expecting low density (such as myself) and those that wish 
to develop areas with Moderate density. This is the more appropriate way to rezone areas and 
create varying density.


Thank you for reading my comments.


Best regards,

Matthew Carlisle, 210 Pinegrass St, Leavenworth WA 98826
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From: Pam Day
To: Lilith Vespier
Subject: To the Mayor and all City Council members
Date: Monday, November 22, 2021 4:38:04 PM

I’m very concerned about the changes in the Comprehensive Plan. Changes in zoning, land use, densities, off street
parking, set backs, inadequate personal storage on small lots, green space, fire protection, water, sewer, storm water
and most of all preservation of neighborhood character.  We need to slow down and develop a plan to address each
issue before making any changes. I urge the council to hold off with there final decision until we can have open face
to face public attendance. As the Mayor said March 31 2020 “I prefer old fashion face to face with real flesh and
blood meetings”. Zoom meetings only represents a small proportion of the community. We can do both and give
everyone the opportunity to participate. I urge all of you to proceed cautiously as this could change our community
forever.     Gary Day.   Leavenworth

Sent from my iPad
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From: John Peterson
To: Carl Florea; Lilith Vespier
Subject: Proposed Changes to Neighborhood Zoning
Date: Sunday, November 21, 2021 5:53:28 PM

 We respectfully request that our letter be read into the minutes at the November 23rd meeting
during the time allocated to public comments on proposed amendments to the Comprehensive
Plan as recommended by the Planning Commission.

We recently learned from a neighbor of your proposed plan to rezone our neighborhood to R8
which will, apparently, reduce lot size minimums for a single family residence down from the
current one acre minimum and also allow duplexes and triplexes. We are vehemently opposed
to such a radical change to the dynamics of our neighborhood. We and our neighbors
purchased one acre lots and built homes here with the understanding and trust that this
community and its leaders valued the opportunity for people to experience a neighborhood
with low density. We chose to live in a lower density environment for many reasons, which
you purport to take away. Who mandated this change? Did anyone in our affected area request
this? Your actions will dramatically affect traffic, crime, pollution, noise and quality of life
here. This action must not be approved. It's simply unacceptable. We understand your goal of
creating affordable housing, which is laudable, yet this action will undoubtedly do no such
thing. Affordable housing is a challenge communities are facing across the U.S. that involves
a multitude of complex economic and social issues. It's naive at best to think a few extra
dwelling units here will have a substantive impact. To add insult to injury those of us affected
have no recourse at the ballot box since we live outside the city limits. We have no recourse
and no representation in this matter. This proposal is nonsensical, harmful, frivolous and
divisive. We expect you to deny this action.

Respectfully,
John and Rebecca Peterson
12345 W Emig Drive
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From: City of Leavenworth
To: Maggie Boles; Lilith Vespier
Subject: Public Comment via the website submission form
Date: Monday, November 22, 2021 1:10:39 PM

Lilith & Maggie,

Below is a public comment for the Public Hearing tomorrow.

--

Christie Voos
Communications Analyst - City of Leavenworth 
e: hello@cityofleavenworth.com 
o: 509.548.5275 
 
For ease of access to City documents, the full text will be included when available. Larger documents
will need to be downloaded from the links provided using Adobe Acrobat PDF Reader or viewed
online. 
  
To unsubscribe, please email hello@cityofleavenworth.com with "Unsubscribe" in the subject line. 

From: City of Leavenworth Website Submission <hello@cityofleavenworth.com>
Sent: Monday, November 22, 2021 6:50 AM
To: City of Leavenworth <hello@cityofleavenworth.com>
Subject: Website Message Submitted
 
Name: John and Rebecca Peterson
Email: johnpeterson17@gmail.com
Who are you trying to reach?: City Council
Message: Re: Public comments concerning potential rezoning of neighborhoods to R8.
Please submit to November 23rd Council Meeting minutes.
We recently heard from a neighbor your proposed plan to rezone our neighborhood to R8
which will, apparently, reduce lot size minimums for a single family residence down from the
current one acre minimum and also allow duplexes and triplexes. We are vehemently opposed
to such a radical change to the dynamics of our neighborhood. We and our neighbors
purchased one acre lots and built homes here with the understanding and trust that this
community and its leaders valued the opportunity for people to experience a neighborhood
with low density. We chose to live in a lower density environment for many reasons, which
you now purport to take away. Who mandated this change? Did anyone in our affected area
request this? Your actions will dramatically affect traffic, crime, pollution, noise and quality of
life here. This action must not be approved. It is simply unacceptable. We understand your
goal of creating affordable housing, which is laudable, yet this action will undoubtedly do no
such thing. Affordable housing is a challenge communities are facing across the U.S. that
involves a multitude of complex economic and social issues. It’s naive at best to think a few
extra dwelling units here will have any substantive impact. To add insult to injury those of us
affected have no recourse at the ballot box since we live outside the city limits. We have no
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recourse and no representation in this matter. This proposal is nonsensical, harmful, frivolous
and divisive. We expect you to deny this action.
Respectfully, John and Rebecca Peterson 
12345 W Emig Drive

---

Date: November 22, 2021
Time: 6:50 am
Page URL: https://cityofleavenworth.com/how-do-i/send-message/
User Agent: Mozilla/5.0 (Macintosh; Intel Mac OS X 10_15) AppleWebKit/605.1.15
(KHTML, like Gecko) Version/13.0.5 Safari/605.1.15
Remote IP: 199.36.88.226
Powered by: Elementor
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From: Chantell Steiner
To: Lilith Vespier; Andrea Fischer
Subject: Fw: No High Density Rezoning Needed with Leavenworth’s Excellent Affordable Housing Numbers
Date: Tuesday, December 14, 2021 5:56:28 AM

Here is another for the record.

Chantell

Chantell R. Steiner
Finance Director/City Clerk
City of Leavenworth
PH 509-548-5275
FX  509-548-6429
 
"Far away there in the sunshine are my highest aspirations. I may not reach them but I can
look up and see their beauty, believe in them and try to follow them." »Louisa May Alcott 

 
This email may be subject to public disclosure--appropriate discretion is advised when replying.

From: Ann Crosby <seasmilecros@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, December 13, 2021 4:56 PM
To: Chantell Steiner <financedir@cityofleavenworth.com>
Subject: No High Density Rezoning Needed with Leavenworth’s Excellent Affordable Housing
Numbers
 

Please include the letter below in the public record for tomorrow nights
(Dec. 14) City Council meeting

^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^

Exactly how is our small, rural town doing in providing low-income
housing?  A recent inventory by the City reveals that 158 affordable units
already exist. For a town our size, Leavenworth can be proud of that number
of affordable units. Assuming each unit houses 2 people, then 158 units
house 316 people. That is 15% of our City’s population of about 2,100
currently living in affordable units! This seems to be a solid, tangible
number that City planners are forgetting as they race towards rezoning for
much more dense housing.

That 15% already provided is amazing for a town that really has no
economic base except for poverty-level tourism wages. We don't have
to stretch and torture ourselves to build more.  Has everyone forgotten
that it's usual and normal to commute to work?  Upzoning to high
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density as the Planning Commission recommends is just an excuse to
force high density developments onto our town, so that existing 15% is
never mentioned.  No one knows...

So the decision-making begins with our State producing a population
forecast for each county. Then each county assigns numbers for each City.
Chelan County did this in 2015, forecasting our population growth to
2037.  So that  population mandate for Leavenworth that the County
requires us to house by 2037 is just an additional 110 units to accommodate
the projected growth of 175  additional people.  

Our Planning Commission has gone way beyond those County numbers,
however, and is busily planning to recommend that we need 1,330 more
housing units! Now that is TWELVE times what our mandate from the state
is! Our planners intend to extend this high-density rezoning deep into our
valley with plans to eventually enlarge the City’s boundaries, so that those
areas can also be rezoned to multiple-unit high densities.

They are working on proposals that specify exemptions from much of
Leavenworth’s zoning standards when a new development includes a few
affordable housing units. For example; dwellings can cover 75% of the lot,
front and back yard setbacks can be shortened and the lots can
have minimal parking spaces.  All of these density incentives will
increase building that will likely reach and surpass their goal of 1,330 more
units, more than doubling the size of our town.

Developers are hungry to build here, so we do not need to upzone or
create density-producing zoning codes to incentivize them.  Do we really
want to give developers the following incentives to build dense, multiple
units? - lots reduced to 3,000 sq foot total, 75% of the lot covered by
development, reduced setbacks by 30%, triplexes, row houses, limited
or even no parking if close to public
transit, allowing "free" (uncounted) units to developers if they include 1
affordable unit, no matter what  the infrastructure costs.... not to
mention water shortages.  

So, have you given any thought as to how our water supply might be
affected by building 1,330 new units? What about fruit and shade trees and
growing food in our vegetable gardens? What about play areas for children?
What about snow removal?Remember, City Planners are pushing for
building 1,330 more units which is TWELVE times what the
state/county requires.

Planning Commission Packet February 17, 2021 Page 79 of 157



We ask you to vote against these ridiculous, dense, degrading zoning
proposals.  No one wants them except developers and the increased tax
base for the city.  We, the residents, Do Not Want any high-density
rezoning!

Let's remember that an important but forgotten main point that
Leavenworth can be very proud of  - that we are already housing a full
15% of our residents affordably. We absolutely do NOT need radical, high-
density zoning codes that will destroy the fabric and the very livability of
our town.
Thank you,

Ann Crosby

Leavenworth, WA

Planning Commission Packet February 17, 2021 Page 80 of 157



From: Bob Fallon
To: Lilith Vespier
Subject: Comments for this evenings city council hearings
Date: Tuesday, December 14, 2021 10:01:53 AM

Good morning Lilith. Would you please forward these comments to the city council for their 
hearings this evening on Comprehensive Plan Amendments and Code Amendments. 

Thanks

TO: City of Leavenworth City Council 
RE: Comments on:
       A) Public Hearings: Comprehensive Plan Amendments
       B) Public Hearing: Code  Amendment Duplexes
       C) Public Hearing : Code Amendments  RL 8 Zoning
FROM: Bob Fallon
            12275 Village View Drive (UGA)
            Leavenworth

Council members and Mayor Florea:

Thank you for all the hard work you and your team have put into struggling with 
Leavenworth’s housing issues. They are a challenge and the outcome of the efforts will 
have huge implications for the future of the city and upper valley, a place we all love.

The materials for these hearings are scattered through a 572 page packet. If one follows 
the RCW, GMA and Code references, the information to be absorbed and understood is 
staggering. In light of that, I think the city has been quite remiss and less than forthcoming 
in not providing a condensed (yet accurate) summary of what it is trying to achieve with 
these ordinances. The density of the materials and lack of clear concise summaries 
suggests that the  city hopes that using hot button terms such as urban sprawl, housing 
diversity, and affordable housing will convince the citizenry that you are on a noble and 
correct path.

BUT, I fear that that is not the case. You are not on the correct path.
A. 

Comprehensive Plan Amendments

I understand the need to change the CP to change the zoning for the Osborn 
property. Good idea.

I fear (but can not find it) that the proposed CP changes for the Housing 
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Element are being done to create the “inconsistencies with the  CP” that are 
being addressed in Code Amendments for the proposed zone changes. 
Therefore, I guess I am against the HE changes in the CP, primarily because I 
am against the zone changes. And what state and Federal requirements are 
being addressed?

B. 
Code Amendments   Duplexes
          I agree that duplexes are an appropriate housing choice for Leavenworth BUT 
it 
          might be be best if:

More attention was paid to which neighborhoods they might be allowed in

There were requirements that they be attractive and fit with the neighborhood

therefore , it might be best  if a CUP were required in otherwise single family 
neighborhoods

CONCLUSION: there is more work to be done
C. 

Code Amendments   RL 8 Zoning
                      BAD IDEA  The Housing Action Plan concludes that Leavenworth needs 
housing 
                      diversity, density and more affordable options. I agree with that, BUT
                   - Leavenworth already has diverse housing, and that is based in part  on the 
varying           
                       lot sizes of the current zones and is one of the reasons Leavenworth is 
                       so attractive.
                    - Smaller lots DO NOT lead to less expensive houses. Note the current trends 
in 
                      town.
                    -Some residents want larger yards and all the amenities they provide. Larger 
lots
                      enhance the attractiveness of the city and variety of lifestyles available to our
                      varied population. We are not all beginning our lives, although we have all 
been 
                      there. 
                    - Infill is an appropriate pursuit of density, but we do not have the space in the 
                      valley for many more people or the infrastructure to support them. Therefore,
                      increasing the number of lots is unwise and not needed.
                    -The current code on residential zones contains this phrase:
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         “ The regulations for this district are designed and intended to establish, maintain and 
protect      
            the essential characteristics of the district”
                       -The proposed zone change violates the trust that my wife and I placed in the city
                       to maintain and protect the essential characteristics of our neighborhood. 

CONCLUSION: Maintain the current zoning. Achieve affordability with innovative incentives and 
programs and changing building standards in some areas. For example, decrease lot coverage 
standards, allow only single story homes in some areas, emphasize small (attractively) clustered 
homes.

Again, thank you. And good luck.

-- 
Bob Fallon
PO Box 939
12275 Village View Drive
Leavenworth, WA 98826
bobfallon@gmail.com
509-548-4684 H
509-881-8504 C
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From: Denise Murphy
To: Lilith Vespier
Subject: Proposed R12 and R10 lots to R8 Zoning
Date: Tuesday, December 14, 2021 8:56:24 AM

TO: Leavenworth In-Person Citizens and Zoom Meeting Participants
of Meeting ID#895-7524-4667, Leavenworth City Council,
Leavenworth Planning Commission, and Leavenworth Housing
Committee, Zoom Me

FROM:  Kevin and Denise Murphy, Pine Street Residents

SUBJECT:  Proposed Zoning Changes - East of Ski Hill Drive and
North of Pine Street

DATE:  December 14, 2021

We originally sent an email dated August 31, 2021 to The
Leavenworth City Council, The Leavenworth Planning Commission, and
The Leavenworth Housing Committee. The email was acknowledged
by Lilith Vespier, and she replied that she sent my comments on to
the Planning Commission.  She clarified that lot size was “part of a
longer discussion on housing affordability and housing options within
the city.” She provided a link to the housing action plan for
Leavenworth, and stated that: “McDevitt’s development, the larger
portion of land has not been submitted for a subdivision process.
Once it is the City has adopted a permit review process. We are
expecting McDevitt to submit a major subdivision, with the
potential for two later planned developments. If that does occur,
the site will be posted, neighbors within 350’ will be noticed, there
will be an open comment period and a hearing before the Hearing
Examiner (not the Council or Planning Commission), then the Hearing
Examiner will make a decision. Any development proposal will require
an environmental review, traffic impact study, etc and mitigation.”

