
STAFF REPORT ON COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
LAND USE AMENDMENT APPLICATION 

FILE NO. Z17-630COMP, Plese & Plese LLC with City Council Requested Expansion 
 
 
I. SUMMARY OF REQUEST AND RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSAL:  
 
The proposal is to change the land use designation of portions of two adjacent split-zoned 
properties, totaling approximately 11,031 square feet (0.25 acres) in size, from “Residential 4-
10” to “Office.” If the requested Comprehensive Plan amendment is approved, the zoning of 
the subject properties would be changed from RSF (Residential Single Family) to O-35 (Office 
with 35 foot height limit). No specific development proposal is being proposed at this time. 
 
The subject property consists of the southern portion of two split-zoned parcels; a 7,680 square 
foot (0.175 acre) portion of a parcel located at 6216 North Washington Street proposed for a 
change in land use designation by the property owner (“Parcel 1”) and a 3,351 square foot 
portion of a similarly situated parcel located immediately east and across the alley from the 
applicant’s proposed parcel to the Plan Commission for consideration for the same changes 
on the land use plan map (“Parcel 2”). During the docketing process for annual Comprehensive 
Plan amendments, City Council expanded the area of the proposed land use map change to 
include Parcel 2. 

 
II. GENERAL INFORMATION: 
 

Agent(s):    
  

Taudd Hume, Parsons/Burnett/Bjordahl/Hume, LLP 

Applicant/Property Owner(s): Plese & Plese LLC, Vic Plese 

Location of Proposal:   Parcel 1 (Owner Initiated): 6216 N Washington Street 
(parcel 36311.0517). 
 
Parcel 2 (City-Initiated): 6217 N Whitehouse Street 
(parcel 36311.0503). 

Legal Description Full legal descriptions of the subject properties are 
available in the Planning Services Department, located 
on the 3rd Floor of City Hall, 808 West Spokane Falls 
Blvd., Spokane, WA 99201-3329. 

Existing Land Use Plan Designation: 
  
 

“Residential 4-10 ” (Residential, 4 to 10 dwelling units 
per acre) 

Proposed Land Use Plan Designation: “Office” 

Existing Zoning: RSF (Residential Single Family)  

Proposed Zoning: O-35 (Office, 35-foot height limit) 
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SEPA Status:     A SEPA threshold Determination of Non-Significance 
(DNS) was made on August 28, 2018. The appeal 
deadline is Noon on September 11, 2018 

Enabling Code Section:   SMC 17G. 020, Comprehensive Plan Amendment 
Procedure 

Plan Commission Hearing Date: 
     

September 12, 2018  

Staff Contact:     Teri Stripes, Assistant Planner; 
tstripes@spokanecity.org 

Recommendation: APPROVE 

 
III. BACKGROUND INFORMATION: 

 

 
 

A. Site Description: The subject property consists of portions of two adjacent parcels on the 
interior of a block bounded by N Francis Avenue, N Washington Street, N Whitehouse 
Street, and N Dalke Avenue. The first parcel included in the proposal (“Parcel 1”/ 
36311.0517) consists of three platted lots on the east side of N Washington Street, with a 
combined area of approximately 11,325 square feet; the area of the proposed amendment 
is approximately the 7,680 square foot portion of Parcel 1 that is currently designated 
“Residential 4-10.” The remainder of the parcel is designated “Office.” A single family 

Francis Avenue 

Parcel 1 

Parcel 2 
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residence, constructed in 1954, is situated near the middle of the parcel, with the zoning 
boundary running through it. The properties directly to the north, between Parcel 1 and 
Francis Avenue, are also owned by the applicant.1  

 
City Council Resolution RES 2018-0021 expanded the area of the proposal to include the 
parcel immediately to the east (“Parcel 2”/ 36311.0503). The zoning and land use 
designations of Parcel 2 are split between “Residential 4-10” and “Office” along the same 
lines as Parcel 1. Parcel 2 totals approximately 7,840 square feet (0.18 acres) in size, of 
which 3,351 square feet (0.09 acres) is currently designated “Residential 4-10” and 
therefore included in the proposed Comprehensive Plan land use map change. Located 
on the eastern face of the block, Parcel 2 has frontage on N Whitehouse Street, and is 
separated from Parcel 1 by an alley. Like Parcel 1, Parcel 2 is developed with a single 
family residence constructed in 1954.  
 
Parcels to the south of the subject property are primarily developed with single family 
residences. There are residential as well as office uses to the west and east. All public 
streets in the vicinity are improved but do not include sidewalks. Francis Avenue, 
approximately 100 feet north of the subject property, is a principal arterial street and also 
designated as State Route 291. Spokane Transit Authority Route 27 provides bus service 
along Francis Avenue. Washington Street and Whitehouse Street are local access streets. 
 
Project Description: Plese & Plese LLC, the owner of Parcel 1, initiated the proposal to 
amend the Comprehensive Plan land use plan map designation for a portion of Parcel 1 from 
“Residential 4-10” to “Office.” The Comprehensive Plan Amendment application is a non-
project action under SEPA and, if approved, would allow any type of development in the 
designated zoning category (at time of building or “project” application) to occur. The 
applicant stated possible development goals in their application: “The property owner seeks 
to develop the three parcels it owns as a single site for a bank or office use, as 
permitted in the underlying Office zone.” However, the subject land use map amendment, 
if approved, does not bind the applicant to this stated use. 
 