Ms. Vespier’s response does not change our original concerns our e-
mail of August 31st, and we wish to have that e-mail on the record
as a part of the public comments for the discussion of smaller lot
sizes, reducing R12 and R10 to R8.  I, as well as others, wish to see
data and evidence cited which includes Leavenworth’s census data,
and provides justification for these zoning changes and exactly how
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they will make affordable housing without the negative impacts I
outlined.

Here is a copy of our August e-mail, the concerns of which still
stand:

We are writing to submit our personal concern regarding variance or
changes in zoning that are presently being considered by the City of
Leavenworth on behalf of developers’ proposal(s) for cluster
development land use within the area east of Ski Hill Drive and
north of Pine Street.  These proposed changes in zoning will alter
the essential character of our present neighborhood and pose a
threat to our residents' health and safety by dramatically
increasing residential density.  They will further diminish the quality
of our current housing and potentially negatively impact our
property values. 

Granting a change in zoning which greatly changes lot sizes, height
limits, and allows building of multiple residences on previously single-
resident zoned lots, detracts from Leavenworth’s characteristically
small-town appeal.   Narrow, crowded and reduced lot size, and the
addition of cottages and HUD units all within a small area would
dramatically increase the burden of traffic flow on Pine, Ski Hill,
Village View, Titus, Central, and Cascade Streets.  Creation of a
park, cottages, or HUD-units would each create a traffic and human
safety burden.  The creation of all three of these projects, as well
as zoning changes to allow multiple residences on small, narrow
spaces, would greatly multiply the negative impact on residents’
health, safety, quality of property, water, and traffic flow
surrounding their residences. 

Zoning decisions have an immense impact on how towns and cities
grow.  While modifying zoning policies to allow for these types of
development can increase the number of residences, the sheer
number of higher-density residential use changes and projects
proposed in this small area will almost certainly establish a markedly
negative development future for this portion of Leavenworth.   The
hinted zoning changes sought for the area east of Ski Hill Drive and
north of Pine Street will not allow adequate parking, security, road
use, and residential space afforded residents presently in our small
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town.  Land owner plans for property development should only be
allowed to modify existing zoning on a project-by-project basis.
 This should require presentation to our local government and the
public of the details for each portion of property, and project,
separately.  It should require addressing environmental impacts, as
well as mitigating the negative impacts of high-density populations
in such a small area.  City government, then, has the responsibility
to reject additional zoning modifications (project-by-project) that
create a ridiculous divergence from the characteristics of our
present neighborhoods.  The city planning has a responsibly to deny
open zoning changes to the area in its entirety. The City of
Leavenworth cannot responsibly accept the development of so many
projects requiring zoning modifications in such a small section of
land as is available east of Ski Hill Drive and north of Pine Street. 
Instead, Leavenworth should favor a planning design which resists
overcrowding and urban sprawl, in order remain a commitment to our
town's neighborhoods.
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816 Second Ave, Suite 200, Seattle, WA 98104  

p. (206) 343-0681 

futurewise.org 

 

 

 
December 14, 2021 
 
 
The Honorable Carl J. Florea, Mayor 
City of Leavenworth 
700 Highway 2 / Post Office Box 287 
Leavenworth, Washington 98826 
 
 
Dear Mayor Florea and City Council Members Wilson, Bratz, Waters, Strand, Lundgren, Hessburg, and 
Reister: 
 
Subject: Comments on the proposed zoning map and zoning regulations to combine and 

change the RL12 and RL10 zones into a new R-8 zone & permitting duplexes on 
any residential lot meeting the minimum lot size requirements of the zoning district 
as recommended by the Planning Commission. 
Sent via email to: financedir@cityofleavenworth.com; dsmanager@cityofleavenworth.com 

 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed zoning map and zoning regulations to 
combine and change the RL12 and RL10 zones into a new R-8 zone and to permit duplexes on any 
residential lot meeting the minimum lot size requirements of the zoning district as recommended by the 
Planning Commission. Futurewise strongly supports the Planning Commission recommendations because 
they will increase housing options and allow more affordable housing types. 
 
Futurewise works throughout Washington State to support land-use policies that encourage healthy, 
equitable, and opportunity-rich communities, that protect our most valuable farmlands, forests, and water 
resources, and encourage growth in urban growth areas to prevent poorly planned sprawl. We have 
members and supporters throughout Washington State including Leavenworth. 
 
Futurewise supports the proposed R-8 zone and permitting duplexes on any residential lot meeting the 
minimum lot size requirements of the zoning district for many reasons. The most important reason is that 
the amendments will allow more affordable housing types. According to the Washington Center for Real 
Estate Research at the University of Washington, the median home price in Chelan County increased by 
21.3 percent between the third quarter of 2020 and the third quarter of 2021.1 Chelan County’s median 
home price is now $541,200.2 Even at the current low interest rates the affordability index for Chelan 
County is 79.6 percent.3 This means that a household earning the median county income only earns 79.6 
percent of the income needed to buy the median priced home.4 
 

 
1 Washington Center for Real Estate Research / University of Washington, Washington State’s Housing Market p. 15 (3rd Quarter 
2021) last accessed on Dec. 14, 2021, at: https://wcrer.be.uw.edu/wp-
content/uploads/sites/60/2021/11/2021Q3WSHMR.pdf. 
2 Id. 
3 Id. p. 17. 
4 Id. p. 2. 

Planning Commission Packet February 17, 2021 Page 87 of 157

mailto:financedir@cityofleavenworth.com
mailto:dsmanager@cityofleavenworth.com
https://wcrer.be.uw.edu/wp-content/uploads/sites/60/2021/11/2021Q3WSHMR.pdf
https://wcrer.be.uw.edu/wp-content/uploads/sites/60/2021/11/2021Q3WSHMR.pdf


 
Leavenworth City Council Re: New R-8 zone & Duplex Amendments 
December 14, 2021 
Page 2 

 

 

The housing types and densities allowed by the proposed R-8 zone and the increased opportunities for 
duplexes will provide more opportunities for relatively affordable housing. We urge you to adopt the 
Planning Commission recommendations. 
 
Thank you for considering our comments. If you require additional information, please contact me at 
telephone 206-343-0681 Ext. 102 or email tim@futurewise.org. 
 
Very Truly Yours, 

 
Tim Trohimovich, AICP 
Director of Planning & Law 
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From: Heather Tromp
To: Lilith Vespier
Subject: Zoning changes R12 to R8 and R10
Date: Monday, December 13, 2021 3:20:18 PM

Hello

I bought my home July 9th.
316 Pinegrass Street, Leavenworth, WA 98826

I am very concerned with the reducing R12 to R8 and R10 sizes.

I remain unclear on what the plan is to ensure affordable housing by making this change and how the impact of this
change would be mitigated for homes in the surrounding areas.

There are already water drainage issues in our brand new neighborhood. All the houses on my side of the street have
sub pumps to remove water from the crawl spaces that all feed to a ditch that exceed its capabilities with out us
constantly watching and maintaining it even in the smallest amounts of rain….
More impervious surface would seem need to incur more drainage solutions? Has this been considered?

Heather Tromp

Sent from my iPhone
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From: John Peterson
To: Carl Florea; Lilith Vespier
Subject: Proposed Changes to Neighborhood Zoning
Date: Sunday, November 21, 2021 5:53:28 PM

 We respectfully request that our letter be read into the minutes at the November 23rd meeting
during the time allocated to public comments on proposed amendments to the Comprehensive
Plan as recommended by the Planning Commission.

We recently learned from a neighbor of your proposed plan to rezone our neighborhood to R8
which will, apparently, reduce lot size minimums for a single family residence down from the
current one acre minimum and also allow duplexes and triplexes. We are vehemently opposed
to such a radical change to the dynamics of our neighborhood. We and our neighbors
purchased one acre lots and built homes here with the understanding and trust that this
community and its leaders valued the opportunity for people to experience a neighborhood
with low density. We chose to live in a lower density environment for many reasons, which
you purport to take away. Who mandated this change? Did anyone in our affected area request
this? Your actions will dramatically affect traffic, crime, pollution, noise and quality of life
here. This action must not be approved. It's simply unacceptable. We understand your goal of
creating affordable housing, which is laudable, yet this action will undoubtedly do no such
thing. Affordable housing is a challenge communities are facing across the U.S. that involves
a multitude of complex economic and social issues. It's naive at best to think a few extra
dwelling units here will have a substantive impact. To add insult to injury those of us affected
have no recourse at the ballot box since we live outside the city limits. We have no recourse
and no representation in this matter. This proposal is nonsensical, harmful, frivolous and
divisive. We expect you to deny this action.

Respectfully,
John and Rebecca Peterson
12345 W Emig Drive
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From: Kevin Kay
To: Lilith Vespier
Cc: Steph Ward
Subject: Planning Commission concerns for City Council meeting on 14 Dec 2021
Date: Tuesday, December 14, 2021 3:21:27 PM

Development Services / Lilith Vespier,

Please add this letter to the public record voicing our concerns and this letter may be read aloud during
public comments. 

There has been considerable social media traffic in reference to the Leavenworth Planning Commissions’
(PC) proposals.  We are writing to express our concerns with proposals to reduce lot size and any related
proposal to decrease setbacks by the Leavenworth Planning Commission.   

For background, we are new to the Leavenworth area and in the Pine and Pinegrass Street
neighborhood.  We moved here this Summer (2021) from the Seattle area, for the same reasons as
many - the outdoor recreation and feeling of community. 

When we purchased here, our house was being built. How small the lot really is, and how large the
dwelling really is could only be conceptualized.  I wouldn’t say we have buyer's remorse, but in our
opinion the current lot size was too small to accommodate the house size. Our house, and almost all
the other houses on the street are probably too large for their lots and are therefore illustrate key
problems with new development already here. 

Aside from cosmetic concerns, there are serious implications for living in and maintaining the property.
For example, all the houses in our area have tiny yard space. This is OK for us in some ways, as we have
no kids or pets, and do not want to mow a big lawn. However, our lot is suffering from drainage
problems caused by the siting of the house on a slope, but much exacerbated because there is so little
yard for water to drain from, or planting space to plant and absorb the water. This is the case with all
the other houses on our road. In another example, even with the current setback and height rules, our
house will likely be severely impacted from the rear once the lot is developed, with a potential 35' house
overlooking us, with a 25ft gap between properties, and being higher than our property by 4ft. 

In our opinion, now we are living in the space, we believe the setbacks should be to be increased and
the dwelling heights reduced even with current regulations. If lot sizes are in fact reduced, this problem
will become even worse. 

We realize that some of these proposals are motived by a genuine wish to increase affordable housing in
Leavenworth. However, with the greatest of respect, we also do not believe reduction in lot size will address
affordable housing needs, but rather open the door to more people with means to invest in second home
properties in this area. We don’t want this to sound elitist or “I’ve got mine”, but more to point out there is
no way to ensure locals in the area are going to purchase these “affordable” homes.  We strongly urge the
PC to provide compelling evidence (studies, market reports from similar towns, etc) that smaller lot sizes
would provide affordable housing, not just a hunch or theory on the Planning Commission’s part.   

In conclusion, based on our recent experiences moving to Leavenworth we believe even now the planning
regulations provide too much leeway to build homes that are unsuited to their lot size, and reducing lot size
without addressing setback and height requirements will adversely affect quality of housing and
community. The community is clearly expressing reasonable objections that currently appear to be ignored
and need to be addressed prior to any vote on this subject by the City Council. 
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Kevin Kay and Stephanie Ward
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From: Marty Fallon
To: Lilith Vespier
Subject: Comprehensive Plan Code Amendment Hearing #8 and Zoning Ordinance 1644
Date: Tuesday, December 14, 2021 8:41:54 AM

To:          City Council Members
                Mayor Carl Florea
 
Date:     December 14, 2021
 
Thank you for the opportunity to express my opinion, but you have made this issue and the
materials provided so confusing that I don’t know how to appropriately address the issues. Reading
the material provided is totally overwhelming.

 

Regarding Comprehensive Plan Code Amendment Hearing #8 and Zoning Ordinance 1644:

Zoning change from R 12/ R 10 to R 8 will not achieve more affordable housing and I am opposed to
this rezoning.

·         Diversity is the goal, both large and small lots. R12 and R10 are on one end of the
spectrum: R6 and R8 on the other. A variety of lots sizes adds diversity to our community.
Residents have a variety of desires for their homes: space for storage, gardens, pets, play
areas… and perhaps just open space.
·         As evident from recent developments within the city, smaller lots do not result in more
affordable housing.
·         The only way I see to address more affordable homes is to revisit and evaluate the
Building Codes. Allow only one-story homes, require larger setbacks and a smaller footprint
on the property.

Take time to evaluate what you and the residents want the City to look like in the future, improve
the infrastructure issues that have been addressed, and carefully reach an agreement as to how
much density this small valley can accommodate.

 

Marty Fallon

 
12275 Village View Drive
Leavenworth, WA 98826
martyfallon@gmail.com
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Ted and Gina Jenneskens 

12320 W. Emig Dr. 

Leavenworth 

 

The problems the City of Leavenworth faces, stem primarily from tourism that saved our stunning 

mountain community, but created significant traffic, parking, short-term rental, and affordable housing 

issues.  The City has been unable to come up with viable strategies to address the above serious issues.  

The infrastructure needed to deal with over tourism has not been planned for or developed.  These 

impacts have affected the quality of life for the Residents of Leavenworth, along with the quality of the 

visitor experience. Now the City wants to enact changes to the zoning rules and regulations that take 

away from the beauty and enjoyment for those living in Leavenworth, without tackling the real problem 

of over tourism. How about significantly slowing the expansion of the tourist industry and the lower 

paying jobs it attracts? 