City Council established the Annual Comprehensive Plan Amendment Work Program for 
2018 by resolution (RES 2018-0021) on March 26, 2018. In approving RES 2018-0021 and 
establishing the docket for annual Comprehensive Plan amendments, Council found that 
Z2017-630COMP met the guidance set forth in SMC 17G.020.026(D) for consideration of a 
geographic expansion, specifically to include Parcel 2, which is also split between the RSF 
and O-35 zones. Because the expansion to include Parcel 2 was initiated by city council and 
not by the applicant, the City has assumed the burden of notification to the increased 
notification area as well as placing a sign on the Whitehouse property. Staff has provided the 
required extra notice, spoken with the current property owner at 6217 N Whitehouse Street, 
who has voiced no negative concerns and appears to be happy with the assistance to clean-
up the split zoning status of their property. Staff has received no public or agency comments 
on the expansion of the proposed land use map change.  
 
If approved, both parcels will be zoned O-35 (Office with a 35-foot height limit) and could be 
developed consistent with office and other uses permitted within that zoning category. 

1 Tax parcel 6311.0519 at 6228 N Washington Street and tax parcel 36311.0518 at 6222 N Washington Street, both 
within the “Office” land use designation. 
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B. Proposed Land Use Plan Map 

 

C. Land Use History:  

        

The subject property is located in a section of the city annexed 1907 and was platted 
the same year as part of Block 5 of the Byrne Addition subdivision. Interior lots in the 
Byrne Addition were 30 feet in width, and both Parcel 1 and Parcel 2 consist of multiple 
smaller lots from the original subdivision plat. Historic zoning maps indicate that the 
boundary between higher intensity zones along the south side of Francis Avenue and 
single family residential zones conformed to a boundary between original platted lots 
in Byrne Addition, but not the eventual boundary between parcels, which reflected 
holdings of multiple 30-foot-wide lots. The location of the land use and zoning boundary 
resulted in split designation and zoning of both Parcel 1 and Parcel 2.  

In 1954, residences were constructed on both parcels. The adoption of the 
Comprehensive Plan in 2001 changed the designation of the northern portion of each 
parcel from “Medium Residential/Low Rise Office” to “Office,” but retained the existing 
boundary between designations, which cuts across both parcels. 

1975 Zoning 2018 Zoning 

4



D. Adjacent Land Use: 

   Parcel 1 

North: Office (single family residences) 

South: Residential 4-10 (single family residences)  

East: Residential 4-10 (single family residences)  

West (across N Washington Street): Residential 4-10 (single family residences) 

and Office (custom retail) 

 

   Parcel 2 

North: Office (Hair and Nail Salon)  

South: Residential 4-10 (single family residences)  

East (across N Whitehouse Street): Residential 4-10 (single family residences) 

West: Residential 4-10 (single family residences) 

 

E. Applicable Municipal Code Regulations:  SMC 17G.020, Comprehensive Plan Amendment 
Procedures.   

F. Application Process: 

 Application was submitted on October 30, 2017 and Certified Complete on April 20, 
2018; 

• City Council established the Annual Comprehensive Plan Amendment Work Program 
for 2018 by Resolution, RES 2018-0021 on March 26, 2018; 

• March 26, 2018, Council found that Z2017-630COMP most closely met the  
guidance of SMC  17G.020.026(D) for consideration of a geographic expansion 
at 6217 N. Whitehouse Street (0.09 acres) 

 Applicant was provided Notice of Application on May 16, 2018; 

 Notice of Application was posted, published, and mailed on May 29, 2018, which 
began a 60-day public comment period. The comment period ended July 27, 2018;  

 The applicant made a presentation regarding the proposal to the North Hill Council 
on June 14, 2018. 

 A SEPA Determination of Non Significance was issued on August 28, 2018;  

 Notice of Public Hearing was posted and mailed by August 29, 2018;  

 Notice of Public Hearing was published on August 29 and September 5, 2018;  

 Hearing Date is scheduled with the Plan Commission for September 12, 2018. 
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IV. AGENCY, INTERESTED DEPARTMENT, AND PUBLIC COMMENT  
 

Notice of this proposal and Council’s expansion was sent to City departments and outside 
agencies for their review.  Department comments are included in the file.  No substantive 
comments were received on this proposal. 
 
As of the date of the staff report, one written public comment has been received regarding 
this proposal. That letter will be included in the packets forwarded to the Plan Commission 
and/or City Council. 
 

V. COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT PROCESS GUIDING PRINCIPLES 

SMC 17G.020.010 provides the following guiding principles for the annual comprehensive 

plan amendment process: 

1. Keep the comprehensive plan alive and responsive to the community.  

2. Provide for simultaneous review of proposals to allow for cumulative impact analysis 

of all applications on a City-wide basis and in conjunction with budget decisions.  

3. Make map adjustments based on a foundation in policy language, consistently 

applying those concepts citywide.  

4. Honor the community’s long-term investment in the comprehensive plan, through 

public participation and neighborhood planning processes, by not making changes 

lightly.  

5. Encourage development that will enable our whole community to prosper and 

reinforce our sense of place and feeling of community, in an ecologically, 

economically and socially sustainable manner.  