 

Leavenworth Residents are being asked to make accommodations to create affordable housing by 

increasing density without any data/evidence that this would in fact increase affordable housing. New 

apartment complexes have not solved the affordable housing issues. There is no evidence to support 

that changing the minimum lot size for duplexes from 12,000 to 8,000 square feet and the zoning 

change to RL8 will create affordable housing. Yet the impacts of the proposed code changes will 

significantly impact the quality of life for the Residents of Leavenworth. Greater density will add to our 

traffic and parking issues. Those in our neighborhood, and other city residents we have had contact 

with, want more discussion, outreach, and participation in in this process.  There seems to be a good 

deal of miscommunication and confusion as to what is being proposed and even how/when to respond. 

It’s one thing to approve a Sheriff’s budget, it’s another to approve such a large change that will impact 

Leavenworth’s quality of living forever. We are requesting future open meetings in a large local space, 

instead of meeting via Zoom which cannot always provide for authentic participation.  

 

There looks like a push to move duplexes and triplexes out of the multifamily classification and classify 

as residential buildings. Is it correct that if this happens that triplexes will also be allowed on 8,000 SF 

lots? 

 

We believe that voting now to enact these zoning changes will negatively impact the livability of our city.  

As Residents of Leavenworth, we feel that our concerns have not been heard or adequately addressed 

by the Planning Commission.  

 

The Jenneskens  
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From: Carl Florea
To: Ann Crosby
Cc: Christie Voos; Lilith Vespier
Subject: RE: No High Density Rezoning Needed with Leavenworth’s Excellent Affordable Housing Numbers
Date: Thursday, December 30, 2021 12:38:49 PM
Attachments: image002.jpg

Ann, 

Thank you for your letter.  

While you cite a specific number of affordable housing units, I must ask, “for whom are these
units provided?”  A majority of the affordable housing units in our City that I am aware of are
for seniors, e.g. The Garten Haus, The Berg Rose, and Mountain Meadows.  Given that 20%
of our population is over 65, this does support a need for our aging community members.
However, my questions are,  

How many housing units have been created for our workforce in the past 20 years? 
Has our workforce grown over that period of time? 
Is it OK to ask people to work to make your town’s economy thrive, but make no attempt to
provide a place for them to live?   

You say that we are doing quite well for a town our size.  But surely you know that we are not a
typical town of our size.  A typical town our size does not have a workforce of several hundred retail
and hospitality jobs. We are unique.   

I understand that many people believe we aren’t responsible for trying  to house any of our
workforce.  If we don’t have that responsibility, the fact that no new affordable housing units have
been created in the past two decades, (other than the two SHARE homeownership projects
completed by 2007), is not a problem whatsoever.   

I simply don’t agree with that philosophy, either as a practical approach to the long-term health of
our economy, nor as an acceptable approach to keeping a community whole.  I believe that a whole
community needs a diversity of incomes, ages, ethnicities.  Without action on many fronts, we will
lose that diversity - as we have been.  It is not only our hospitality industry that is having a difficult
time finding housing here, but it is a huge problem for our schools and our hospital as well.  I would
hope you value diversity as well and would not want our community to end up just another
mountain resort for the wealthy.   

I ran on a platform of keeping us a working community, and will work diligently towards that goal as
long as I am mayor.  If the majority disagree, that is what elections are for, but I hope we can come
to an understanding about what will allow us to continue having a wonderful, diverse, working
tourism community.  Wishing the best our great community has to offer to you! 
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Carl J. Florea, Mayor
City of Leavenworth
700 Highway 2
Leavenworth, WA  98826
509-548-5275 ext 125 Cell: 509-423-0260
cflorea@cityofleavenworth.com
 
 

From: Ann Crosby <seasmilecros@gmail.com> 
Sent: Sunday, December 12, 2021 8:11 PM
To: Carl Florea <cflorea@cityofleavenworth.com>
Subject: No High Density Rezoning Needed with Leavenworth’s Excellent Affordable Housing
Numbers
 

Carl,
Exactly how is our small, rural town doing in providing low-income housing? 
A recent inventory by the City reveals that 158 affordable units already
exist. For a town our size, Leavenworth can be proud of that number of
affordable units. Assuming each unit houses 2 people, then 158 units house
316 people. That is 15% of our City’s population of about 2,100 currently
living in affordable units! This seems to be a solid, tangible number that City
planners are forgetting as they race towards rezoning for much more dense
housing.

So who is doing the deciding about this and what are the results? It begins
with our State producing a population forecast for each county. Then each county
assigns numbers for each City. Chelan County did this in 2015, forecasting our
population growth to 2037. Before reading further, take a guess how many
new folks the County requires us to house by 2037…..? OK, their population
mandate for Leavenworth is an additional 110 units to accommodate the
projected growth of 175  additional people.

Our Planning Commission has gone way beyond those County numbers,
however, and is busily planning to recommend that we need 1,330 more
housing units! Now that is TWELVE times what our mandate from the state
is! Our planners intend to extend this high-density rezoning deep into our
valley with plans to eventually enlarge the City’s boundaries, so that those
areas can also be rezoned to multiple-unit high densities.

Our planners are seeing undeveloped lots and calling them “under-utilized”,
 and will be recommending a denser future with much less green space. Some
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of their recommendations will include reducing lot sizes to just 3,000
square feet so more houses can be built. They will be considering zoning and
codes for triplexes and row houses (attached multiple houses).

They are working on proposals that specify exemptions from much of
Leavenworth’s zoning standards when a new development includes a few
affordable housing units. For example; dwellings can cover 75% of the lot,
front and back yard setbacks can be shortened and the lots can
have minimal parking spaces.  All of these density incentives will
increase building that will likely reach and surpass their goal of 1,330 more
units, more than doubling the size of our town.

So, have you given any thought as to how our water supply might be
affected by building 1,330 new units? What about fruit and shade trees and
growing food in our vegetable gardens? What about play areas for children?
What about snow removal?

Let us return to the fact that we are already housing a full 15% of our
residents affordably. We absolutely do NOT need radical, high-density
zoning codes that will destroy the fabric and the very livability of our town.

Thank you,

Ann Crosby

Leavenworth, WA
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From: Anne Hessburg
To: Lilith Vespier
Subject: Fw: No High Density Rezoning Needed with Leavenworth’s Excellent Affordable Housing Numbers
Date: Wednesday, January 5, 2022 8:07:30 PM

Anne Hessburg
Mayor Pro Tempore
City Councilmember

From: Ann Crosby <seasmilecros@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, December 12, 2021 8:07 PM
To: Anne Hessburg <ahessburg@cityofleavenworth.com>
Subject: No High Density Rezoning Needed with Leavenworth’s Excellent Affordable Housing
Numbers
 
Anne,

Exactly how is our small, rural town doing in providing low-income housing? 
A recent inventory by the City reveals that 158 affordable units already
exist. For a town our size, Leavenworth can be proud of that number of
affordable units. Assuming each unit houses 2 people, then 158 units house
316 people. That is 15% of our City’s population of about 2,100 currently
living in affordable units! This seems to be a solid, tangible number that City
planners are forgetting as they race towards rezoning for much more dense
housing.

So who is doing the deciding about this and what are the results? It begins
with our State producing a population forecast for each county. Then each
county assigns numbers for each City. Chelan County did this in 2015,
forecasting our population growth to 2037. Before reading further, take a
guess how many new folks the County requires us to house by 2037…..? OK,
their population mandate for Leavenworth is an additional 110 units to
accommodate the projected growth of 175  additional people.

Our Planning Commission has gone way beyond those County numbers,
however, and is busily planning to recommend that we need 1,330 more
housing units! Now that is TWELVE times what our mandate from the state
is! Our planners intend to extend this high-density rezoning deep into our
valley with plans to eventually enlarge the City’s boundaries, so that those
areas can also be rezoned to multiple-unit high densities.

Our planners are seeing undeveloped lots and calling them “under-utilized”,
 and will be recommending a denser future with much less green space. Some
of their recommendations will include reducing lot sizes to just 3,000
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square feet so more houses can be built. They will be considering zoning and
codes for triplexes and row houses (attached multiple houses).

They are working on proposals that specify exemptions from much of
Leavenworth’s zoning standards when a new development includes a few
affordable housing units. For example; dwellings can cover 75% of the lot,
front and back yard setbacks can be shortened and the lots can
have minimal parking spaces.  All of these density incentives will
increase building that will likely reach and surpass their goal of 1,330 more
units, more than doubling the size of our town.

So, have you given any thought as to how our water supply might be
affected by building 1,330 new units? What about fruit and shade trees and
growing food in our vegetable gardens? What about play areas for children?
What about snow removal?

Let us return to the fact that we are already housing a full 15% of our
residents affordably. We absolutely do NOT need radical, high-density
zoning codes that will destroy the fabric and the very livability of our town.

Thank you,

Ann Crosby

Leavenworth, WA
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From: Bob Fallon
To: Lilith Vespier
Subject: Re: Leavenworth"s HAP
Date: Friday, February 4, 2022 1:34:42 PM

Thanks for responding Lilith. I do understand the arguments you're making. I admit that I
cherry picked the sentence that I quoted to you. I was not saying that Leavenworth should
follow Seattle or King County's lead(God forbid), but only pointing out that we have to avoid
unintended consequences of our actions and those thoughts exist in other communities. 

As I've listened to the hearings, study sessions and PC meetings I hear the same arguments
over and over. A few more people have joined, but as has been pointed out, we do not have a
significant portion of the community involved or aware yet. Most of the people speaking up
want Leavenworth to stay Leavenworth, and most of the community knows what that means.
The goals of the HAP can be realized, but most commenters do not feel a city wide zone
change alone will get us there. And such a change could make things a lot worse for the
community and the affordability of housing. More elective rezoning together with changing
building standards in some  zones hopefully would lead to the desired results.

We know Carl has a vision of having a community wide conversation about the future of
Leavenworth. COVID has obviously hampered that effort. I think an answer to the question
would go a long way toward building a consensus about our future. Some members of the PC
have used the word "crisis" and imply that we have to move quickly. I feel we have a  housing
issue, not a crisis, and I fear moving quickly might result in incorrect actions that will not
solve the problem and might make things worse.

Again, thanks for all your efforts. I really enjoy the openness and collegiality of all involved.

Bob

On Wed, Feb 2, 2022 at 2:06 PM Lilith Vespier <dsmanager@cityofleavenworth.com> wrote:

Bob,

The distinctions between the editorial and Leavenworth housing needs are notable. The
editorial is more focused on low-income and homelessness noting that increased supply will
not change the needs. It goes on to discuss mandated (inclusionary) requirements for
housing or pay in lieu options. For larger, high demand markets, this option can see results
for low-income dwellings. However, the results are mixed, as noted in the editorial only 21
on-site units in 219 projects and millions in fees. For Leavenworth, this type of program
would most likely see developers move to other communities rather than participate or pay.
Does that mean we don’t consider them, no. But there are more practical first steps, as
outlined in the Housing Action Plan (HAP).

 

Leavenworth is facing two primary issues, a lack of supply due to decades of nearly zero
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housing development, growing job market, and loss of residential housing to the second
home market. I would also contend that the allowance of vacation rentals in the commercial
zone took out a lot of diverse housing options for residences, especially condos which often
serve first time homebuyers and retired residents. To address this need, the HAP is
promoting density, diversity of housing options and development of new housing.

 

The second issue is affordable and low-income. Increasing the number of units available
will help with the supply/demand issues which may help some affordable housing options.
However, we don’t know what the true demand is, in large part due to the second home
market. We have some guesses based on population and job growth. So, I hear what people
are saying when they are concerned about how big we may need to get to meet this
undefined demand. However, that should not hold us back on making decisions about what
we currently need to support the density, diversity of housing options and development of
new housing goal. If we do hold back we are guaranteed to continue the historical pattern of
growth without adequate housing. It also pushes development to the county which strains
rural infrastructure systems and rural budgets.

 

The recommendations in the HAP were tailored to our community as the best actions for a
small rural town. They are based on what other communities are doing/have done. We will
see a result from these changes which is the greatest concern I hear from people – a desire to
not change.

 

Leavenworth is also fortunate to have a proven Land Trust model. The City is advancing
this option with funding ($400,000) for a 2022 project and looking for additional funding
options for future projects.

 

Overall, by permitting more options for housing at an urban density we have the potential to
stop digging the housing deficient hole. It will require a lot of tools/options starting with
encouraging infill and urban density in the city and UGA (consistent with the GMA).

 

I hope these clarifications are helpful.

 

Lilith Vespier, AICP

P 509.548.5275 ext. 131 |C  509.668.9148 | F 509.548.6429
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From: Bob Fallon <bobfallon@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, February 1, 2022 1:01 PM
To: Lilith Vespier <dsmanager@cityofleavenworth.com>
Subject: Leavenworth's HAP

 

Good day Lilith

Last week the Seattle Times had an editorial addressing housing issues and some state
efforts to address cost and shortages through rezoning. See link below.

The editorial"s second paragraph states:

What’s missing is any guarantee that this monumental
shift in local land-use policy will actually reduce
housing costs, let alone produce more places available
for those living on the streets. Instead, developers are
likely to cater to the top end of the market, making
Seattle’s housing pressures even worse, at least in the
short term.
 

https://replica.seattletimes.com/popovers/dynamic_article_popover.aspx?artguid=c9ed0040-
5516-4c93-b7c1-8f2dca51ad3a

 

This sentiment reflects exactly what you, the Planning Commision and the City Council
have been hearing from citizens at the recent hearings and study sessions on potential
rezoning of Leavenworth. I believe most people agree with efforts to provide more
affordable housing. What is lacking in the discussion are plans to guarantee that outcome
rather than what we have seen so far----bigger, very expensive houses on very small lots.

 

Again, thanks for all your work on this efffort.

 

Bob Fallon

PO Box 939

12275 Village View Drive
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Leavenworth, WA 98826

bobfallon@gmail.com

509-548-4684 H

509-881-8504 C

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

Planning Commission Packet February 17, 2021 Page 104 of 157

mailto:bobfallon@gmail.com
mailto:bobfallon@gmail.com


One more thought.  This is not just a workforce or affordable (less than AMI) problem.  This is really 
a generational problem.  My son is a hydrologist.  His wife is a biologist.  Those I think would be 
viewed not as workforce or AMI jobs.  But they still cannot really afford a house and it's because of 
build cost, lack of inventory (where lots are a factor) and frankly a combination of larger market 
factors (west side monies in part, but also buy programs that inventory house, ie., zillow etc.).  The 
net effect is a lot of houses get bought not as primary residences, or even as residences at all, but 
as investments.  Sure some are second houses, and some are being used for short term rentals, but 
many more are simply investments, like buying a share of stock. 
 
You will not be able to change that on a local level. 
 
I applaud everything Leavenworth is doing, from considering smaller lots, to one way or the other 
the City reducing costs, through fee reductions, or grants into various types of programs. 
 
But the larger economy where yesterday your house was a long-term investment but you lived in it 
for years has changed to houses that are as tradeable as stock and the investors/buyers are real 
estate brokerages or real estate investments trusts, or privates that are simply greed driven (the 
flipping fantasy) have changed everything. 
 
I do not know what the larger solution is. 
 
Tom 

 
From: Thom Graafstra <ThomG@trustedguidancelaw.com> 
Sent: Thursday, February 3, 2022 4:00 PM 
To: Lilith Vespier <dsmanager@cityofleavenworth.com> 
Subject: Re: Housing Committee  
  
OK to share.  This is not legal advice just personal present experience. 
Tom 
Thom H. Graafstra  

 
From: Lilith Vespier <dsmanager@cityofleavenworth.com> 
Sent: Thursday, February 3, 2022 3:33 PM 
To: Thom Graafstra <ThomG@trustedguidancelaw.com> 
Subject: RE: Housing Committee  
 
This is a very good assessment of the realities. Would you mind if a share it (maybe without names) in the 
housing record/discussion? 
Lilith Vespier, AICP 
P 509.548.5275 ext. 131 |C  509.668.9148 | F 509.548.6429 
  
  
From: Thom Graafstra <ThomG@trustedguidancelaw.com>  
Sent: Thursday, February 3, 2022 3:29 PM 
To: Lilith Vespier <dsmanager@cityofleavenworth.com> 
Subject: Re: Housing Committee 
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I did not say it but option 1 does look the most like a TDR, and in some ways might be the easiest. 
  
I know the zoning code amendments are tougher, but if those don't happen, then the houses under 
any of these programs would have to be on larger lots too.  Therefore, it makes the number of 
possible units available less. 
  
MY son in Minnesota just got a job in Ellensburg/Yakima. (Federal job, Bureau of Reclamation) Julie 
and I are trying to help.  There are virtually no homes for sale, and he and wife qualify for a loan 
where with savings they can afford about 350 K price.  All the new homes start at about 375, but 
most are 400, 500, 600 K plus.  The rare older home that comes on the market in their range tends 
to be very run down.  Most of the existing are selling for 400 k plus. 
  
So to make the economics work you are talking a serious buy down, or you need much more 
inventory, and in that inventory, many more homes built that are much smaller.  Construction costs 
are running 250 per square foot.  So a 1000 square foot house costs 250K to build, and to hit 350 K 
or less your land/lot cost has to be with everything paid 100 K.   The numbers just don't work.  Any 
finished lots in Leavenworth now or in the future going to be build ready for 100K?  Don't think so. 
  
There is nothing you can do about the build cost per square foot.  That is market driven.  So the 
only way to influence the home cost is ---build smaller houses. That means smaller lots.  Smaller 
lots influence final cost some.  Also through approval streamlining, reducing fees, etc. costs are 
influenced some.  Maybe it’s possible, but can you get to a finished lot cost of less than 100K? 
  
As a parent, I'm looking at listings twice a day for my son, and I'm looking daily at realtor 
information on build cost.  Daunting. 
  
Another thought- once you are to houses under 1000 square foot, building single family wastes a 
lot of resources.  You are really building condo/apartment size units but they have all the separate 
roofs, gutters, walls that SFR requires.  Zero lot line helps a little, and certainly multi story (buildings 
of multiple floors help more).  There I have seen some build costs of about 200 per square foot. 
  
Tom 
  
Thom H. Graafstra  
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From: John Harrington
To: Carl Florea; Lilith Vespier
Subject: Check this out – MRSC - Affordable Housing and the Impact of Short-Term Rentals
Date: Tuesday, January 4, 2022 2:15:36 PM

Mayor Florea:

Happy New Year!

The linked article is a very good discussion on how affordable housing is impacted by short
term rentals in tourist towns like Leavenworth.

MRSC - Affordable Housing and the Impact of Short-Term Rentals
https://mrsc.org/Home/Stay-Informed/MRSC-Insight/December-2021/Affordable-Housing-
and-the-Impact-of-Short-Term-Re.aspx

John Harrington
Principal Planner - City of Tacoma
Leavenworth resident - 1536 Alpensee Strasse
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Lilith Vespier

From: Kenny Renner-Singer <KSinger@cascadesd.org>
Sent: Sunday, January 2, 2022 12:51 PM
To: Carl Florea; Andy Lane; Lilith Vespier; alane@cairncross.com
Cc: Jason Lundgren; Anne Hessburg; Mia Bretz; Angela Harrison; Alison Miller; Pete Olson; Colin Forsyth; 

Steven Booher
Subject: RE: PC's work on affordable housing

Good afternoon, 
 
Thank you Andy for your email.  I was surprised that these two items were sent back to Planning Commission.  I agree 
that further processing of these issues will not result in changing the minds of people who just do not want 
change.  Over the past 18 months of transparent dialog, open meetings, and hearings we have seen no willingness of 
this educated, vocal minority to support changes to the code.  I have worked on planning issues in Portland, Walla Walla, 
and Leavenworth.  My experience has taught me that successful efforts to move a community forward with smart land 
use planning is rooted in strong leadership that is willing to challenge the status quo.  Given the council’s vote, I do not 
think we should spend more time on duplexes and lot size.     
 
I would like to discuss our next steps and not spend time on efforts that council clearly does not want to move forward 
on.   
 
Thank you, 
 
Kenny             
 
 

Kenny Renner‐Singer, Ed.D. 
Principal, Alpine Lakes Elementary and Beaver Valley Elementary Schools 
AVID District Director, Cascade School District 
500 Pine Street 
Leavenworth, Washington 98826 
509/548‐5839  
 

From: Carl Florea <cflorea@cityofleavenworth.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, December 21, 2021 12:37 PM 
To: Andy Lane <alane@cityofleavenworth.com>; Lilith Vespier <dsmanager@cityofleavenworth.com>; 
alane@cairncross.com 
Cc: Jason Lundgren <JLundgren@cityofleavenworth.com>; Anne Hessburg <ahessburg@cityofleavenworth.com>; Mia 
Bretz <MBretz@cityofleavenworth.com>; Kenny Renner‐Singer <KSinger@cascadesd.org>; Angela Harrison 
<aharrison@cityofleavenworth.com>; Alison Miller <amiller@cityofleavenworth.com>; Pete Olson 
<polson@cityofleavenworth.com>; Colin Forsyth <cforsyth@cityofleavenworth.com>; Steven Booher 
<SBooher@cityofleavenworth.com> 
Subject: RE: PC's work on affordable housing 
 
Andy, (and others on the Planning Commission) 
Appreciate all you have done to move these items along.  I concur with your assessment that when the problem is a 
deep‐seated resistance to change, no amount of dialog or extra time will change the fact that what is being discussed is 
going to change things ‐  some would say for the better, others would say not.  And it is also true, as Mia pointed out, 
that none of those who don’t want the changes are themselves in need of housing, so they can easily desire to keep 
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things as they are.  Unfortunately, “as they are” will keep us sliding down the road of being a resort, but less and less a 
true, diverse community.  I thank all of the planning commission for all your efforts, your careful and thoughtful 
interactions with the community, for going “above and beyond” in your deliberations.  Hang in there – we must keep 
moving forward, even if its slower than we’d like!   
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From: Andy Lane <alane@cityofleavenworth.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, December 15, 2021 2:40 PM 
To: Lilith Vespier <dsmanager@cityofleavenworth.com>; alane@cairncross.com 
Cc: Jason Lundgren <JLundgren@cityofleavenworth.com>; Anne Hessburg <ahessburg@cityofleavenworth.com>; Carl 
Florea <cflorea@cityofleavenworth.com>; Mia Bretz <MBretz@cityofleavenworth.com> 
Subject: Re: PC's work on affordable housing 
 

Thanks, Lilith. 
 
In the 18+ months (many of which included multiple public meetings) we've been working with the public on 
these specific issues, the PC has carefully had a dialog with the participants. We've answered their questions in 
multiple ways to ensure they understand the issues and the considered solutions. This includes having the 
housing experts from BERK (the Housing Action Plan authors) participate in Q&A sessions many times. 
 
Frankly, it's pollyannish to think these opponents (which are less than 1% of our population) can become allies 
in these changes. What I've learned in the many, many, many hours I've spent talking with them is that many 
simply don't want anything to change. 
 
Stated differently ‐ most people who participated in the PC proceedings understand the proposals. They just 
don't like them.  
 
The PC's job is to dig into these issues with the public, educating the public during the process, and come to 
the Council with our recommendation for Council action. Perhaps the flaw has not been with educating the 
public, but with not educating the Council sufficiently on regulatory issues pertaining to housing affordability. I 
thought the Housing Action Plan provided a good foundation, and I didn't appreciate that more was needed ‐ 
my fault and I apologize. 
 
So rather than engaging a facilitator, perhaps it makes more sense to have Council and any interested 
members of the public watch an educational Short Course on Housing Affordability from the Department of 
Commerce. I can help set this up, if you'd like. 
 
Regards, 

Planning Commission Packet February 17, 2021 Page 109 of 157



3

Andy 
 

From: Lilith Vespier <dsmanager@cityofleavenworth.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, December 15, 2021 2:13 PM 
To: Andy Lane <alane@cityofleavenworth.com>; alane@cairncross.com <alane@cairncross.com> 
Cc: Jason Lundgren <JLundgren@cityofleavenworth.com>; Anne Hessburg <ahessburg@cityofleavenworth.com>; Carl 
Florea <cflorea@cityofleavenworth.com>; Mia Bretz <MBretz@cityofleavenworth.com> 
Subject: FW: PC's work on affordable housing  
  
Andy, any thoughts? As you know, I have already noticed the PC with the recommendation of moving forward Jan, Feb 
and March with  workshops, given that people are currently engaged in the process and we don’t want to lose that. 
  
In any case, please share your thoughts.  
  
Lilith Vespier, AICP 
P 509.548.5275 ext. 131 |C  509.668-9148 | F 509.548.6429 
  
  

From: Jason Lundgren <JLundgren@cityofleavenworth.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, December 15, 2021 11:34 AM 
To: Lilith Vespier <dsmanager@cityofleavenworth.com>; Carl Florea <cflorea@cityofleavenworth.com>; Anne Hessburg 
<ahessburg@cityofleavenworth.com>; Mia Bretz <MBretz@cityofleavenworth.com> 
Subject: PC's work on affordable housing 
  

Hi all,  
  
I'm sure we've all been reflecting on last nights meeting, I know I have. If I were on the PC I would feel really 
discouraged by the Council not taking action on the zoning and duplex code amendments last night. It's 
understandable. I don't see flaws in the work and recommendations of the PC, but rather an opportunity to 
bring us all (community and council) along on the journey for how and why we got to the recommendations. 
While I know the PC's work has been transparent and open to the public, the fact that the community, and 
some of the council, still have questions about these recommendations means we still have work to do. Last 
night several of us spoke to the need for more communication and understanding, and I think that's where we 
should focus in the coming months. Ideally, the most outspoken community members become allies in these 
changes, and I think with the right process and communication we can certainly get there. So, I'm asking the 
PC, community, staff and council to not see last night as a win/loss but as a place where we can begin to build 
mutual goals and understanding so that when we get to a decision point there is broader buy‐in.  
  
With that, and as suggested last night, we should host a series of workshops about housing. Some on the PC 
and council may feel we've already done this, and that may be true. I think we need an independent facilitator 
that can bring people together, synthesize opinions, find common goals, and translate planning jargon. From 
there we need a systematic process to define solutions to our shared goals.  
  
I saw this link posted on FB last night following Duane's debrief of our meeting and found it really interesting 
and relevant to our discussion about housing.  
  
https://www.nytimes.com/video/opinion/100000007886969/democrats‐blue‐states‐
legislation.html?smid=em‐share 
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To help protect your privacy, Microsoft Office prevented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.

 

Opinion | Blue States, You’re the 
Problem - The New York Times 
There is a question I’ve had for a very long time. And it 
has to do with this map. This is a map of the 18 states in 
the U.S. where Democrats control the legislative and 
executive branches or ... 

www.nytimes.com 

  

What do you think? 
  
Feel free to share with the rest of the council and PC. 
  
Thank you! Jason 
  
  

Jason Lundgren 

cell 509.476.3444 

 

[CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 
recognize the sender and know the content is safe. ] 
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From: Matt Fields
To: Lilith Vespier; Alison Miller; Angela Harrison; Archived - Andy Lane; Pete Olson; Kenneth Renner-Singer; Steven

Booher; Colin Forsyth
Subject: Workforce Housing Discussion
Date: Sunday, February 6, 2022 5:03:48 PM

Hello All,

I'm a member of the Residential Advisory Committee, and recently attended a public Housing
meeting, the two most recent City Council meetings, and the latest Planning Commission
meeting. At the end of the Planning Commission meeting, the public was requested to submit
ideas or solutions regarding increasing the availability of workforce housing as opposed to
endless argument.

I VERY MUCH agree with the goal and effort to provide more affordable workforce housing
in our community, and wish to thank the Planning Commission for all their work.

As a city resident (217 West St. since 1987) my current interest is the proposed
implementation of "infill" duplex housing in RL6 zones. I've reviewed the City of
Leavenworth Housing Action Plan (April, 2021), and would like to make the following
suggestions:

Recommendations for Increasing Housing Production and Diversity

Strategy 9.

Under "Implementation Steps", add the following:

Consider design standards that enhance workforce affordability vs. "highest and best use" real estate
development, such as:

Maximum two-story duplex residential design.

Building height consistent with surrounding neighborhood structures (less than the "35 ft."
maximum).

Prohibition of any "Bed and Breakfast" use or conversion, now or at any time in the future.

I would suggest that ADUs not be permitted on an RL6 Duplex lot pending careful evaluation. There
needs to be accountability in how the ADU will be used. Is it a tourist rental/B&B equivalent, a long-term
residence, or what? Furthermore, most current ADUs I see are very large, in some cases almost the
same size as the primary residence. If so, this would potentially make a duplex-plus-ADU equivalent to a
triplex, which may require different zoning considerations.