6. The proposed changes must result in a net benefit to the general public. 

 
VI. REVIEW CRITERIA 
 

SMC Section 17.G.020.030 provides a list of considerations that are to be used, as 

appropriate, by applicants in developing amendment proposals, by planning staff in 

analyzing proposals, and by the plan commission and city council in making 

recommendations and decisions on amendment proposals. The applicable criteria are 

shown below in bold italic print. Following each criterion is staff analysis relative to the 

amendment requested. 

 

A. Regulatory Changes. 
 

Amendments to the Comprehensive Plan must be consistent with any recent 
state or federal legislative actions, or changes to state or federal regulations, 
such as changes to the Growth Management Act, or new environmental 
regulations. 
 

6



 Staff Analysis: The applicant’s proposal with the Council expansion is being 
considered and processed in accordance with the most current regulations of the 
Growth Management Act, the Washington State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) 
and the Spokane Municipal Code. There are no known recent state, federal or local 
legislative actions with which the proposal would be in conflict. Staff concludes this 
criterion is met. 

 

B. GMA. 
 

The change must be consistent with the goals and purposes of the state 
Growth Management Act. 
 

Staff Analysis:  The Growth Management Act (GMA) details 13 goals to guide the 
development and adoption of the comprehensive plans and development regulations 
(RCW 36.70A.020, “Planning Goals”), and these goals guided the City’s 
development of its comprehensive plan and development regulations.  This proposal 
has been reviewed for GMA compliance by staff from the Washington Department 
of Commerce. No comments received or other evidence in the record indicates 
inconsistency between the proposed plan map amendment and the goals and 
purposes of the GMA. The proposal meets this criterion. 

 

C. Financing. 

 
In keeping with the GMA’s requirement for plans to be supported by financing 
commitments, infrastructure implications of approved comprehensive plan 
amendments must be reflected in the relevant six-year capital improvement 
plan(s) approved in the same budget cycle. 

 
Staff Analysis: The applicant’s proposal with the Council expansion has been 
reviewed by city departments responsible for providing public services and facilities. 
No comments have been made indicating that this proposal creates issues with any 
public services and facilities. Per State law, any subsequent development of the site 
will be subject to a concurrency determination pursuant to SMC 17D.010.020.  

Staff concludes that this criterion is met. 

 

D. Funding Shortfall. 
 

If funding shortfalls suggest the need to scale back on land use objectives 
and/or service level standards, those decisions must be made with public 
input as part of this process for amending the comprehensive plan and capital 
facilities program.  

 
Staff Analysis:  Staff has concluded that this criterion is not applicable to this 

proposal. There are no funding shortfall implications.  

 

E. Internal Consistency. 
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1. The requirement for internal consistency pertains to the 
comprehensive plan as it relates to all of its supporting documents, 
such as the development regulations, capital facilities program, 
shoreline master program, downtown plan, critical area regulations, 
and any neighborhood planning documents adopted after 2001. In 
addition, amendments should strive to be consistent with the parks 
plan, and vice versa. For example, changes to the development 
regulations must be reflected in consistent adjustments to the goals or 
policies in the comprehensive plan. As appropriate, changes to the map 
or text of the comprehensive plan must also result in corresponding 
adjustments to the zoning map and implementation regulations in the 
Spokane Municipal Code.  
 

Staff Analysis: The proposal is internally consistent with applicable supporting 

documents of the Comprehensive Plan as follows: 

 

Development Regulations.  As a non-project proposal, there are no specific plans 
for development of this site.  Additionally, any future development on this site will be 
required to be consistent with the current development regulations at the time an 
application is submitted. The proposal does not result in any non-conforming uses 
or development and staff finds no reason to indicate that the proposed 
Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map and zone change would result in a property that 
cannot be reasonably development in compliance with applicable regulations. 

 

Capital Facilities Program. As described in the staff analysis of criterion C, above, 
no additional infrastructure or capital expenditures by the City are anticipated for this 
non-project action, and it is not anticipated that the City’s integrated Capital Facilities 
Program would be affected by the proposal. 

 

Neighborhood Planning Documents Adopted After 2001. The North Hill 
Neighborhood, utilizing the $21,150 allocated by the Spokane City Council in 2007, 
began a planning process in 2014, and adopted the North Hill Neighborhood Action 
Plan in June 2015. The strategic plan identifies goals, policies, and catalytic projects 
related to supporting the Garland Business District, reduce crime, improve public 
safety, and preservation of neighborhood character. The plan does not identify any 
strategies relating to the future use or development of the subject parcel, nor were 
any priority projects identified within or adjacent to the subject parcel. Therefore, the 
proposal to change the land use designation and zoning for the subject property is 
internally consistent with applicable neighborhood planning documents. 

 

Miscellaneous Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies.  Staff have compiled a 
group of Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies which are excerpted from the 
Comprehensive Plan and contained in Exhibit S-2 of this report. Further discussion 
of cogent Comprehensive Plan policies are included under criterion K.2 below. 
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2. If a proposed amendment is significantly inconsistent with current policy 

within the comprehensive plan, an amendment proposal must also include 

wording that would realign the relevant parts of the comprehensive plan 

and its other supporting documents with the full range of changes implied 

by the proposal. 

 

Staff Analysis: The proposal is generally consistent with current comprehensive 

plan policies, as described in further detail in findings elsewhere within this report. 

Therefore, no amendment to policy wording is necessary and this criterion does not 

apply to the subject proposal. 