Thank you,

Matt Fields
217 West St., Leavenworth
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Lilith Vespier

From: Mercy Rome <mercyrome@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, January 19, 2022 8:47 PM
To: Lilith Vespier
Cc: Canuche Terranella
Subject: Thank you for tonight's housing meeting

Lilith ‐ Throughout tonight's meeting I was thoroughly impressed by your calm, collected, and kind manner. Wow. Way 
to go. 
 
Thank you for steering and managing the meeting as well as you did. My husband, Canuche Terranella, and I are 
supporters of affordable housing, housing diversity and availability of housing for new and existing community 
members. We appreciate all the work the city is doing to facilitate the creation of additional housing to address 
demand.  
 
We know this process isn't easy and there will be disgruntled community members along the way as change occurs. It is 
great to have someone of your calm disposition to help us through it. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Mercy Rome 
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Lilith Vespier

From: Mia Bretz <MBretz@WenatcheeWA.Gov>
Sent: Wednesday, January 26, 2022 4:56 PM
To: Lilith Vespier; Christie Voos
Subject: Housing communication

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Hi ladies! 
 
I’m loving all the resources you’ve put on the city housing webpage! It is coming along, nice work! 
 
I came across a great article today I thought I would share that talks about some of the psychology behind community 
NIMBY perceptions, particularly around housing issues. I found it through a Puget Sound Regional Council article that has 
some other great resources on the issue of community onboarding for housing, which I found on their housing toolkit 
page. (both linked) 
https://www.frameworksinstitute.org/wp‐content/uploads/2020/06/You_Dont_Have_to_Live_Here.pdf  
 
https://www.psrc.org/sites/default/files/hip‐nimby.pdf  
https://www.psrc.org/hip  
 
Cheers, 
 
Mia Bretz 
(she/her) 

Associate Planner 
City of Wenatchee 
Phone: 509.888.3250 
 

PUBLIC DISCLOSURE NOTICE: This e‐mail is public domain. Any correspondence from or to this e‐mail account may be 
public record.  Accordingly, this e‐mail, in whole or in part, may be subject to disclosure pursuant to RCW 42.56, 
regardless of any claim of confidentiality or privilege asserted by an external party. 
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Lilith Vespier

From: miabretz@gmail.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 15, 2021 4:43 PM
To: Lilith Vespier
Subject: Re: Mia's Housing Soliloquy

Amazing, thank you so much for all your hard work. We could not be as far along with housing solutions if it weren’t for 
you!! 
 
Mia  

Sent from my phone, please pardon the errors 
 
 

On Dec 15, 2021, at 4:08 PM, Lilith Vespier <dsmanager@cityofleavenworth.com> wrote: 

  
Thanks Mia, I will be reviewing ALL your recommend videos and links over the next few days. We have 
also drafted the PC agendas for the next three months with workshops on the remanded items and have 
started to work with Christie on “amped‐up” communications. While not set in stone, we aim to have 
the new recommendations to the Council after the PC meeting in March. It sounds like we may see you 
at a few of these meetings. 
  
Best regards,  
  
Lilith Vespier, AICP 
P 509.548.5275 ext. 131 |C  509.668-9148 | F 509.548.6429 
  
  

From: Mia Thompson Bretz <miabretz@gmail.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, December 15, 2021 2:49 PM 
To: Clint Strand <CStrand@cityofleavenworth.com>; Anne Hessburg 
<ahessburg@cityofleavenworth.com>; Sharon Waters <SWaters@cityofleavenworth.com>; Carolyn 
Wilson <cwilson@cityofleavenworth.com>; Zeke Reister <zreister@cityofleavenworth.com>; Jason 
Lundgren <JLundgren@cityofleavenworth.com> 
Cc: Alison Miller <amiller@cityofleavenworth.com>; Colin Forsyth <cforsyth@cityofleavenworth.com>; 
Angela Harrison <aharrison@cityofleavenworth.com>; Andy Lane <alane@cityofleavenworth.com>; 
Pete Olson <polson@cityofleavenworth.com>; Kenneth Renner‐Singer <KRenner‐
Singer@cityofleavenworth.com>; Steven Booher <SBooher@cityofleavenworth.com>; Lilith Vespier 
<dsmanager@cityofleavenworth.com>; Christie Voos <cvoos@cityofleavenworth.com>; Chantell Steiner 
<financedir@cityofleavenworth.com>; Tom Wachholder <twachholder@cityofleavenworth.com>; Carl 
Florea <cflorea@cityofleavenworth.com> 
Subject: Mia's Housing Soliloquy 
  
Dear City Council, 
  
This is the first time I am addressing you as a pure citizen and not as a peer council member! I am now 

allowed to email you and not cause a quorum issue.   
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It is hard for me to let my baby go, particularly after our council showed a clear lack of understanding 
over the issue of housing last night. Truly maybe some of you are more calculated and long term minded 
than I ‐ in that remanding the housing ordinances back to the PC for further community outreach is 
forcing an issue I have been trying to work with staff on (unsuccessfully) for the last year. So kudos to 
the potential of new communication solutions! 
  
I would like to leave you with a few thoughts and resources as I transition on, but this is an ongoing 
conversation that I will be excited to continue with you. This is going to come across as scolding, well I 
guess that's because I am. I have spent a significant amount of time learning these issues over the years 
and it is time the rest of the council caught up. Our community needs you. 
  
EQUITY and HOUSING 
I was distraught with the decision last night largely because I felt it was a slap in the face of equity. The 
people we are making these changes for are NOT the people who spoke last night. Did anyone else 
notice that they were all white, mostly retired, all homeowners and mostly of large, county lots? They 
do not have housing issues, so of course they will be reluctant to change ‐ they don't need it. We are 
doing this for the large portion of our community with housing issues.  
  
Who is the community you are working for? I hope that you will be able to broaden your perspective to 
the diverse needs out in our community ‐ people who do not come to council meetings, who do not own 
property yet, who are working hard to make their life sustainable with an unbalanced income:housing 
cost equation. Not only low income, but a disproportionate number of indiginous and people of color 
are impacted by this issue ‐ including in our community.  
  
Housing is an equity issue. Please hear those voices.  

 Video on financial challenges 
 article by National League of Cities 
 article by the Stanford Talking Equity 

  
EDUCATE YOURSELF 
I would ask that each of you spend more time understanding the complexities of housing and the 
solutions that our city has already agreed to strive for. This, more than most issues, impacts all areas of 
our community and needs to be done ASAP. The questions you had last night, have answers that we, as 
a City, have studied. I was surprised that most council didn't even know the two ordinances were part of 
our Housing Action Plan.  
  
Everywhere across the US cities are dealing with this challenge and trying out solutions. All those 
claiming "we don't know the impacts" were wrong. We do know. It has been studied and tried on for 
size for a long time. Research is easy to find. Examples are easy to find. Collaborations with other cities 
are longing to be created.  

1. Know the issues: I met last month with NYU's Housing Action Lab, who is not only a great 
resource of information, but also is a great connection to other similar cities who are working on 
these issues. They connected me with Missoula and I recommend our Housing Committee picks 
up this collaborative torch.  

o Housing 101 ‐ see videos like why we need to increase density and supply, what is 
affordable housing, and why is it an issue 

2. Know your resources: our Housing Needs Assessment identifies our issues clearly. Examples that 
Jason and Clint gave last night saying we don't know how to solve, are actually named with 
solutions!  
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o Housing Action Plan ‐ page 7 is the list of the actions we gave to the PC (and attached), 
but read the why along with the how! 

o Appendices ‐ where you can find the housing stories, employer survey results and 
original Housing Needs Assessment, which describes the challenges we are facing.  

3. Know your Planning Commission: trust them, attend their meetings, meet with them 
individually, know their process, join them in their process. They are doing your important work 
that you list out for them annually. Know why they are recommending items for you. Tell them 
what your concerns are.  

COMMUNICATION 
Obviously, we need to look at communication around housing differently than we have ever looked at 
outreach as a City. It is not a newsletter. It is not a flier or a town hall. It needs to be a community 
collaboration. I think we are ready for it. We now have a communication staff and a smart, capable 
development team. We are primed, and just need to step into action.  

 Why is our community not on board ‐ article on why and how to create an outreach strategy 
 Community outreach ‐ article with resources on community outreach 

  
Clear communication starts with you as the representative, as our leadership, knowing the issues and 
advocating for those unable to advocate for themselves.  
  
Regards, 
  
Mia Bretz 
(she/her) 
Average Citizen, Leavenworth 
  
PS: now you all have my personal email. I will be handing my city ipad in soon, so this is a good way to 
reach me.  
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Lilith Vespier

From: Leavenworth Business <willkommenllc@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, December 17, 2021 11:53 AM
To: miabretz@gmail.com
Cc: Marco Aurilio; Steven Booher; Todd Smith; Jason Briggs; Cameron West; Ken Thomsen
Subject: Re: Housing in Leavenworth

Thanks for replying.  Sign me up.   I am definitely interested in joining your forum.   I am lucky enough that I have options 
the city does not have.  I am also lucky enough that I can tap into some of the brightest and innovative people through my 
connection at MIT.  I think we need to create a format without relying on grant and subsidy as it takes too long and too 
many restrictions.  The longer we wait the more challenges we are going to face.    
 
https://www.cnbc.com/2021/11/10/home-prices-are-now-rising-much-faster-than-incomes-studies-show.html 
 
The project we were proposing on River Bend Drive was going to create town homes around price range of $550K.  With 
10% down and 30 year amortization at 3.5%, we are looking at payment of around $2,200 per month.  That means you 
need to make around $80,000 a year if you spend 1/3 of your income on mortgages which means the household needs to 
make $40 per hour to qualify.  With one full time and one part time income per household, we are looking at $27 per hour 
to qualify.    
 
I have been in contact with Mat Melton who is working on a 3 unit building in Leavenworth and he believes with enough 
volume, he can bring the construction cost down.  Unfortunately I don't have any residential lots except the one on River 
Bend Drive.  However, I am always looking.   
 
Matt is coming to Seattle on 22nd to meet me and Jason Briggs, who used to be the basketball Captain for Princeton 
University.  He started a non profit basket program where he can place under privilege girls through college with full 
scholarship.  This year I believe few girls made it to West Point, WA State, and few other universities.  I am looking to 
trade a commercial lot in Leavenworth with Matt in exchange for him to build me a basketball court.  Overtime, Jason 
believes he can place 100 girls through colleges.  At the value of 100K per girl, we are looking at $10million of 
scholarship.    
 
The point is that if we can work together, we may not be able to solve the problem but we can take a step at a time.  All 
we need is passion and compassion. 
 
 
Tom 
 
 
 
 
 
 
On Friday, December 17, 2021, 08:43:40 AM PST, miabretz@gmail.com <miabretz@gmail.com> wrote:  
 
 
Hi Tom, 
 
Thanks for connecting. I agree that solving housing needs to be collaborative with developers and builders.  
 
Now that I am not on council, I would like to build a community forum/collaboration where the voices for solving housing 
challenges can connect. That voice was a huge missing element at our council meeting where the ordinances didn’t pass 
and essential to getting future ordinances passed.  
 
I’d love to grab a coffee after the holidays and chat more! 
 
Mia  
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Sent from my phone, please pardon the errors 
 
> On Dec 16, 2021, at 4:43 PM, Leavenworth Business <willkommenllc@yahoo.com> wrote: 
>  
> Hi Mia, 
>  
> Let me introduce myself to you.  My name is Thomas Lin.  I read your letter addressed to the city council and it is 
important for me to reach out to you and share my thoughts. 
>  
> I am the one who helped build the transit and the parking lot on Chumstick and Hwy 2.  I brought the Weidner 
Apartment in Leavenworth per Joel Wallinski and Cheri Farivar's request.  That was the beginning of increasing housing 
stock in Leavenworth but we still have a long road ahead.  Leavenworth is a great city to live and housing prices are going 
through the roof.  However, paradise should be open to everyone and not just the few rich and famous. 
>  
> I don't ask for grants or subsidy.  All I ask for is common sense.  I believe we can be creative and bring down the 
housing prices if we can combined efforts from property owner, contractors, developers and the city. 
> We need to create smaller lots, bring down construction cost through economic of scale, and work with developers who 
will be happy making fair margin rather than maximize profit all the time. 
>  
> For example, I own 100,000 sq feet of residential lot along Riverbend Drive.  Today I went through the Pre Ap meeting 
and I was pretty disappointed by the vote of city council.  I have already turned down few developers catering to the rich 
second home market.  After going through many potential buyers,  one developer agreed to build townhomes and market 
the finished product to people who live and work in Leavenworth.  They have agreed to use my broker, Mike West Reality, 
and allow me to select the buyers.  They are willing to accept fair profit margin in hopes of more development potential in 
Leavenworth.  We were originally going to create more lots through planned development once the lot size is reduce from 
12,000 sq feet to 8,000 sq feet.  I guess that is out of picture now.  They are ready to back out of the deal or switch to 
building big homes to make the project pencil out. 
>  
> I believe I have managed to bring all the parties together to create housing that more people can afford.  The piece that 
actually fell through was the city council's vote.  I just want to echo my disappointment and frustration.  I beg you to watch 
this video and understand where I am coming from. 
>  
> https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=n_wrDXl-agQ 
>  
> I am so glad MIT is still the same as when I was there 35 years ago.  Our mission has always been to make the world a 
better place and a world that has more equality.  We can do it through innovation,  proper planning, and corporation .    I 
know you are stepping down and not much you can do about it.  I am still willing to do my share, but I don't think I can 
fight the battle alone. 
>  
> Thanks for listening to me vent.   
>  
> Tom Lin 
> ' 
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Lilith Vespier

From: Mia Bretz
Sent: Wednesday, December 15, 2021 3:10 PM
To: Andy Lane
Cc: Lilith Vespier; alane@cairncross.com; Jason Lundgren; Anne Hessburg; Carl Florea
Subject: Re: PC's work on affordable housing

Jason, I agree that last night should not be taken as a win/loss, but an opportunity to change our strategy.  I also agree 
with Andy that workshops are not the answer. The same forums yield the same results. 
 
I am hoping for a multi‐pronged strategy. Perhaps utilizing the housing committee and study sessions for collaborative 
education opportunities with the public and the council is one way to meet both Jason and Andy‘s suggestions.  
 
Simultaneously, as a citizen I reached out to the Friends of Leavenworth a month or two ago. I would like to start a 
housing arm of that group so that the city can more easily interface with the public on this issue. I am not sure how that 
will unfold, but there needs to also be a community driven aspect of this.  
 