 

F. Regional Consistency. 
 

All changes to the comprehensive plan must be consistent with the countywide 
planning policies (CWPP), the comprehensive plans of neighboring jurisdictions, 
applicable capital facilities or special district plans, the regional transportation 
improvement plan, and official population growth forecasts.  
  

Staff Analysis:  This amendment will not impact regional consistency. 

 

G. Cumulative Effect. 

 
All amendments must be considered concurrently in order to evaluate their 
cumulative effect on the comprehensive plan text and map, development 
regulations, capital facilities program, neighborhood planning documents, 
adopted environmental policies and other relevant implementation measures.  

 

1. Land Use Impacts. 
In addition, applications should be reviewed for their cumulative land use 
impacts. Where adverse environmental impacts are identified, mitigation 
requirements may be imposed as a part of the approval action. 

 

2. Grouping. 
Proposals for area-wide rezones and/or site-specific land use plan map 
amendments may be evaluated by geographic sector and/or land use type 
in order to facilitate the assessment of their cumulative impacts.  
  

Staff Analysis:  This application with the Council’s expansion are being reviewed as 
part of the annual cycle of comprehensive plan amendments. Adjacent properties to the 
north, east, and west along Francis are properties zoned Office. There are no indications 
that there will be adverse impacts on either site by this action.  

Staff concludes that this criterion is met. 
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H. SEPA. 

 
SEPA review must be completed on all amendment proposals.  

 

1. Grouping. 
 
When possible, the SEPA review process should be combined for related 
land use types or affected geographic sectors in order to better evaluate 
the proposals’ cumulative impacts. This combined review process results 
in a single threshold determination for those related proposals.  

 

2. DS. 
 
If a determination of significance (DS) is made regarding any proposal, that 
application will be deferred for further consideration until the next 
applicable review cycle in order to allow adequate time for generating and 
processing the required environmental impact statement (EIS).  
  

Staff Analysis:  The application with the Council’s expansion has been reviewed in 
accordance with the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) that requires that the 
potential for adverse environmental impacts resulting from a proposal be evaluated 
during the decision-making process.  On the basis of information contained with the 
environmental checklist, the written comments from local and State departments and 
agencies concerned with land development within the city, a review of other 
information available to the Director of Planning Services, and in recognition of the 
mitigation measures that will be required by State and local development regulations 
at the time of development, a Determination of Non-Significance (DNS) was issued 
on August 28, 2018.   

Staff concludes that this criterion is met. 

 

I. Adequate Public Facilities. 

 
The amendment must not adversely affect the City’s ability to provide the full 
range of urban public facilities and services (as described in CFU 2.1 and CFU 
2.2) citywide at the planned level of service, or consume public resources 
otherwise needed to support comprehensive plan implementation strategies.  
   

Staff Analysis: All affected departments and outside agencies providing services to 
the subject properties have had an opportunity to comment on the proposal and no 
agency or department offered comments suggesting the proposal would affect the 
City’s ability to provide adequate public facilities to the property or surrounding area 
or consume public resources otherwise needed to support comprehensive plan 
implementation strategies.  Any specific site development impacts can be addressed 
at time of obtaining a building permit, when actual site development is proposed.  

Staff concludes that this criterion is met. 

 

J. UGA. 
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Amendments to the urban growth area boundary may only be proposed by the 
city council or the mayor of Spokane and shall follow the procedures of the 
countywide planning policies for Spokane County.  
 

Staff Analysis:  The subject proposal does not involve an amendment to the Urban 

Growth Area boundary. Therefore, this criterion does not apply to this proposal.  

 

K. Demonstration of Need.  

 

1. Policy Adjustments. 
 

Proposed policy adjustments that are intended to be consistent with 
the comprehensive plan should be designed to provide correction or 
additional guidance so the community’s original visions and values can 
better be achieved […] 

 

Staff Analysis:  This proposal with the Council’s expansion are a request for a 
Comprehensive Plan Land Use Plan Map amendment, not a policy adjustment.  

This criterion is not applicable to this proposal.  

 

2. Map Changes. 
 

Changes to the land use plan map (and by extension, the zoning map) 
may only be approved if the proponent has demonstrated that all of the 
following are true: 

  

a. The designation is in conformance with the appropriate location 
criteria identified in the comprehensive plan (e.g., compatibility with 
neighboring land uses, proximity to arterials, etc.);  

 

Staff Analysis:  The applicant provided a discussion of the applicable Goals and 
Policies from the Comprehensive Plan, which supports their request for the Land 
Use Plan Map Amendment. Staff has reviewed and concurs with the analysis 
prepared by the applicant. Policy LU 1.5 suggests that office uses should be located 
where it continues the office development pattern, such as along Francis Avenue 
and in designated Centers and Corridors: “For example, office use is encouraged in 
areas designated Office along the south side of Francis Avenue between Cannon 
Street and Market Street to a depth of not more than approximately 140 feet from 
Francis Avenue.” 

Where it splits Parcel 1, the depth of the current Office designation is almost 122 
feet from Francis Avenue. The proposed land use map amendment would increase 
that depth to approximately 184 feet. That depth of office zoning also occurs where 
Francis Avenue intersects with Howard Street and Division Street.  

Thus staff finds that by changing the land use plan map designation from Residential 
4-10 to Office on both parcels, the range of potential uses of the sites will be 
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expanded and the properties can be reused in more productive manner, and still 
provide the buffering to the adjacent residential uses.  