I included a couple links on housing and community outreach in my last email with some resources that might inspire 
other opportunities.  
 
At the end of the day, Andy is right. The (few, loud) people who spoke and wrote and spoke again and again hijacked the 
conversation. They do not have housing issues. Our housing work is not for them.  
 
Thanks for starting the new conversation, Jason! 

Mia Bretz 
City of Leavenworth 
 
 

On Dec 15, 2021, at 2:40 PM, Andy Lane <alane@cityofleavenworth.com> wrote: 

  

Thanks, Lilith. 
 
In the 18+ months (many of which included multiple public meetings) we've been working with 
the public on these specific issues, the PC has carefully had a dialog with the participants. We've 
answered their questions in multiple ways to ensure they understand the issues and the 
considered solutions. This includes having the housing experts from BERK (the Housing Action 
Plan authors) participate in Q&A sessions many times. 
 
Frankly, it's pollyannish to think these opponents (which are less than 1% of our population) 
can become allies in these changes. What I've learned in the many, many, many hours I've 
spent talking with them is that many simply don't want anything to change. 
 
Stated differently ‐ most people who participated in the PC proceedings understand the 
proposals. They just don't like them.  
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The PC's job is to dig into these issues with the public, educating the public during the process, 
and come to the Council with our recommendation for Council action. Perhaps the flaw has not 
been with educating the public, but with not educating the Council sufficiently on regulatory 
issues pertaining to housing affordability. I thought the Housing Action Plan provided a good 
foundation, and I didn't appreciate that more was needed ‐ my fault and I apologize. 
 
So rather than engaging a facilitator, perhaps it makes more sense to have Council and any 
interested members of the public watch an educational Short Course on Housing Affordability 
from the Department of Commerce. I can help set this up, if you'd like. 
 
Regards, 
Andy 
 

 
From: Lilith Vespier <dsmanager@cityofleavenworth.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, December 15, 2021 2:13 PM 
To: Andy Lane <alane@cityofleavenworth.com>; alane@cairncross.com <alane@cairncross.com> 
Cc: Jason Lundgren <JLundgren@cityofleavenworth.com>; Anne Hessburg 
<ahessburg@cityofleavenworth.com>; Carl Florea <cflorea@cityofleavenworth.com>; Mia Bretz 
<MBretz@cityofleavenworth.com> 
Subject: FW: PC's work on affordable housing  
  
Andy, any thoughts? As you know, I have already noticed the PC with the recommendation of moving 
forward Jan, Feb and March with  workshops, given that people are currently engaged in the process 
and we don’t want to lose that. 
  
In any case, please share your thoughts.  
  
Lilith Vespier, AICP 
P 509.548.5275 ext. 131 |C  509.668-9148 | F 509.548.6429 
  
  

From: Jason Lundgren <JLundgren@cityofleavenworth.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, December 15, 2021 11:34 AM 
To: Lilith Vespier <dsmanager@cityofleavenworth.com>; Carl Florea <cflorea@cityofleavenworth.com>; 
Anne Hessburg <ahessburg@cityofleavenworth.com>; Mia Bretz <MBretz@cityofleavenworth.com> 
Subject: PC's work on affordable housing 
  

Hi all,  
  
I'm sure we've all been reflecting on last nights meeting, I know I have. If I were on the PC I 
would feel really discouraged by the Council not taking action on the zoning and duplex code 
amendments last night. It's understandable. I don't see flaws in the work and recommendations 
of the PC, but rather an opportunity to bring us all (community and council) along on the 
journey for how and why we got to the recommendations. While I know the PC's work has been 
transparent and open to the public, the fact that the community, and some of the council, still 
have questions about these recommendations means we still have work to do. Last night 
several of us spoke to the need for more communication and understanding, and I think that's 
where we should focus in the coming months. Ideally, the most outspoken community 
members become allies in these changes, and I think with the right process and communication 
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we can certainly get there. So, I'm asking the PC, community, staff and council to not see last 
night as a win/loss but as a place where we can begin to build mutual goals and understanding 
so that when we get to a decision point there is broader buy‐in.  
  
With that, and as suggested last night, we should host a series of workshops about housing. 
Some on the PC and council may feel we've already done this, and that may be true. I think we 
need an independent facilitator that can bring people together, synthesize opinions, find 
common goals, and translate planning jargon. From there we need a systematic process to 
define solutions to our shared goals.  
  
I saw this link posted on FB last night following Duane's debrief of our meeting and found it 
really interesting and relevant to our discussion about housing.  
  
https://www.nytimes.com/video/opinion/100000007886969/democrats‐blue‐states‐
legislation.html?smid=em‐share 

To help protect your privacy, Microsoft Office prevented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.

 

Opinion | Blue States, You’re the 
Problem - The New York Times 
There is a question I’ve had for a very long time. And it 
has to do with this map. This is a map of the 18 states in 
the U.S. where Democrats control the legislative and 
executive branches or ... 

www.nytimes.com 

  

What do you think? 
  
Feel free to share with the rest of the council and PC. 
  
Thank you! Jason 
  
  

Jason Lundgren 

cell 509.476.3444 
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Lilith Vespier

From: Kevin Gifford <kevin@berkconsulting.com>
Sent: Wednesday, February 2, 2022 9:24 PM
To: Lilith Vespier
Cc: Dawn Couch
Subject: PC Meeting Follow-Up

Hi Lilith – Just FYI, Paula Strozyk messaged me directly during tonight’s meeting. I took a screenshot to document 
(below). 
 
Happy to schedule a call in the next couple of days to debrief, loop Dawn in, and discuss next steps for the workshop on 
the 16th. 
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Thanks, 

Kevin Gifford 
206.493.2385 | DIRECT 
www.berkconsulting.com 
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STRATEGY | ANALYSIS | COMMUNICATIONS 
Helping Communities and Organizations Create Their Best Futures 

 

Planning Commission Packet February 17, 2021 Page 125 of 157



1

Lilith Vespier

From: Anne Hessburg
Sent: Wednesday, January 5, 2022 8:11 PM
To: Lilith Vespier
Subject: Fw: Planning

 
 
Anne Hessburg 
Mayor Pro Tempore 

City Councilmember 

From: Sue Holt <susanlynnh@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, January 5, 2022 10:22 AM 
To: Marco Aurilio <maurilio@cityofleavenworth.com>; Jason Lundgren <JLundgren@cityofleavenworth.com>; Zeke 
Reister <zreister@cityofleavenworth.com>; Clint Strand <CStrand@cityofleavenworth.com>; Sharon Waters 
<SWaters@cityofleavenworth.com>; Carolyn Wilson <cwilson@cityofleavenworth.com>; Anne Hessburg 
<ahessburg@cityofleavenworth.com>; Carl Florea <cflorea@cityofleavenworth.com> 
Subject: Planning  
  
I listened to your December zoom meeting. First, thank you all for your hard work.  
Attached are photos taken on my neighborhood walk yesterday. The homes are on Whitney, Park and Prospect. I am 
suggesting that you consider restrictions on height relative to existing homes, on roofline (not flat roofs), and 
restrictions on materials such as the amount of metal on exterior walls. The homes with metal exterior have an 
industrial look. The homes in the last photo are disproportionately tall for the neighborhood. Whether for single family, 
duplex or ADU, I’d like to see new construction blend better with the look of the neighborhood. Thank you for your 
consideration as the planning commission considers changes.  
To end on a positive note, I favor developments such as the “new Meadowlark”  to address the need for more 
affordable housing.   
Sincerely, 
Sue Holt 
225 W Benton 
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Sue 
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Lilith Vespier

From: Thomas Lin <willkommenllc@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, January 5, 2022 12:02 PM
To: Lilith Vespier
Subject: Fwd: Housing in Leavenworth

 

Sent from my iPhone 
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: Leavenworth Business <willkommenllc@yahoo.com> 
Date: December 17, 2021 at 11:52:36 AM PST 
To: miabretz@gmail.com 
Cc: Marco Aurilio <marcoaurilio@gmail.com>, Steven Booher <s.booher@syndicatesmith.com>, Todd 
Smith <toddsmith@syndicatesmith.com>, Jason Briggs <briggsbuilds@gmail.com>, Cameron West 
<cameron@leavenworthrealty.com>, Ken Thomsen <kthomsen@odin‐inc.com> 
Subject: Re: Housing in Leavenworth 

 
Thanks for replying.  Sign me up.   I am definitely interested in joining your forum.   I am lucky enough 
that I have options the city does not have.  I am also lucky enough that I can tap into some of the 
brightest and innovative people through my connection at MIT.  I think we need to create a format without 
relying on grant and subsidy as it takes too long and too many restrictions.  The longer we wait the more 
challenges we are going to face.    
 
https://www.cnbc.com/2021/11/10/home-prices-are-now-rising-much-faster-than-incomes-studies-
show.html 
 
The project we were proposing on River Bend Drive was going to create town homes around price range 
of $550K.  With 10% down and 30 year amortization at 3.5%, we are looking at payment of around 
$2,200 per month.  That means you need to make around $80,000 a year if you spend 1/3 of your income 
on mortgages which means the household needs to make $40 per hour to qualify.  With one full time and 
one part time income per household, we are looking at $27 per hour to qualify.    
 
I have been in contact with Mat Melton who is working on a 3 unit building in Leavenworth and he 
believes with enough volume, he can bring the construction cost down.  Unfortunately I don't have any 
residential lots except the one on River Bend Drive.  However, I am always looking.   
 
Matt is coming to Seattle on 22nd to meet me and Jason Briggs, who used to be the basketball Captain 
for Princeton University.  He started a non profit basket program where he can place under privilege girls 
through college with full scholarship.  This year I believe few girls made it to West Point, WA State, and 
few other universities.  I am looking to trade a commercial lot in Leavenworth with Matt in exchange for 
him to build me a basketball court.  Overtime, Jason believes he can place 100 girls through colleges.  At 
the value of 100K per girl, we are looking at $10million of scholarship.    
 
The point is that if we can work together, we may not be able to solve the problem but we can take a step 
at a time.  All we need is passion and compassion. 
 
 
Tom 
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On Friday, December 17, 2021, 08:43:40 AM PST, miabretz@gmail.com <miabretz@gmail.com> wrote:  
 
 
Hi Tom, 
 
Thanks for connecting. I agree that solving housing needs to be collaborative with developers and 
builders.  
 
Now that I am not on council, I would like to build a community forum/collaboration where the voices for 
solving housing challenges can connect. That voice was a huge missing element at our council meeting 
where the ordinances didn’t pass and essential to getting future ordinances passed.  
 
I’d love to grab a coffee after the holidays and chat more! 
 
Mia  
 
Sent from my phone, please pardon the errors 
 
> On Dec 16, 2021, at 4:43 PM, Leavenworth Business <willkommenllc@yahoo.com> wrote: 
>  
> Hi Mia, 
>  
> Let me introduce myself to you.  My name is Thomas Lin.  I read your letter addressed to the city 
council and it is important for me to reach out to you and share my thoughts. 
>  
> I am the one who helped build the transit and the parking lot on Chumstick and Hwy 2.  I brought the 
Weidner Apartment in Leavenworth per Joel Wallinski and Cheri Farivar's request.  That was the 
beginning of increasing housing stock in Leavenworth but we still have a long road ahead.  Leavenworth 
is a great city to live and housing prices are going through the roof.  However, paradise should be open to 
everyone and not just the few rich and famous. 
>  
> I don't ask for grants or subsidy.  All I ask for is common sense.  I believe we can be creative and bring 
down the housing prices if we can combined efforts from property owner, contractors, developers and the 
city. 
> We need to create smaller lots, bring down construction cost through economic of scale, and work with 
developers who will be happy making fair margin rather than maximize profit all the time. 
>  
> For example, I own 100,000 sq feet of residential lot along Riverbend Drive.  Today I went through the 
Pre Ap meeting and I was pretty disappointed by the vote of city council.  I have already turned down few 
developers catering to the rich second home market.  After going through many potential buyers,  one 
developer agreed to build townhomes and market the finished product to people who live and work in 
Leavenworth.  They have agreed to use my broker, Mike West Reality, and allow me to select the 
buyers.  They are willing to accept fair profit margin in hopes of more development potential in 
Leavenworth.  We were originally going to create more lots through planned development once the lot 
size is reduce from 12,000 sq feet to 8,000 sq feet.  I guess that is out of picture now.  They are ready to 
back out of the deal or switch to building big homes to make the project pencil out. 
>  
> I believe I have managed to bring all the parties together to create housing that more people can 
afford.  The piece that actually fell through was the city council's vote.  I just want to echo my 
disappointment and frustration.  I beg you to watch this video and understand where I am coming from. 
>  
> https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=n_wrDXl-agQ 
>  
> I am so glad MIT is still the same as when I was there 35 years ago.  Our mission has always been to 
make the world a better place and a world that has more equality.  We can do it through 
innovation,  proper planning, and corporation .    I know you are stepping down and not much you can do 
about it.  I am still willing to do my share, but I don't think I can fight the battle alone. 
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>  
> Thanks for listening to me vent.   
>  
> Tom Lin 
> ' 
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Lilith Vespier

From: Leavenworth Business <willkommenllc@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, January 6, 2022 5:53 AM
To: miabretz@gmail.com
Cc: Steven Booher; Todd Smith; Marco Aurilio; Anne Hessburg; Jason Lundgren; Lilith Vespier; Angela 

Harrison; Clint Strand; Zeke Reister; Planner 1
Subject: Re: Housing in Leavenworth

To some of the people are the meeting.   
 
I am personally very disappointed with the planning commission meeting last night.  People just don't get it.  The 
discussion should be about solving problems that affects the livelihood of many working people.   How to create an 
opportunity for them to buy a house, which is the biggest investment for most people.  It is not about about how they don't 
like the look of a development.  It is certainly not about how to ensure every house is big, spacious, and valued at $1 
million and more.   If you want your lot to be big, then buy a double lot, very simple.   
 
Some of the topics that should have been addressed should be how do we create homes that are priced at: (assuming 1/3 
of income goes to payment): 
 
1. $550K  Medium income of $75,000. Monthly payment of $2090   Hourly wage per household of $37.50 
2. $500K  Medium income of $68,000  Monthly payment of $1900   Hourly wage per household of $34.00 
3. $450K  Medium income of $61,000  Monthly payment of $1707   Hourly wage per household of $30.50 
4  $400K  Medium income of $54,600  Monthly payment of $1517   Hourly wage per household of $27.30 
5. $350K  Medium income of $47,800  Monthly payment of $1330   Hourly wage per household of $23.40 
 
Math does not lie.  I believe some of those numbers can be achieved if we focus on the issues.  We start with #1 then go 
down the list.    
 