Staff concludes that this criterion is met. 

 

b. The map amendment or site is suitable for the proposed 
designation; 

 

Staff Analysis: The subject parcels are without slope and have sufficient area and 
dimension so that it can easily be developed in accordance with the standards of the 
O-35 zone. The O-35 zone can be applied to both parcels without negatively 
affecting adjacent or nearby uses. Each parcel has direct connections to the arterial 
street network and have close access to transit service provided by STA Route 27.   

Staff finds that both parcels are suitable for the proposed designation. 

 

c. The map amendment implements applicable comprehensive plan 
policies better than the current map designation. 

 

Staff Analysis: Staff finds that the proposed amendment with the Council’s 
expansion are consistent with the Comprehensive Plan policies.  

 

Staff concludes that this amendment and staff recommendations would implement 
the Comprehensive Plan better than the current land use plan designation. 

 

3. Rezones, Land Use Plan Map Amendment. 
 

Corresponding rezones will be adopted concurrently with land use plan 
map amendments as a legislative action of the city council. If policy 
language changes have map implications, changes to the land use plan 
map and zoning map will be made accordingly for all affected sites 
upon adoption of the new policy language. This is done to ensure that 
the comprehensive plan remains internally consistent and to preserve 
consistency between the comprehensive plan and supporting 
development regulations.  
  

Staff Analysis:  The applicant has requested a corresponding change in the zoning 
classification to occur if the change to Office Land Use Plan Map designation is 
made. The applicant has requested O-35 (Office with 35-foot height limit) zoning, 
which matches the adjacent zoning designation to the north, east, and west. The O-
35 zone implements the “Office” land use designation proposed by the applicant. No 
policy language changes have been identified as necessary to support the proposed 
land use plan map amendment. The proposal meets this criterion. 

 

VIII. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
 

Following the close of public testimony and deliberations regarding conclusions with respect 
to the review criteria and decision criteria detailed in SMC Chapter 17G.020, Plan 
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Commission will need to make a recommendation to City Council for approval or denial of 
the requested amendment to the Land Use Plan Map of the City’s Comprehensive Plan.  

Staff recommends that the Plan Commission recommend APPROVAL of the requested 
amendment to the Land Use Plan Map of the City’s Comprehensive Plan Map for the subject 
property consisting of portions of two properties totaling approximately 11,031 square feet 
(0.25 acres) in size and located at 6216 N Washington Street and 6217 N Whitehouse 
Street. 

IX. LIST OF EXHIBITS 

Exhibit Description 

A-1 Application Materials 

A-2 SEPA Checklist 

S-1 SEPA Determination of Non-Significance 

S-2 Relevant Comprehensive Plan Policies 

P-1 Public Comment – Foley 

PA-1 Agency Comment – Spokane Tribe of Indians 
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EXHIBIT S-2 – RELEVANT COMPREHENSIVE PLAN POLICIES 

LU 1.5 Office Uses  

Direct new office uses to Centers and Corridors designated on the Land Use Plan Map. 

Discussion: Office use of various types is an important component of a Center. Offices provide 

necessary services and employment opportunities for residents of a Center and the surrounding 

neighborhood. Office use in Centers may be in multi-story structures in the core area of the 

Center and transition to low-rise structures at the edge.  

To ensure that the market for office use is directed to Centers, future office use is generally 

limited in other areas. The Office designations located outside Centers are generally confined to 

the boundaries of existing Office designations. Office use within these boundaries is allowed 

outside of a Center.  

The Office designation is also located where it continues an existing office development trend 

and serves as a transitional land use between higher intensity commercial uses on one side of a 

principal arterial street and a lower density residential area on the opposite side of the street. 

Arterial frontages that are predominantly developed with single-family residences should not be 

disrupted with office use. For example, office use is encouraged in areas designated Office 

along the south side of Francis Avenue between Cannon Street and Market Street to a depth of 

not more than approximately 140 feet from Francis Avenue.  

Drive-through facilities associated with offices such as drive-through banks should be allowed 

only along a principal arterial street subject to size limitations and design guidelines. Ingress 

and egress for office use should be from the arterial street. Uses such as freestanding sit-down 

restaurants or retail are appropriate only in the Office designation located in higher intensity 

office areas around downtown Spokane.  

Residential uses are permitted in the form of single-family homes on individual lots, upper-floor 

apartments above offices, or other higher density residential uses. 

CFU 2.1 Available Public Facilities 

Consider that the requirement for concurrent availability of public facilities and utility services is 

met when adequate services and facilities are in existence at the time the development is ready 

for occupancy and use, in the case of water, wastewater and solid waste, and at least a 

financial commitment is in place at the time of development approval to provide all other public 

services within six years.  

Discussion: Public facilities are those public lands, improvements, and equipment necessary to 

provide public services and allow for the delivery of services. They include, but are not limited 

to, streets, roads, highways, sidewalks, street and road lighting systems, traffic signals, 

domestic water systems, storm and sanitary sewer systems, solid waste disposal and recycling, 

fire and police facilities, parks and recreational facilities, schools and libraries. It must be shown 

that adequate facilities and services are available before new development can be approved. 

While occupancy and use imply an immediate need for water, wastewater and solid waste 

services, other public services may make more sense to provide as the demand arises. For 

example, a certain threshold of critical mass is often needed before construction of a new fire 
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station, school, library, or park is justified. If these facilities and services do not currently exist, 

commitments for services may be made from either the public or the private sector. 

CFU 2.2 Concurrency Management System 

Maintain a concurrency management system for all capital facilities. 

Discussion: A concurrency management system is defined as an adopted procedure or 

method designed to ensure that adequate public facilities and services needed to support 

development and protect the environment are available when the service demands of 

development occur. The following facilities must meet adopted level of service standards and be 

consistent with the concurrency management system: fire protection, police protection, parks 

and recreation, libraries, public wastewater (sewer and stormwater), public water, solid waste, 

transportation, and schools.  

The procedure for concurrency management includes annual evaluation of adopted service 

levels and land use trends in order to anticipate demand for service and determine needed 

improvements. Findings from this review will then be addressed in the Six-Year Capital 

Improvement Plans, Annual Capital Budget, and all associated capital facilities documents to 

ensure that financial planning remains sufficiently ahead of the present for concurrency to be 

evaluated.  

The City of Spokane must ensure that adequate facilities are available to support development 

or prohibit development approval when such development would cause service levels to decline 

below standards currently established in the Capital Facilities Program.  

In the event that reduced funding threatens to halt development, it is much more appropriate to 

scale back land use objectives than to merely reduce level of service standards as a way of 

allowing development to continue. This approach is necessary in order to perpetuate a high 

quality of life. All adjustments to land use objectives and service level standards will fall within 

the public review process for annual amendment of the Comprehensive Plan and Capital 

Facilities Program. 
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                                                Spokane Tribe of Indians   
April 30, 2018 

 

Tirrell Black 

Planner  

 

RE: File No, Z17-630COMP   

 

Ms. Black:  

 

Thank you, for allowing the Spokane Tribe of Indians the opportunity to comment on 

your undertaking is greatly appreciated. 

 

We are hereby in consultation for this project.  

 

As I understand that this is change to zoning map from RSF to O-35, it’s unlikely that the 

project will impact any cultural resources in the proposed area.  

 

This letter is your notification that your project has been cleared, and your project may 

move forward. 

 

As always, if any artifacts or human remains are found upon inadvertent discovery, this 

office should be immediately notified and the work in the immediate area cease.  

 

Should additional information become available our assessment may be revised. 

 

Again thank you for this opportunity to comment and consider this a positive action that 

will assist in protecting our shared herritage. 

 

If questions arise, please contact me at (509) 258 – 4315. 

 

Sincerely,  

 

Randy Abrahamson 

Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (T.H.P.O.)  
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Supplemental	
  	
  
Attachment	
  to	
  Comprehensive	
  Plan	
  Amendment	
  Application-­‐Early	
  Threshold	
  Review	
  

Plese	
  &	
  Plese	
  LLC	
  
	
  
Description	
  of	
  Proposed	
  Amendment:	
  	
  
	
  Comprehensive	
  Plan	
  amendment	
  to	
  redesignate	
  approximately	
  7,680	
  +/-­‐	
  square	
  feet	
  from	
  
Residential	
  4-­‐10	
  (R	
  4-­‐10)	
  to	
  Office	
  (O),	
  with	
  a	
  corresponding	
  rezone	
  from	
  RSF	
  to	
  O-­‐35.	
  The	
  
subject	
  property	
  is	
  identified	
  as	
  Spokane	
  County	
  Assessor	
  Tax	
  Parcel	
  #36311.0517,	
  which	
  is	
  
comprised	
  of	
  Lots	
  33,	
  34	
  and	
  35,	
  Block	
  5	
  of	
  Byrne	
  Addition.	
  	
  Lot	
  35	
  is	
  currently	
  zoned	
  O-­‐35	
  
and	
  the	
  property	
  owner	
  seeks	
  to	
  rezone	
  the	
  remainder	
  of	
  the	
  parcel,	
  Lots	
  33	
  and	
  34,	
  from	
  R	
  
4-­‐10	
  to	
  O-­‐35.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
The	
  subject	
  parcel	
  is	
  approximately	
  11,325	
  +/-­‐	
  square	
  feet	
  in	
  size,	
  but	
  only	
  7,680	
  +/-­‐	
  square	
  
feet	
   of	
   the	
   site	
   is	
   part	
   of	
   the	
   Comprehensive	
   Plan	
   and	
   rezone	
   request,	
   as	
   the	
   remainder	
  
already	
  has	
  the	
  Comprehensive	
  Plan	
  designation	
  and	
  zoning	
  requested	
  in	
  this	
  application.	
  
	
  
Questions:	
  
	
  
1) Describe	
   how	
   the	
   proposed	
   amendment	
   is	
   appropriately	
   addressed	
   as	
   a	
  

Comprehensive	
  Plan	
  Amendment.	
  	
  
The	
  property	
  owner	
  seeks	
  to	
  develop	
  the	
  three	
  parcels	
  it	
  owns	
  as	
  a	
  single	
  site	
  for	
  a	
  
bank	
   or	
   office	
   use,	
   as	
   permitted	
   in	
   the	
   underlying	
   Office	
   zone.	
   	