We can not make a difference if we care about what we own only.   We can not make the world a better place if we do not 
share.  It is a very lonely place if we are the only one who can afford to go out and eat.  History tells us that as the gap of 
wealth widens, the risk of revolution increases. 
 
Some of you can make a difference if you chose to.   Vote wisely because time is not on our side.. 
 
 
Tom Lin 
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Staff Report 
Code Amendments reflective of 
changing RL12 and RL10 to R-8 

To: Leavenworth Planning Commission 
From: Development Services Department 

Date of Report: October 26, 2021 for the November 3, 2021 Hearing 

Subject: Code Amendments changing RL12 and RL10 to R-8 

OVERVIEW 

The Planning Commission is recommending combining Residential Low Density 12,000 District and 
Residential Low Density 10,000 District and changing these areas to a Residential 8,000 District.  

These changes reflect amendments to the Comprehensive Plan Land Use Designations. 

SUMMARY OF DATES 
60-day Agency review: October 15, 2021, ID# 2021-S-3279 

SEPA Determination Exempt per WAC 197-11-800(19) 

Notice of Planning Commission Hearing: Published in the Echo: October 20, 2021 

Planning Commission Public Hearing: November 3, 2021 

City Council Public Hearing: Tentatively Scheduled for December 14, 2021 

PUBLIC/AGENCY COMMENTS 
Public comments were taken and incorporated into the Planning Commission hearing draft, issued 
October 26, 2021. The public is encouraged to attend the Planning Commission Hearing and provide 
comment before a recommendation is forwarded to the City Council. The Planning Commission may 
incorporate comments into the recommendation. Additionally, the City Council will have an opportunity 
for public comment prior to a decision at the Council Public Hearing. 

STAFF REVIEW 
The following findings of fact and conclusions of law review the proposed amendments in relationship to 
the Comprehensive Plan and development regulations.  
1. The amendments are necessary to resolve inconsistencies in the provisions of the comprehensive plan
and/or development regulations or to address state or federal mandates.

Staff Finding: The 2020 Housing Action Plan recommended that Leavenworth “Evaluate 
converting RL-12 zone into RL-10 zone to reduce incentives for urban sprawl.”  The benefits of 
this action were identified as  

• Increasing housing supply, though this is limited given the limited areas of RL-12 zoning
and the potential for subdivision into new lots.

• Potentially increasing the affordability of homeownership where new houses require less
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land, though new housing on 10,000 square foot lots are not likely to be affordable to 
moderate-income households. 

• Reducing urban sprawl and aligning to the goals of Washington’s Growth Management 
Act. 

The Planning Commission found that the RL12 designations was associated with areas impacted 
by critical areas and/or existing development. Converting this land to RL10 would have a small 
impact; therefore, converting both RL12 and RL10 to a new R-8 could better achieve the 
identified benefits.  
Additionally, staff is recommending changes to the zoning map to reflect changes to the 
Comprehensive Plan Land Use Designations, including changing the Osborn property from RL-6 
to Recreation Public, see (1) below; citywide change to RL12 and RL10 to a new R-8 
designation, see (2); and two areas of split designation northeast of Ski Blick Strasse, see (3); and, 
at River Bend Drive and Zelt Strasse, see (4). 

 

(1)  changes to RP:  
 
 
 

Change to 
Recreation Public 
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(2)  
Change to new R-8 

  
 

(3)  changes to MF   
 
 

Change to MF 

Change to R-8 

Change to R-8 

Change to R-8 

Change to R-8 
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(4) Change to R-8  
 
The zoning map changes will result in a new Official Zoning Map, pursuant to LMC 18.12. 
 

Conclusion: The amendments would reduce urban sprawl and support options to increase land 
for housing supply and promote diversified housing.  

2. The amendments are consistent with the overall intent of the existing comprehensive plan and the other 
documents incorporated therein. 

Staff Finding: The Comprehensive Plan encourages diversified housing: 
Goal 1: Encourage the availability of affordable housing for all economic segments of the 

population. 

Goal 2: Promote diversity of residential densities and housing types, being mindful for racial 

disparities and accommodating a range of housing needs, including elderly, physically 

challenged, mentally impaired, special needs segments of the population, low-income, workforce 

and emergency housing needs by: · Supporting affordable housing needs for low-income 

residents. · Encouraging cluster subdivision, planned developments and other zoning techniques 

that allow for density bonuses or other mechanisms for higher density and greater utilization of 

land. · Supporting moderate density housing types, including accessory dwelling units, duplexes, 

triplexes and townhomes within all residential zones.  

Conclusion: The amendments are consistent with the intent of the comprehensive plan. 
3. The amendments are consistent with the assumptions and/or other factors such as population, 
employment, land use, housing, transportation, capital facilities, economic conditions, etc., contained in 
the comprehensive plan. 

Staff Finding: The proposed amendments reflect the recommendation of the 2020 Housing 
Action Plan. The Comprehensive Plan assumptions have been updated, where appropriate, to be 
consistent with the Housing Action Plan, including the 2020 Housing Needs Assessment.   
Conclusion: The amendments are consistent with the assumptions and factors used to develop 
the comprehensive plan. 

4. The amendments are consistent with the requirements of the Growth Management Act and the county-
wide planning policies. 

Staff Finding: The Growth Management Act promotes urban development within cities and 
densified housing options. The County-Wide Planning Policies encourage development of 
housing within the urban cities.  
Conclusion: The amendments are consistent with the requirements of the Growth Management 
Act and the county-wide planning policies. 

5. The amendments are consistent with and do not adversely affect the supply of land for various purposes 
which are available to accommodate projected growth over a twenty-year period. 
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Staff Finding: The amendments are anticipated to encourage infill development or other new 
residential development activities. 
Conclusion: The amendments will not change or impact the supply of land required to 
accommodate projected growth. 

6. Where applicable, conditions have changed such that assumptions and/or other factors such as 
population, employment, land use, housing, transportation, capital facilities, economic conditions, etc., 
contained in the comprehensive plan have been revised and/or enhanced to reflect said conditions; 

Staff Finding: The amendments do not change the Comprehensive Plan assumptions. 
Conclusion: Not applicable. 

7. Amendments to the comprehensive plan land use designation map(s) are either consistent and/or 
compatible with, or do not adversely affect, adjacent land uses and surrounding environment; 

Staff Finding: The amendments will update the zoning map and zoning code regulations to be 
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan land use designations. 
Conclusion: Not applicable. 

8. The proposed amendments are consistent with and do not negatively impact public facilities, utilities 
and infrastructure, including transportation systems, and any adopted levels of service. 

Staff Finding: The amendments do not change land uses, public facilities, utilities and 
infrastructure or directly impact the adopted levels of service. Development is required to be 
consistent with the adopted levels of service concurrent with the development. The review of 
concurrency occurs with the future land use and/or permits.  
Conclusion: The amendments do not change the concurrency requirements which ensure no loss 
of the adopted level of services for development.  

9. The proposed amendments do not adversely affect lands designated resource lands of long-term 
commercial significance or critical areas. 

Staff Finding: There are no designated resource lands within the city limits. Review of known 
critical areas occurs at the time of future land use permit applications. 
Conclusion: Not applicable. 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends adoption of the proposed zoning map and zoning regulations to combine and change 
RL12 and RL10 to a new R-8 zone. 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
Attachment A: Amendments to LMC 18.21 
Attachment B: Amendments to LMC 18.23 
Attachment C: Amendments to LMC 18.25 
Attachment D: Zoning Map 
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ATTACHMENT A 
 

Chapter 18.21 RESIDENTIAL LOW DENSITY 128,000 DISTRICT (RL12R-8) 

18.21.010 Purpose. 

This is a restricted residential district of low density in which the principal use of land is for single-
family dwellings, duplexes, and accessory dwellings, together with recreational, religious, and 
educational facilities required to serve the community. The regulations for this district are designed 
and intended to establish, maintain and protect the essential characteristics of the district, to develop 
and sustain a suitable environment for family life where children are members of most 
familiesresients, and to prohibit almost all activities of a commercial nature and those which would 
tend to be inharmonious with or injurious to the preservation of a residential environment.  

18.21.020 Permitted uses. 

18.21.030 Uses requiring a conditional use permit. 

 

18.21.040 Yard requirements – Specifications. 

Unless city code provides for a deviation: 

A. Front Yard. There shall be a front yard of not less than 25 feet. 

B. Side Yard. There shall be side yards of not less than 10 feet. 

C. Rear Yard. There shall be a rear yard of not less than 15 feet for lots without an alley adjacent to the 
rear yard, and a rear yard of not less than eight feet for lots with an alley adjacent to the rear yard. 

D. For corner lots, the street side yard shall be a minimum of 15 feet, and at least one rear yard setback 
shall be provided. For the purposes of this title, street side yard shall be that yard area which is 
adjacent to a public street right-of-way, but which does not provide the primary access to the 
residential structure, and/or which does not serve as the street address for the residence.  

 

18.21.060 Lot size. 

In a RL12 districtR-8 district, the lot size shall be as follows: 

A. The minimum lot area shall be 128,000 square feet for a single-family dwelling and duplex. 

B. The minimum lot width at the front building line for new land divisions shall be 80 60feet for an 
interior lot and 90 feet for a corner lot.  

 

18.21.070 Building height. 

In a RL12 R-8 district, no structure shall exceed a height of 35 feet.  
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18.21.080 Lot coverage. 

In a RL12 R-8 district, buildings and structures shall not occupy more than 35 percent of the lot area.  

 

18.21.090 Off-street parking. 

Off-street parking shall be provided as required in Chapter 14.12 LMC. 

Planning Commission Packet February 17, 2021 Page 143 of 157



Staff Report  Page 8 of 14 

ATTACHMENT B 
 

18.23.010 Purpose. 

This is a restricted residential district of low density in which the principal use of land is for single-family 
dwellings, together with recreational, religious, and educational facilities required to serve the 
community. The regulations for this district are designed and intended to establish, maintain and protect 
the essential characteristics of the district, to develop and sustain a suitable environment for family life 
where children are members of most families, and to prohibit almost all activities of a commercial nature 
and those which would tend to be inharmonious with or injurious to the preservation of a residential 
environment.  

18.23.020 Permitted uses.  

Repealed by Ord. 1627.  

18.23.030 Uses requiring a conditional use permit.  

Repealed by Ord. 1627.  

18.23.040 Yard requirements – Specifications.  

Unless city code provides for a deviation: 

A. Front Yard. There shall be a front yard of not less than 25 feet. 

B. Side Yard. There shall be side yards of not less than eight feet. 

C. Rear Yard. There shall be a rear yard of not less than 15 feet for lots without an alley adjacent to the 
rear yard, and a rear yard of not less than eight feet for lots with an alley adjacent to the rear yard. 

D. For corner lots, the street side yard shall be a minimum of 15 feet, and at least one rear yard setback 
shall be provided. For the purposes of this title, street side yard shall be that yard area which is adjacent to 
a public street right-of-way, but which does not provide the primary access to the residential structure, 
and/or which does not serve as the street address for the residence.  

18.23.060 Lot size.  

In a RL10 district, the lot size shall be as follows: 

A. The minimum lot area shall be 10,000 square feet for a single-family dwelling and 12,000 square feet 
for a duplex. 
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B. The minimum lot width at the front building line for new land divisions shall be 70 feet for an interior 
lot and 80 feet for a corner lot.  

18.23.070 Building height.  

In a RL10 district, no structure shall exceed a height of 35 feet.  

18.23.080 Lot coverage.  

In a RL10 district, buildings and structures shall not occupy more than 35 percent of the lot area.  

18.23.090 Off-street parking.  

Off-street parking shall be provided as required in Chapter Error! Hyperlink reference not valid. LMC.  
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Attachment C  
 

Land Uses RL6 
RL10R-

8 
RL12 MF   CDMUI GC CC TC LI REC RP 

Residential (Specified Use 
Below) 

                        

Accessory Dwelling Unit AU AU AU AU                 

Boardinghouse, Lodging 
House, Rooming House 

      P                 

Dwelling, Above Ground Floor           P AU AU AU       

Dwelling, Duplex P P P P   AU             

Dwelling, Multifamily       P   P P P P       

Dwelling, Single-Family P P P P   AU             

Dwelling, Tiny Home P P P P                 

Manufactured Home, 
Designated 

P P P P                 

Manufactured Home/Mobile 
Home 

                        

Vacation (Short-Term) Rental             P P P       

Accessory Structures and 
Uses 

                        

Accessory Structure AU AU AU AU     AU AU AU AU AU AU 

Adult Family Home P P P P   P P P P       

Bed and Breakfast C C C C                 

Child Day Care AU AU AU AU   P P P P       

Day Care Center C C C C   C P P P       

Foster Home P P P P     P P P       

Group A Home Occupation AU AU AU AU                 

Group B Home Occupation AU AU AU AU                 

Nursing/Convalescent Home, 
Congregate Care Facility 

C C C C     C           

Stacked Parking AU AU AU AU     AU AU AU       

Swimming Pools AU AU AU AU     P P P   P P 

Youth Home       C                 

Public/Semi-Public (Specified 
Use Below) 

                        

Bus or Taxicab Stop C C C C   P P P P P     

Clinic             P P P P     

Community Center C C C       C       C   

Educational Centers C C C     C P C C C C C 

Educational Facilities C C C     C             

Golf Courses                     P P 
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Land Uses RL6 
RL10R-

8 
RL12 MF   CDMUI GC CC TC LI REC RP 

Hospital             C C C   C   

Place of Worship C C C     C             

Preschool C C C     C C           

Public Facility, High Impact           P P P P P C C 

Public Facility, Low Impact C C C     P P P P P C C 

Public Utility C C C C   C C C C P C C 

Recreation, Outdoor Use C C C C     C C C   P P 

Recreation, Passive P P P P   P P P P P P P 

Recycling Center                   C     

Wireless Telecommunications 
Facility 

C     C   C C C C P C C 

Development Options                         

Commercial District Mixed 
Use Incentives 

            P P P       

Condominiums (with Binding 
Site Plan) 