   A	
   land	
   use	
   map	
  
change	
  to	
  Office-­‐35	
  is	
  required	
  for	
  a	
  portion	
  of	
  one	
  of	
  the	
  parcels	
  under	
  ownership,	
  
in	
  order	
  for	
  the	
  entire	
  ownership	
  and	
  proposed	
  site	
  to	
  have	
  a	
  single	
  zone.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
The	
   Spokane	
  Municipal	
   Code	
   does	
   not	
   permit	
   a	
   rezone	
  without	
   a	
   Comprehensive	
  
Plan	
   amendment	
   first	
   or	
   simultaneous;	
   therefore	
   the	
   proposal	
   is	
   appropriately	
  
presented	
  as	
  a	
  Comprehensive	
  Plan	
  amendment.	
  	
  
	
  
The	
   property	
   owner	
   anticipates	
   utilizing	
   the	
   area	
   under	
   consideration	
   for	
   future	
  
parking	
   only,	
   to	
   support	
   an	
   O-­‐35	
   allowed	
   use	
   on	
   the	
   northern	
   portion	
   of	
   the	
  
property;	
  therefore,	
  the	
  property	
  owner	
  would	
  consider	
  a	
  Development	
  Agreement	
  
to	
  limit	
  allowable	
  uses	
  if	
  the	
  application	
  is	
  approved	
  by	
  City	
  Council.	
  	
  

	
  
5)	
  	
  	
  	
   Describe	
   how	
   the	
   proposed	
   amendment	
   is	
   consistent	
   with	
   current	
   general	
  

polices	
  in	
  the	
  comprehensive	
  plan	
  for	
  site-­‐specific	
  amendment	
  proposals.	
  	
  The	
  
proposed	
   amendment	
  must	
   be	
   consistent	
  with	
  policy	
   implementation	
   in	
   the	
  
Countywide	
  Planning	
  policies,	
  the	
  GAM	
  [sic],	
  or	
  other	
  state	
  or	
  federal	
  law,	
  and	
  
the	
  WAC.	
  

	
  
The	
  subject	
  parcel	
  #36311.0517	
  includes	
  3	
  underlying	
  lots	
  (Lots	
  33-­‐35,	
  Block	
  5,	
  
Byrne	
  Addition),	
  with	
  Lot	
  35	
  and	
  a	
  portion	
  of	
  Lot	
  34	
  already	
  zoned	
  O-­‐35.	
  	
  The	
  
purpose	
  of	
  the	
  application	
  is	
  to	
  obtain	
  one	
  zone	
  for	
  the	
  entire	
  parcel:	
  O-­‐35.	
  	
  The	
  
applicant	
  owns	
  the	
  two	
  parcels	
  to	
  the	
  north	
  and	
  intends	
  to	
  develop	
  the	
  three	
  parcels	
  
as	
  a	
  single	
  site.	
  	
  A	
  Comprehensive	
  Plan	
  Amendment	
  and	
  rezone	
  are	
  necessary	
  in	
  
order	
  to	
  do	
  so.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
Land	
  Use	
  Policy	
  1.5	
  states	
  in	
  part:	
  
	
  

The	
  Office	
  designation	
  is	
  also	
  located	
  where	
  it	
  continues	
  an	
  existing	
  
office	
  development	
  trend	
  and	
  serves	
  as	
  a	
  transitional	
  land	
  use	
  between	
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higher	
  intensity	
  commercial	
  uses	
  on	
  one	
  side	
  of	
  a	
  principal	
  arterial	
  
street	
  and	
  a	
  lower	
  density	
  residential	
  area	
  on	
  the	
  opposite	
  side	
  of	
  the	
  
street.	
  Arterial	
  frontages	
  that	
  are	
  predominantly	
  developed	
  with	
  single-­‐
family	
  residences	
  should	
  not	
  be	
  disrupted	
  with	
  office	
  use.	
  For	
  example,	
  
office	
  use	
  is	
  encouraged	
  in	
  areas	
  designated	
  Office	
  along	
  the	
  south	
  side	
  
of	
  Francis	
  Avenue	
  between	
  Cannon	
  Street	
  and	
  Market	
  Street	
  to	
  a	
  depth	
  
of	
  not	
  more	
  than	
  approximately	
  140	
  feet	
  from	
  Francis	
  Avenue.	
  	
  

	
  
(Emphasis	
  added).	
  

	
  
Land	
  Use	
  Policy	
  1.5	
  suggests	
  the	
  zoning	
  designation	
  extend	
  only	
  140	
  feet	
  southerly	
  
of	
  Francis	
  Avenue;	
  however,	
  that	
  is	
  not	
  a	
  specific	
  rule	
  and	
  there	
  is	
  no	
  corresponding	
  
requirement	
  in	
  the	
  Spokane	
  Municipal	
  Code.	
  	
  In	
  other	
  words,	
  it	
  is	
  a	
  guideline.	
  	
  	
  
Furthermore,	
  based	
  upon	
  the	
  platted	
  lot	
  configurations	
  in	
  Byrne	
  Addition	
  of	
  30	
  or	
  
40	
  feet	
  in	
  width	
  and	
  any	
  subsequent	
  boundary	
  line	
  adjustments,	
  it	
  is	
  nearly	
  
impossible	
  to	
  obtain	
  a	
  “perfect”	
  140	
  foot	
  depth	
  without	
  creating	
  either	
  parcels	
  or	
  
lots	
  with	
  multiple	
  zones,	
  which	
  good	
  planning	
  practice	
  discourages.	
  	
  
	
  
Furthermore,	
  there	
  are	
  other	
  areas	
  within	
  the	
  vicinity	
  where	
  the	
  O-­‐35	
  zone	
  extends	
  
southerly	
  approximately	
  180	
  feet	
  in	
  depth	
  from	
  Francis	
  Avenue.	
  	
  These	
  include	
  
property	
  on	
  Howard	
  Street	
  and	
  Normandie	
  Street.	
  	
  See	
  aerial	
  image	
  identified	
  as	
  
“Re:	
  #5”	
  previously	
  submitted.	
  	
  	
  Therefore,	
  these	
  other	
  properties	
  support	
  the	
  
premise	
  that	
  140	
  feet	
  is	
  simply	
  a	
  guideline.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
Finally,	
  it	
  is	
  important	
  to	
  emphasize	
  that	
  the	
  property	
  owner	
  is	
  seeking	
  the	
  
amendment	
  in	
  order	
  for	
  the	
  existing	
  Office	
  zoned	
  parcels	
  to	
  meet	
  code	
  requirements	
  
for	
  setbacks,	
  parking,	
  landscaping,	
  stormwater	
  control	
  and	
  ingress/egress	
  
separation	
  from	
  Francis	
  Avenue	
  and	
  overall	
  site	
  design	
  and	
  circulation.	
  	
  Simply	
  
stated,	
  code	
  requirements	
  and	
  user	
  needs	
  often	
  drive	
  the	
  width	
  and	
  depth	
  of	
  a	
  site,	
  
such	
  that	
  the	
  “guideline”	
  must	
  yield	
  to	
  specific	
  code	
  requirements	
  and	
  site	
  layout.	
  	
  

	
  
The	
  application	
   is	
  consistent	
  with	
  the	
  other	
   following	
  policies	
  of	
   the	
  Comprehensive	
  Plan:	
  
	
  

Land	
  Use	
  1.12	
  
The	
  proposed	
  map	
  change	
  is	
  consistent	
  with	
  Land	
  Use	
  Goal	
  1.12.	
  	
  Existing	
  public	
  
facilities	
  and	
  services	
  are	
  available	
  to	
  serve	
  this	
  site.	
  	
  	
  	
  

	
  	
  
Land	
  Use	
  3.1	
  
The	
  proposed	
  map	
  change	
  is	
  consistent	
  with	
  Policy	
  LU	
  3.1,	
  which	
  encourages	
  the	
  
efficient	
  use	
  of	
  land.	
  	
  Under	
  Policy	
  LU	
  3.1,	
  future	
  growth	
  should	
  be	
  directed	
  to	
  
locations	
  where	
  adequate	
  services	
  and	
  facilities	
  are	
  available.	
  	
  There	
  already	
  
adequate	
  public	
  services	
  and	
  facilities	
  in	
  the	
  area	
  and	
  serving	
  the	
  subject	
  property.	
  	
  	
  
	
  	
  
Economic	
  Development	
  Goal	
  6	
  
The	
  proposed	
  map	
  change	
  is	
  consistent	
  with	
  Goal	
  ED	
  6,	
  which	
  recommends	
  that	
  
development	
  be	
  located	
  where	
  infrastructure	
  capacity	
  already	
  exists	
  before	
  
extending	
  infrastructure	
  into	
  new	
  areas.	
  	
  Policy	
  ED	
  6.1.	
  	
  In	
  this	
  case,	
  public	
  services	
  
such	
  as	
  water,	
  sewer,	
  roadways,	
  gas,	
  and	
  electricity,	
  are	
  available	
  to	
  serve	
  the	
  site.	
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Consistency	
  with	
  County	
  Wide	
  Planning	
  Policies:	
  

	
  
The	
   request	
   is	
   consistent	
   with	
   the	
   CWPP.	
   The	
   CWPP	
   encourage	
   growth	
   in	
   urban	
  
areas	
  where	
   services	
   and	
  utilities	
   already	
   exist.	
   	
  When	
   the	
   site	
   is	
   redeveloped	
   for	
  
office	
  use,	
  the	
  property	
  owner	
  will	
  be	
  required	
  to	
  demonstrate	
  that	
  levels	
  of	
  service	
  
are	
   maintained,	
   as	
   required	
   by	
   the	
   CWPP.	
   	
   The	
   CWPP	
   also	
   encourage	
   the	
   use	
   of	
  
public	
   transit	
   and	
   development	
   in	
   areas	
   where	
   public	
   transit	
   service	
   is	
   available.	
  
This	
   area	
   is	
   served	
   by	
   public	
   transit.	
   	
   It	
   is	
   important	
   to	
   note	
   that	
   the	
   City	
   has	
  
adopted	
  development	
   regulations	
   and	
  policies	
   to	
   implement	
   the	
  CWPP	
  at	
   the	
  City	
  
level.	
  	
  Development	
  of	
  this	
  site	
  will	
  be	
  required	
  to	
  comply	
  with	
  the	
  City’s	
  polices	
  and	
  
development	
  regulations;	
  thus	
  consistency	
  with	
  the	
  CWPP	
  is	
  achieved.	
  	
  

	
  
	
  

-­‐-­‐	
  End	
  of	
  Form	
  -­‐-­‐	
  

44



45



46



47



48



49



50



51



52



53



54



55



56



57



58



59



60



61



62



63



64



65



66



67



68


	Full Application Packet(wRev11272017).pdf
	Permit Number
	Checklist
	General Application
	Neighborhood Council Correspondence
	Threshold Review
	SEPA Checklist