      P   P P P P       

Incubator Planned Site 
Development 

                  P     

Manufactured Home Park C C C P                 

Temporary Subdivision Tract 
Offices 

C C C                   

Tiny Home Park C C C P                 

Commercial/Retail                         

Adult Entertainment Facilities             P P P       

Bakery           P P P P       

Banks           P P P P       

Battery Exchange 
Stations/Rapid Charging 
Stations 

          P P   P P     

Car Wash             P     P     

Club, Lodge or Fraternal 
Organization 

      C     P P P       

Coffee Roasting           C C C C P     

Commercial Amusement 
Enterprise, High Impact 

                        

Commercial Amusement 
Enterprise, Low Impact 

            C C C       

Copy/Printing Establishment           C P P P P     

Eating and Drinking 
Establishment 

          P P P P       

Exercise Facilities           P P P P       

Family Entertainment 
Enterprise 

            P P P       
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Land Uses RL6 
RL10R-

8 
RL12 MF   CDMUI GC CC TC LI REC RP 

Food/Grocery Store           P P P P       

Gasoline Service Station             C   C C     

Hostels             P P P       

Hotel or Motels           P P P P       

Indoor Events/Auditoriums           P P P P   P P 

Laundry or Dry-Cleaning 
Establishment 

          P P P P P     

Micro Brewery, Distillery or 
Winery 

          C C C C P     

Brewery                   P     

Mobile Food Vendor                     P P 

Parking Structure/Lots       AU     P P P AU     

Personal Service           P P P P P     

Pet Care Centers/Kennels           C C C C P     

Professional Offices (Business 
and Professional) 

          P P P P P     

Recreational Vehicle 
Parks/Campground 

            C   C   C   

Retail Stores and Services           P P P P       

Vehicle Repair Services             P P   P     

Vehicle Sales or Rental             P   P P     

Veterinarian/Animal Hospital           C C     P     

Industrial (Specified Use 
Below) 

                        

Bulk Fuel Storage                   C     

Construction Yards                   P     

Cryptocurrency Mining                   P     

Essential Public Facilities                   P     

Feed Lots, Livestock, 
Rendering or Meat Packing 
Plants 

                        

Hazardous Waste Facilities                         

Heliports and Aviation 
Activities 

                  C     

High Tech Industry, Computer 
Assembly and Similar Type 
Uses 

          C       P     

Junk/Wrecking Yards                         

Landfills                         

Light Industry           C C C C P     

Storage Facilities, Including 
Mini- and Self-Storage 

                  P     
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Land Uses RL6 
RL10R-

8 
RL12 MF   CDMUI GC CC TC LI REC RP 

Truck and Freight Terminals, 
Warehousing and Storage, 
Parcel Delivery Service, 
Packaging and Crating 

                  P     

Vehicle Repair, Service 
Maintenance, Paint, Powder 
Coating and Body Work 

                  P     

Vehicle Towing, Including 
Secured Storage of Vehicles 

                  P     

Warehousing Establishments                   P     
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Attachment D  
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Staff Report 
2021 Comprehensive Plan Update 

 

To: Leavenworth Planning Commission 
From: City of Leavenworth Development Services Department 

Date of Report: October 27, 2021 for the November 3, 2021 Hearing 

Subject: 2021 Comprehensive Plan Update 
 
OVERVIEW 

The 2017 Comprehensive Plan was amended in 2020 with revisions to the Capital Facilities Element. The 
Transportation Element has also been amended and recommended for approval by the Planning 
Commission but waiting for other amendments to the Comprehensive Plan, which include:  

1. Introduction – rewritten to include history and demographic information. The goal of rewriting 
the Introduction is to introduce some of the areas past, provide an overview of current 
demographics (which is intended to be used for all the elements) and provide an executive 
summary of the Comprehensive Plan Elements.  

2. Land Use Element – updated to reflect changes in the land use designations; updated the goals 
and policies. The goal of updating this Element is to keep it consistent with the other 
Comprehensive Plan Elements. Several of the G&Ps were reflective of the first Comprehensive 
Plan effort which was more regional. The proposed updates focus on the Leavenworth community 
as well as streamlining.  

3. Housing Element – rewritten to reflect the Housing Action Plan (and Housing Needs 
Assessment); updated and revised the goals and policies. The goal of rewriting the Housing 
Element was to address the Housing Action Plan findings. Changes to the goals and policies 
reflect the need to clarify and expand housing objectives consistent with State law and the 
Housing Action Plan recommendation. 

4. Parks and Recreation Element – updated to show addition of the Osborn Park land; updated the 
goals and policies. The goal of updating the Parks and Recreation Element was to include the 
Osborn Park and introduce the most recent Chelan County Pathways Plan. Updates to the goals 
and policies were made to focus the overall vision and for better implementation. 

5. Economic Development Element – updates to text and G&Ps. The goal of updating the Economic 
Element was to provide updated information and focus the goals and policies. Future updates to 
this element will be recommended for the 2022 Docket as part of the Urban Growth Area 
considerations.   

6. Capital Facilities Element – updated to reflect Osborn Park and current Capital Improvement 
Plan. The goal of updating the Capital Facilities Element is to include the Osborn Park and keep 
the Capital Improvement Plan current.  

7. Utilities Element – updated goals and policies. The goal of updating the goals and policies is to 
streamline all the G&Ps of the Comprehensive Plan for better implementation.  

8. Transportation Element – update completed with the 2020 Docket (pending adoption with this 
hearing). The goal of updating the Transportation Element is to address concerns about peak 
hour, level of service, and the difference between city transportation and the highway 
transportation requirements and desires for future development.  
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9. Appendix A – 1992 County-Wide Planning Policies (reformatted). Chelan County has indicated 
a desire to revisit and/or replace these policies. Without clear support and consensus on the 
policies, it is valuable to retain the document as an appendix. 

10. Appendix B – replaced the 2017 public participation program with a new Land Capacity 
Analysis. While there is a benefit in understanding the public participation plan from 2017, the 
process can be maintained at the staff level. The new Land Capacity Analysis will replace 
appendix E, residential land use inventory (also partly addressed in the Housing Action Plan) 
and appendix F, land capacity analysis. 

11. Appendix C – replaced the 2015 County resolution regarding population allocations with the 
Housing Action Plan (which includes the 2020 Housing Needs Assessment). The County 
resolution is cited in the Comprehensive Plan and readily available from the city files and the 
County making it unnecessary to attached.  

12. Appendix D – replaced the 2017 Leavenworth Housing Needs Assessment with the 2020 
Transportation Data. The Housing Action Plan, which includes the 2020 Housing Needs 
Assessment, will be in Appendix C. This appendix will be used for the transportation data. 

13. Appendix E – replace the 2012 Leavenworth Residential Land Use Inventory and Analysis with a 
portfolio of maps. The Residential land use inventory is addressed in the new Appendix B (and 
partly in the Housing Action Plan). The addition of a portfolio of maps is intended to service a 
single source for the land use designations, park and trail locations, shoreline designation maps, 
and other maps of interest.   

14. Appendix F – removed the 2014 Leavenworth Land Capacity Analysis. This appendix is 
addressed in the new Appendix B (and partly in the Housing Action Plan).  

15. Appendix G – removed the 2012 Leavenworth Parks Public Involvement. While there is a benefit 
in understanding the public participation plan, the process can be maintained at the staff level.  

16. Appendix H – removed the 2008 Transportation Costs & Methodology. This appendix is 
addressed in the new Appendix D. 

17. Appendix I – removed the Transportation Maintenance and Operations Program. This appendix is 
addressed in the new Appendix D. 

 

This staff report addresses changes throughout the Comprehensive Plan and includes, by this reference, 
the Transportation Element staff report with conclusions of law and findings of fact, see attachment C. 

The Planning Commission is requested to review the proposed amendments, take public comment and 
make a recommendation to the City Council. 
 
SUMMARY OF DATES 
60-day Agency review: October 11, 2021; Material ID# 2021-S-3242 

SEPA Determination, Attachment D DNS signed/issued on October 15, 2021 

Notice of Planning Commission Public Hearing: Published in the Echo: October 20, 2021 

Planning Commission Public Hearing: November 3, 2021 

City Council Public Hearing: Tentatively Scheduled for Fall of 2021 
 
PUBLIC/AGENCY COMMENTS 
There were no public received, at the time of drafting this staff report. The Cascade School District has 
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stated that they are supportive of changing Osborn’s zoning to recreational. The public is encouraged to 
attend the Planning Commission Hearing and provide comment before a recommendation is forwarded to 
the City Council. The Planning Commission may incorporate comments into the recommendation. 
Additionally, the City Council will have an opportunity for public comment prior to decision at the 
Council Public Hearing. 
 
CODE CRITERIA REVIEW 
The Leavenworth Municipal Code Section 21.31.040(H) provides the following criteria for evaluating 
Comprehensive Plan amendments: 
1. The amendments are necessary to resolve inconsistencies in the provisions of the comprehensive 
plan and/or development regulations or to address state or federal mandates. 

Staff Finding: The proposed updates to the Comprehensive Plan were facilitated by the Housing 
Action Plan recommendations and the change in land use designation at the Osborn property, see (1) 
below, and citywide change to RL12 and RL10 to a new R-8 designation (2). These changes 
prompted a review and update to the land capacity documents in Appendices E and F. Additionally, 
the Land Use Element had land capacity information. These documents conflicted with each other. A 
new land capacity analysis is located in Appendix B. 
Also, during this review of the land use designation map, two areas of split designation were 
identified, (3) northeast of Ski Blick Strasse and (4) at River Bend Drive and Zelt Strasse. 
 

(1)  changes to:  
 
 
 

Change to 
Recreation Public 
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(2)  
Change to 

  
 

(3)  changes to  
 
 

Change to MF 

Change to R-8 

Change to R-8 

Change to R-8 

Change to R-8 
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(4)  

Change to  
 
Finally, staff used this opportunity to present streamline changes throughout the document, 
particularly to the goals and policies.   
Conclusion: The amendments associated with the Housing Action Plan, Land Capacity and land use 
designation map are necessary to resolve inconsistencies between existing plan and data from the 
Housing Action Plan as well as the City’s request to re-designate the Osborn property to Recreation 
Public. The remaining amendments are proposed to streamline the overall document.  

2. The amendments are consistent with the overall intent of the existing comprehensive plan and 
the other documents incorporated therein. 

Staff Finding: The proposed amendments do not change the overall intent of the existing 
comprehensive plan.  
Conclusion: The amendments are consistent with the overall intent of the existing comprehensive 
plan. 

3. The amendments are consistent with the assumptions and/or other factors such as population, 
employment, land use, housing, transportation, capital facilities, economic conditions, etc., 
contained in the comprehensive plan. 

Staff Finding: The proposed amendments reflect the recommendations of the 2020 Housing Action 
Plan. The Comprehensive Plan assumptions have been updated, where appropriate, to be consistent 
with the Housing Action Plan, including the 2020 Housing Needs Assessment.  The map amendments 
have been made to reflect the preferred community uses and address split zoning. Other amendments 
reflect the overall intent to streamline the Comprehensive Plan. 
Conclusion: The amendments are consistent with the assumptions and factors from the 2020 Housing 
Action Plan and the transportation element updates. 

4. The amendments are consistent with the requirements of the Growth Management Act and the 
county-wide planning policies. 

Staff Finding: The proposed amendments encourage urban residential development through the 
establishment of a new Residential 8,000 (R-8) district and update of the Housing Element. Other 
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amendments were primarily intended to develop a more useable and reader friendly Comprehensive 
Plan. No changes were made which conflict with the Growth Management Act or County-wide 
Planning Policies.  
Conclusion: The amendments are consistent with the requirements of the Growth Management Act 
and the county-wide planning policies. 

5. The amendments are consistent with and do not adversely affect the supply of land for various 
purposes which are available to accommodate projected growth over a twenty-year period. 

Staff Finding: The amendments are anticipated to encourage infill development or other new 
residential development activities. 
Conclusion: The amendments do not adversely affect the supply of land for various purposes which 
are available to accommodate projected growth over a twenty-year period. 

6. Where applicable, conditions have changed such that assumptions and/or other factors such as 
population, employment, land use, housing, transportation, capital facilities, economic 
conditions, etc., contained in the comprehensive plan have been revised and/or enhanced to reflect 
said conditions; 

Staff Finding: The proposed amendments include changes to the housing, capital facilities, and land 
use assumptions.   
Conclusion: The proposed amendments update the land use, capital facilities and housing 
assumptions throughout the Comprehensive Plan.   

7. Amendments to the comprehensive plan land use designation map(s) are either consistent 
and/or compatible with, or do not adversely affect, adjacent land uses and surrounding 
environment; 

Staff Finding: The land use designation amendments address (1) the community desire to use the 
Osborn property for public recreational uses, (2) combine and change RL12 and RL10 into a new 
Residential 8,000 district, and (3) adjust designations which bisect properties (split designations). 
Environmental impacts are not known or anticipated. Future site development will require an 
environmental review.  
Conclusion: The land use designation amendments to not adversely affect adjacent land uses or 
surrounding environment.  

8. The proposed amendments are consistent with and do not negatively impact public facilities, 
utilities and infrastructure, including transportation systems, and any adopted levels of service. 

Staff Finding: The amendments update planning information and provide for changes to the land use 
designations which will increase opportunities for infill development without changing the types of 
uses within residential areas. The amendments do not change public facilities, utilities and 
infrastructure or directly impact the adopted levels of service. Development is required to be consistent 
with the adopted levels of service concurrent with the development. The review of concurrency occurs 
with the future land use and/or permits.  
Conclusion: The amendments do not change the concurrency requirements which ensure no loss of 
the adopted level of services for development. The proposed amendments do not negatively impact 
public facilities, utilities and infrastructure, including transportation systems, and any adopted levels 
of service. 

9. The proposed amendments do not adversely affect lands designated resource lands of long-term 
commercial significance or critical areas. 

Staff Finding: There are no designated resource lands within the city limits. Review of known critical 
areas occurs at the time of future land use permit applications. 
Conclusion: The amendments do not adversely affect lands designated resource lands of long-term 
commercial significance or critical areas. 
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Staff Recommendation 
Staff recommends approval all amendments to the Comprehensive Plan based on the finding and 
conclusions above. 
 
Attachment A: Track Changes  
Attachment A.1: Comprehensive Plan Clean Version, including Transportation Element 
Attachment B: Appendices, Clean Version  
Attachment C: Transportation Element Staff Report with DNS 
Attachment D: Overall Comprehensive Plan DNS and SEPA Checklist  
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